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Wednesday, 27 November 1991

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

PET[TION - DUCK SHOOTING
Prohibition Legislation Support

MRS WATKINS (Wanneroo) [11.05 am]: I have a petition couched in the following
terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned petitioners of Western Australia and residents, urge you not to
declare Duck Shooting Seasons and to legislate for the prohibition of any fucure Duck
Shooting in this State because of the cruelty inflicted on our wildlife; the loss of
significant waterbird breeding habitat; the pollution of the wetlands from lead pellets,
cartridges and other rubbish, and community disapproval of recreational shooting of
wildlife.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 1 726 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 145.]

ESTIMATES COMMITTEES A AND B
Minutes Tabling

THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Barnett): I table the minutes of the Estimates Committees A
and B.
[See papers Nos 801A and 801lB.]

PARLIAMENTARY HISTORY ADVISORY COMMITTEE - REPORT TABLING
"The House on the Hill" Tabling

THE SPEAKER: I also table the report of the Parliamentary History Advisory Committee
and a copy of the book The House on the Hill, a history of the Parliament of Western
Australia from 1832-1990. Since its formation in October 1982, the Parliamentary History
Advisory Committee has worked efficiently and diligently, producing six major publications,
including biographical registers of members and an index to candidates in Western
Australian elections. All of the publications have been produced in a scholarly and
eminently readable manner. The launch on 21 October 1991 by 1-Us Excellency the
Governor (Sir Francis Theodore Page Burt AC KCMG) of The House on the Hill was the
culmination of the excellent work done by the Parliamentary History Advisory Committee.
The many contributors to the volume should be congratulated.
The other major part of the committee's work is the oral history program. To date
32 parliamentarians and others associated with the Parliament have been interviewed. These
records provide an otherwise inaccessible insight into the history of this Parliament and the
development of Western Australia. The distinguished committee members, both past and
present, deserve the highest praise. On behalf of this House, I thank them, and particularly
the chairman, Associate Professor David Black, without whose drive and enthusiasm this
project would not have proceeded in the excellent way it has. The President of the
Legislative Council and I support the work of the committee and will ensure that it continues
along the lines that the committee has recommended.
[See papers Nos 802 and 803.1
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MOTION - SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE OFFICIAL CORRUPTION
COMMISSION ACT

Appointment

DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [11.11 am]: I move -

That a Select Committee be appointed to inquire into and report on the adequacy of
the Official Corruption Commission Act 1988 and to make such recommendations
for change as in the opinion of the Committee may be required: such inquiries to be
conducted in conjunction with the ministerial review pursuant to section 14 of the
Act.

In addressing this motion it is very important that the Parliament recall the history of the
legislation and its operation. The Official Corruption Act has its origins in a Hill introduced
in 1988 by the late Andrew Mensaros. and I am sure all members will remember his interest
in this matter. Apparently, it deliberately had a very narrow scope: It was simply to provide
an independent body of high standing which could receive complaints about official
corruption from any member of the community, including members of the public sector, and
it would then refer those complaints to the proper investigatory authority. Obviously those
references are considerable and include not only the Police Force in this State, but also the
National Crimes Authority, the Federal Police and other bodies with investigative powers. In
most cases it would involve the police but some cases would possibly involve the
Ombudsman or the Auditor General, depending on the nature of the claim made.
The Government presumes that the Opposition, by introducing the legislation at that time,
took the view that such a body was necessary because of the perception of less than effective
handling of such complaints by investigating bodies. The fact that the role of the Official
Corruption Commission was principally to refer and monitor those investigations suggests
that that was the Opposition's intention. At the time the Government was not aware of any
evidence to suggest that was the case and it has not been made aware of any evidence since
then to suggest that is the case. There certainly was not a climate of public concern about the
operations of those investigating authorities that might have led to questioning the integrity
of the Police Force or other investigatory bodies. Given the movement towards such bodies
in the 1980s and 1990s the Government was prepared to try out the idea on the basis that it
might actually reward the very modest resources required by the Opposition's Hill by
encouraging complaints about official corruption from people who might otherwise have
remained silent. The view we all shared was that people might feel intimidated by going to
the police or to other authorities and if they had guaranteed anonymity and could make a
complaint to a body which could refer it to the appropriate body they would not only not
have to concern themselves about which investigatory body was appropriate, but also they
would have some assurance that all the matters of complaint would be received and dealt
with in due course.
The Government amended the Liberal Party's Bill to widen its scope and to make it more
workable. At the time the Government agreed with the general intent of the Bill, but the
original Bill was so narrow in its scope and intent that it would have had very little effect on
public confidence in our public institutions and on officials and would not have achieved the
intent behind the Liberal Party's Bill. The Government amended the Bill by inserting a
provision which required a ministerial review of the legislation after two years' operation.
None of us in the House at the time was satisfied that the Bill necessarily solved the problem
it sought to address. I remind members that the Act came into operation on 11I August 1989
and the commission opened its doors later that month. The statutory review was therefore
required to commence after I I August this year. It is important that members note that. It is
not as though the Government has not gone through the proper process mn reviewing the Act
after the experience of two years and calling for public submissions and comment on the
question. In anticipation of that event - 11I August for the beginning of the review -
advertisements calling for submissions to 30 July were placed in the Press in June. Again,
the proper process required by legislation was adopted. What astounds me most about that
process is that only seven submissions were received, not all of which were of substance.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
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Dr LAWRENCE: No submissions were received after the closing date. The matter, in the
community's eyes, was judged as requiring seven submissions and, as I said, not all of those
were of substance. Given the huff and puff that we have heard from the Opposition in recent
days, particularly from the Leader of the Opposition, it must be underlined that the
submissions were not received from either of the Opposition leaders, the relevant shadow
Ministers or the Independents - not a whisper and not a single observation from them about
how the Act might be changed, about how it had been operating or about what powers should
be conferred in future legislation.
Mr Court: We introduced the legislation into the Parliament three times. We do not have to
go to a review; we come into this place.
Dr LAWRENCE: 'I am suggesting a mechanism to do it properly. It should not be done on
the run. We are required to go to a review by the Statute. It is all very well for members
opposite to say that they have come forward with amendments, but they did not participate in
the process established by Statute which enabled all of us to make sensible comment. It may
be that members opposite did not feel any sense of urgency about that and that is fine, but
they should not now in the public arena -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE. Therefore, it seems rather hypocritical that members opposite seek to
make political capital out of this matter when they have not shown sufficient interest to make
even a single submission to the review. One Federal member of Parliament made a one page
submission on behalf of a local party unit and that was the only political submission
received.
I have instructed the departmental officers carrying out the initial stages of the review to take
into account the Opposition's amendment Bill. It is not as though the Opposition's views,
insofar as they are available to us through those amendments, are not being taken into
account and neither has correspondence from the Official Corruption Commission on this
matter been ignored. I advise the House that Parliament is the body which makes law;
Parliament is the body which determines how that law should be enacted; and Parliament is
the body which amends legislation. With due respect, it is not the Official Corruption
Commission, it is not the various bodies which report to Parliament; it is the Parliament itself
and it is properly going through the process of review. I have written also to the Opposition
leaders and to the Indepefidents inviting them to make late submissions to the review and I
hope they will take up the opportunity. By establishing a Select Committee -
MrACourt: You didn't even know there was a review going on -

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Court: - until you got your letter from Justice Wickham.
The SPEAKER: Order! It seems to me that there are two unsavoury practices occurring in
this House. Firstly, and most importantly, when I call order it is appropriate that the person
who is shouting or whom I am calling to order comes to order immediately and that he
simply does not finish the sentence. It is an unsavoury practice and members are not taking
any notice of me and they conclude what they want to say and sit back as though they have
come to order. It is a practice which brings this House and each of its members into ill
repute and it should cease.
The other practice which I am not happy about is that some members have adopted the
practice of shouting over the top of the member addressing his or her remarks to me and to
the rest of the House. It is not an appropriate way of interiecting and it should stop. It is an
unsavoury practice which has been adopted by members on both sides of the House and I ask
members to bear that in mind and to try to stop that practice.
Dr LAWRENCE: I appreciate those observations. This is not a matter about which shouting
and yelling will have an impact on the outcome. The review is being undertaken and late
submissions will be accepted from the Opposition. By establishing a Select Committee all
parties will be provided with an opportunity to put forward a considered view so that we will
be in a position to clearly indicate the views of this Parliament while at the same time
providing for the review required by the Act. I indicated some weeks ago during the
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Estimates Committees' debate, and later I think to the member for Nedlands in this House,
that I wanted to ensure that members opposite came to a considered view on this matter so
that we could approach it in a bipartisan way. If members go back through Hansard they
will find that I offered that opportunity to members opposite. We are now providing a
formal vehicle to enable that to take place. It seems to me, given the highly politicised
nature of the Opposition's approach to this matter, that that is the only way the Parliament
can sensibly deal with it.
I hope whomever the Opposition appoints to this committee will behave in a responsible
manner when discussing the issues of the review of official corruption mechanisms in this
State. So far the review has concentrated on the issues of reporting powers, the protection of
public officers lodging complaints, and the question of the accountability of the commission
under the Financial Administration and Audit Act. That matter has generated voluminous
correspondence from the commission and taken up considerable departmental time. They
are all matters which must be addressed as a minimum in the review under the Act and which
I hope the parliamentary committee will address.
Although the Official Corruption Commission Act charges me with the conduct of the
review. I am mindful of the fact - particularly because of the political shenanigans on the
Opposition benches - that we need a bipartisan approach to this matter. If we do not succeed
in having such an approach, I think people in the community will feel rightly aggrieved that
on a matter as important as this members of Parliament are preventing proper and sensible
debate. Members of the community would therefore be reasonably likely to conclude that
members of this House had something to hide and something they wanted to prevent being
investigated. Therefore, I beg members opposite to be sensible in their approach to this
matter and not try to make cheap political capital from it. If they do that we will ensure that
members of this Parliament are respected as being able to make submissions,
recommendations and laws which will prevent official corruption and that, if it occurs, it will
be properly reported and investigated in a way that the public knows is based on a proper
reporting mechanism which respects the rights of individuals not to have their reputations
muined should it be found that allegations made against them were unsubstantiated or were
insufficiently developed to warrant further investigation.
Subject to consultation with the Select Committee, I hope that our review will be completed
simultaneously with the Select Committee's reporting so that legislation can come into this
House on which we can all vote with honour, which we can all stand by as a vehicle to
provide us with an official corruption prevention mechanism into the 1990s, and wbich will
prevent the degrading prospect I have seen in recent days surrounding this matter.
Having said that, I will go over some of the things that have occurred in relation to the
Corruption Commission debate. It is clear to me that members opposite have sought to take
advantage of a letter from MrT Justice Wickham to me and to suggest that the Government has
been doing two things: Firstly, that it has been dragging its feet and is careless on this
matter; and, secondly, that we have something to hide. That is cheap political point scoring.
Neither of those things is correct.
MrT Kierath: You said those things about OUr calling for a Royal Commission.
Several members inteiJected.
The SPEAKER: Order! It seems to me that only a few minutes have passed since I last
requested members not to shout at whoever is addressing their remarks to other members of
the House and me. I do not wish to take action against members for doing that, and it is the
furthest thing from my mind, but I advise members now that if necessary I will do so.
Dr LAWRENCE: I know that this is a sensitive point with the Opposition. Perhaps I should
not provoke Opposition members by saying that they are other than serious about this matter.
We ame deadly serious about it to the extent that we have introduced legislation on a range of
fronts. I think the Opposition would acknowledge that. First, we introduced the Members of
Parliament (Disclosure of Financial Interests) Bill. We not only need to police the possibility
of official corruption in this State, but also need to take preventative measures against such
corruption. I can think of no better way to prevent a conflict of interests, or a perception of
conflict of interest, or a perception that Ministers of this Government, and members of this
Parliament in particular, are involved in matters which could be described as officially
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corrupt, than to require members of Parliament to disclose their financial interests, If that
happened people in the community would know clearly when members were malking
decisions as either a member of Parliament or Government -

Mr Kierath: You are not serious!
Dr LAWRENCE: - I am deadly serious - which have a capacity to be influenced by their
financial or business interests. I think that any reasonable Parliament would agree to such a
provision. It is not unduly intrusive. It simply restores public confidence that members of
Parliament will not participate in decisions in which they have a direct interest and that to the
extent that they do so their conflict of interests will clearly be known.
The second manter before this Parliament which also has a bearing on the prevention of
official corruption, particularly of members of Parliament, is the whole question of disclosure
of political donations. I will watch with considerable interest how members opposite deal
with this issue now it is before the Parliament. It seems extraordinary to me that members
opposite would complain about the size and source of political donations yet be totally
unprepared to support legislation which places restrictions on those donations and which
requires their full reporting, thereby enabling the community to know precisely not only how
much money is being received by political parties but also from whom those donations are
received. The Opposition has made political capital out of donations being made but is
unprepared to take the obvious remedy. I must say that members opposite have a very poor
record on this question.
Obviously the legislation must ensure that all donations to members of Parliament and
political parties amt properly accounted for, are known about in the community and are
known about by the Parliament. To suggest otherwise is clearly, in the case of the
Opposition, to want to have its cake and eat it too. Opposition members complain when
donations are made. The Opposition wants to raise speculation about the motives that might
have led to donations being made. However, the Opposition is unprepared to take the
obvious preventative step of reporting those donations to this Parliament in an orderly way. I
will watch with interest when the Bill comes before the Parliament because the Opposition
holds an indefensible position about this matter and always has. Given the position in this
State and the Opposition's view of recent events in it, members opposite cannot stand in this
Parliament and defend a position which says that there will be no disclosure of political
donations. In the past members opposite have said of political donations legislation that it
had too many loopholes in it and therefore they would not support it. However, members
can rest assured that the new Bill does not have a single loophole in it.
Mr Clarko: The Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform stated in his second
reading speech that it does.
Dr LAWRENCE: I think the member will find that he does not say the Bill has loopholes in
it. The member will find that he will say that there is always an opportunity for members of
the community to evade the law. However, we do not refuse to pass legislation simply
because people may attempt to avoid it, otherwise we could pack up our bags and go home
right now. Members opposite must examine their position on these two matters in particular,
which bear on the question of prevention of corruption.
In respect of the question of the reporting provisions, whkch l am sure we will debate later
today, I was not aware that the Act appeared - and I underline the word "appeared t" - to
preclude the reporting to Parliament by the commission of its activities, except on financial
matters. I raised that matter with the commissioners. I told them that I found it
extraordinary that they had no mechanism to report 10 anybody - to mue or the Parliament -
and that the best that could be done was, as they did last week, to send a letter to all members
of the Parliament, and to the media, courtesy of the Leader of the Opposition; and that that
question had to be addressed In the interim, I have had a series of correspondence with the
Official Corruption Commission, and at the appropriate time I will seek to table that
correspondence. That correspondence indicates that the commission has a number of
concerns, but in the end, prior to this letter being made public, it was satisfied that the review
process required to begin on I I August this year would be sufficient to the task.
In addition to that, I have been advised by the former Chief Executive of the Department of
the Premier, Mr Gordon Pearce - and this is a note to me - of the following -
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In earlier correspondence you requested Mr Wickham to prepare a formal submission
regarding the suggestion that the Act be amended to permit the Commission to report
to the Parliament in certain circumstances.

I invited the commission to do that. It continues -

At the present time the Act has no reporting requirement for the Commission, apart
from matters of financial administration and no provision enabling the Commission
to report.

The relevant sentence states -
The Solicitor General has previously pointed out that the Commission could
xviiinter reports to the Parliament or to you.

He then suggests a course of action for me to follow.
Mr MacKinnon: What is that?
Dr LAWRENCE: That I seek advice from the Attorney General on the proposal for
amendments to the Act.
Mr MacKinnon: What is the date of the letter?
Dr LAWRENCE: I will table the correspondence at an appropriate time. The letter is dated
30 October 1990. The key issue is that we had not even received from the commission at
that point a submission on this question; and, in any case, it was at my invitation. The point
made in the letter is that, on the advice of the Solicitor General, there is nothing to prevent
the Official Corruption Commission's reporting to Parliament. The only reason that a
mechanism is needed in the Act is to ensure that Parliament receives the report. I cannot
imagine a situation in which members of this Parliament would refuse to receive a report
from the Official Corruption Commission; and that was one of the pieces of advice that we
provided to it.
Mr Macinnon: Why not provide reporting legislation?
Dr LAWRENCE: We will deal with that matter. We will, presumably, have another debate
on this question. I point out to members that we should legislate in this Parliament not on the
basis of what is being urged upon us because of our political instincts, nor on the basis of
what is being urged upon us, even by the most senior people in public administration, but
rather on the basis of ourjudgment of what is required to be done, and what is sensible. That
is the reason that a Select Committee is an important vehicle. I do not see any general
problem with a review of the reporting provisions. I invited that review to be done, and the
vehicle by which it should be done is a review of the Act. In the meantime, it is clear that
there is nothing to prevent the Official Corruption Commission's offering to report to the
Parliament. The only obstacle would be if we refused to accept such a report as a
Parliament, and I do not believe there is a circumstance in which that would occuir. We
could, presumably, take a vote in this Parliament to the effect that if the commission chose to
report to us, we would be happy to receive its report in the interim. Whatever may be the
mechanism, there is nothing to prevent the commission's reporting to the Parliament, and
that must be underlined heavily.
The letter from Mr Justice Wickham surprised me, and I took immediate act I on to try to
determine what was the cause of the sense of alarm expressed particularly in the second
paragraph. It appeared to me, and also to many members of the media, that he was saying
that there was some suggestion that the investigating authorities had not properly been
conducting their affairs; that they had been either dilatory, careless or slow, or that deliberate
obstacles had been placed in the way of their investigation. That is not a matter about which
I think any of us would sit around and think for a few days. It is a matter of great
seriousness, and I responded, as did also the Leader of the Opposition, very quickly to that
request. I responded by asking the commission "What is the matter about which you are so
concerned? What is the issue that needs to be dealt with?' I did not ask the commission
"What matters are being investigated?" but rather "What matters are you referring to in terms
of the sense of alarm that you have expressed?" I underline that at no stage have I asked the
commission or its officers what matters it is investigating. I was talking about the question
of the failure of the investigating authorities. I do not want to know what matters it is
investigating, nor should I want to know that; and it is none of the Opposition's business
either.
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No matter has been brought to my attention by Mr Justice Wickham in respect of the
behaviour of investigating authorities, or obstacles pliced in the commission's way, that he
believes I could or should do anything about until such time that an investigation is
undertaken and concluded, or a report is made to this Parliament. Members opposite may
choose not to believe my version of the conversation with Mr Justice Wickham, but it was
very clear to me - otherwise I would have taken action - that there was nothing in the current
investigations and references that he referred to in the second paragraph that required the
Government or the Parliament to take immediate action. He did say to me that he would lie
reporting powers, and under those circumstances I outlined clearly to Mr Justice Wickhamn
the plans that we had to introduce legislation in the next session of Parliament. I pointred out
to him also chat it would be difficult in any case for legislation requiring reporting to go
through during this session of Parliament, and that a time could be made available for a
report to be made to the Parliament if that was his wish. I pressed him on the point - and I
have said this publicly - about whether there was any matter that he wanted right now to
report to the Parliament, because if that were the case, we would try to accelerate the process;
and in any case, we may attempt to do so. H-e said there was no matter today that he urgently
needed to report; and I underline that point.
Just to put to rest the observation that members opposite have been trying to make about the
question of whether we were being pressed for a reporting power, I was the one who initiated
that discussion in the first place. I must confess that at the time I became Premier and when I
met the commission in early 1990 1 was not aware that a statutory review period was
required. After I initiated the question of a change to the reporting powers, I was advised
that a genera] review of the Act had to be undertaken after two years' operation of the Act,
There is detailed correspondence between Mr Justice Wickham and members of the Official
Corruption Commission and me about this question. There is much more voluminous
correspondence about whether the Financial Administration and Audi: Act has any bearing
on the commission and whether it should meet the requirements of that Act. There is also
correspondence in respect of v ehicles, salaries, and so on, and some correspondence about
amendments to the Act, but until that letter last week there was no suggestion from the
commission to me of any sense of urgency about the matter of reporting. The commission
certainly wanted it to occur and would prefer that it occurred now, but, given the statutory
requirements of the Act, it is important that we put that into perspective.
I wrote to Mr Justice Wickham on 8 January this year in the following terms -

I refer to your letter dated 26 October outlining the Commission's reasons for seeking
an amendment to the Act to enable the Commission to report to the Parliament in
certain circumstances.
I consider partial interim action of the type suggested would not be appropriate, given
the proposal to review the Commission towards the middle of this year.
Should you wish to discuss this matter further with me, I would be pleased to do so.

The letter I had in reply was
My dear Premier
Thank you for your letter of 8th January 1991.
The Commission having drawn attention to the possible advantages of suggested
amendments and to the possible wording of those amendments, does not consider that
it should make any further comment to anyone except, if asked, to help on any
specific matter.
It is not, of course, either the function or the desire of the commission to attempt to
promote amendments to its constituent stature or otherwise to influence the
Parliament in that respect.

That was the last piece of correspondence I had on that issue.
Mr Cowan: A very sensible statement.
Mr Macinnon: A very proper statement drawing your attention to the matter.
Dr LAWRENCE: Indeed. And I gave a specific invitation, as members heard in my earlier
letter, that if the commission wanted to discuss the matter I would be very happy to do so.
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What I received in reply was a letter which said that the commission did not wish to promote
the matter any further, given the statutory review, given our intention to require reporting
provisions, and given our intention to conclude the matter in an orderly way as required.
Mr Cowan: That is your interpretation; that is not what he said. Read what he said.
Dr LAWRENCE: ". . . having drawn attention to the possible advantages of suggested
amendments" - that is fairly clear.
Mr Cowan: That means he does not have to tell you again and again.
Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: If he really felt a sense of urgency, do members believe I would have
received a letter saying that the commission would take it no further at this time? I took that
correspondence to mean that the Official Corruption Commission was satisfied that the
process of review should be undertaken as required by Statute.
Mr Kierath: You took it to mean that; that is your interpretation.
Dr LAWRENCE: That was also the advice given to me by officers of the Ministry of the
Premier and Cabinet, Mr Pearce in particular, and it was the advice given to me following the
correspondence, so any suggestion that we have dropped our bundle on the commission is
wrong. We have had a correct, by the book, reaction to the Official Corruption
Commission's request.
One of the curious things is that the Opposition apparently is prepared to bring into this
Parliament amendments, as I heard the Leader of the Opposition say this morning, word for
word as requested by the Official Corruption Commission. My view is that that sort of
action is not appropriate for members of Parliament. It is not appropriate for them to take
something from somebody else, no matter how senior or venerable. Members should not
present amendments and simply say, "Here they are, we are doing what we are told." We
have an independent role as law makers, and that is why we are moving to establish a Select
Committee; to ensure that members of Parliament take into account the views of the Official
Corruption Commission, the views of members of the community and the experience of
other jurisdictions. That is what must be finally reflected in the law on this matter of such
grave importance to the people of Western Australia.
I should raise one further question. I have not, in the course of my association with the
Official Corruption Commission, met with it on more than one occasion, although, as
members have heard, I have offered to do so on at least one other occasion. I have conducted
all the business between the commission and myself very much on an open basis.
Mr Lewis: You would not meet with it when it asked you.
Dr LAWRENCE: I have conducted my business with the commission very much on the
basis of official correspondence with officers of the Crown Law Department and w'ith the
Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet giving me advice on the appropriate course of action to
take. They have advised me about the way to proceed, and in many cases I have accepted
that judgment. I have never regarded it as my right, or indeed as proper, to pick up the
telephone and ring Mr Justice Wickham, Commodore Orr or Mr Tregonning and say, "I have
a view here; what do you think?" The only time I have picked up the telephone was earlier
this week as a result of the alarm expressed in that letter. I ask members to be careful- 1 was
alarmed myself by an earlier letter from the commission which said -

Further to my letter of 7 November I inform you that late on Friday 23 November 1
had a telephone conversation with The Hon Peter Foss MLC in respect to the
proposed amendment.
As a result I suggested amendments, a copy of which is enclosed.

That is the amendment members opposite are now bringing to the Parliament. Apparently as
a result of a telephone call from Hon Peter Foss, Mr Justice Wickham sent me some
amendments which are the ones the Opposition is bringing into this Parliament. I do not
believe that is the way that members of Parliament should conduct themselves in relation to
the Official Corruption Commission.
Several members interjected.
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Mr Court: If you want advice from the Official Corruption Commission, to whom do you
talk?
Dr LAWRENCE: Members of Parliament must be extremely careful in the way they deal
with bodies such as the Auditor General, the Ombudsman, and the Official Corruption
Commission. They are bodies of the Parliament. Int my view, if there is to be
correspondence with them, except in extraordinary circumstances, it should be in a very
public and open way through appropriate letters which are properly documented; not people
ringing up late on Friday afternoon and having a chat with members of the commission. I am
sure members of the commission also find that extremely embarrassing. The only reason I
undertook the action I did was that I was not able to have a face to face meeting with the
commission, and at his suggestion I rang the commissioner rather than meet with him on
Monday.
I pick up the last point about my refusing to meet with the commission. I did not, I was out
of this State for half the week, and in Karratha for the other half. I was in Perth for half a
day, during which time I packed my bags, met a longstanding commitment in the electorate
and left the State. I was not in a position to meet the commission, and that was
communicated very clearly to the commission. In any case, it was always possible for the
commission to ring me and say, "This is more important than the meeting you are attending;
come back from Adelaide." I did not receive any such suggestion, so I took this to be a
routine matter which I would have an opportunity to discuss with the commission on
returning to the State this week.
Let me reiterate these points: A parliamentary Select Committee is the best way to get over
the political game which is going on over this issue. Firstly, I hope the Opposition will
appoint members who are serious about this issue and not simply out there for a football
match. Secondly, the Select Committee should provide the Parliament with good advice
about how to proceed on the question of official corruption in this State. None of us wants to
see this institution, or the Public Service or its officers or agencies, unavailable to criticism.
If there is any suggestion of official corruption, it should be possible for that to be dealt with
fairly and expeditiously as a matter of priority, and for it to be reported. Everyone wants that
to be the case.
Members opposite are not serious about that because the first Bill introduced by the
Opposition was deliberately hobbled to make it difficult to do anything but use the
commission as a postbox. This was the Opposition's legislation. The Government
broadened it to give it some sense, and I can assure members that the legislation resulting
from this review process will be sufficient to the task, not some political swipe at the
problem done on the run by an Opposition which has never been interested in doing anything
but scoring political points on this issue. Otherwise the Opposition would support the
disclosure of financial interests of members of Parliament and political donations. Members
opposite are not serious about this whole question of accountability and openness. They
want to point to specific examples which they think will embarrass the Government, but
members opposite arc not prepared to provide decent mechanisms to prevent its happening in
the first place, for its being open to the public in the second place, and which will really do
the job into the 1990s. That is what this Select Committee is all about. I cannot accept the
suggestion that the Government is not serious about this matter, because a lot of energy has
gone into all those areas of administration.
I draw the attention of members to the Freedom of Information Bill which will soon be
tabled in this Parliament. I hope members opposite will look very carefully at this
legislation, because it is without precedent, and it gives another arm to openness and
accountability. It is designed to ensure that there is no official corruption, because if those
papers are available with full retrospectivity to people who request them, with appropriate
protection for privacy and so on, and police investigation, that will be another important arm
of the Government's and of Parliament's attempts to ensure that we make it clear to the
public that every act of Government, the Parliament and the individuals comprising those
two groups should be clear, transparent and open to criticism. That is what all this is about.
We are not trying to say. "We know about allegations concerning the member for X or Y.'
That is not our role in Parliamnent- That is why we have established these bodies. Members
should remember that we have a Royal Commission dealing at this moment with many of the
matters which perhaps normally might have been referred to the Official Corruption
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Commission. There is some slippage perhaps between chose bodies about which should deal
with what problems, and that has been left for them to resolve.
Mr Court: Do you know where the Official Corruption Commission is?
Dr LAWRENCE: Where it is physically located?
Mr Court: Yes.
Dr LAWRENCE: No, it is not my habit to go trotting down there.
Mr Court: You are responsible for the commission and you do not even know where it is.
Dr LAWRENCE: What relevance does that have?
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: My responsibilities for the commission are twofold: Firstly, to ensure that
this review is completed, which I am doing by correspondence and by appropriate meetings
of officers; and secondly, to ensure that the commission complies with the Financial
Administration and Audit Act - and we have had a very lengthy corspondence about that
matter - and to ensure appropriate remuneration and facilities for that body. The fact that I
do not know where the commission is situated is probably a goad sign because it is not my
role to go bouncing down to the commission seeking to influence what it does and does not
investigate or how it does or does not do it. That is a matter for the Parliament. I do not
know where the Auditor General's office is either, nor where the Ombudsman's office is. I
do not go stomping up and down the Terrace asking where they are located. I do not know
where those officers reside; that is a ridiculous proposition. It says very clearly that I do not
know because it is not relevant to the conduct of my business.
Mr Court: It is your responsibility.
Dr LAWRENCE: It is not relevant to the conduct of my responsibility. It is an absurd
proposition and, frankly, shows the levels to which the member for Nedlands is prepared to
go.
There is one other matter which I think is important and must be addressed; that is,
observations by the Leader of the Opposition that somehow the Government. in talking about
bringing in new legislation - and I think that would be more appropriate than tinkering with
the old legislation - would seek to destroy records and shred paper. I have had enough of
that. First of all, it is a slight on the commissioners themselves. Secondly, the Leader of the
Opposition knows enough about the way legislation is enacted to know that there would be
transitional provisions if there were any change to that body or any change of legislation.
Again it highlights the fact that the Leader of the Opposition is playing political games with
this matter. Every member of this Parliament knows that legislation that repeals or re-enacts
to create a new body or to change significantly the nature of a body always provides
transitional arrangements. In any case, neither the Government nor the Parliament is in a
position to get its hands on any records. That is the most insulting proposition to put to the
community, apart from putting it to this Parliament, that I have heard for a very long time
and I hope the Leader of the Opposition will not repeat that piece of nonsense in the public
arena, because it is insulting not only to the commissioners and the investigatory bodies but
also to the Parliament. This Parliament would not enact legislation that allowed anything of
that nature to occur; I would not allow that to occur, neither would the commissioners, and
the legislative provisions would never allow that to occur. It underlines for me the attitude of
the Opposition and the fact that its members are entirely careless of the reputation of this
Parliament and those of public officers in this State. What the Opposition wants to underline
in all of this is that nobody can be trusted. In the end what everybody concludes is that the
Opposition cannot be trusted. Members opposite cannot be trusted to be honest or fair, but
they can certainly always be trusted to tell the fewest possible truths in the public arena and,
where possible, to make nuisances of themselves rather than contribute to the public debate
in this State.
MR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [11.53 am]: This motion for the
establishment of a Select Committee to inquire into and report on the adequacy of the
Official Corruption Commission Act, as proposed by the Premier, is nothing more than an
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attempt to delay effective sedaon to scamp out corruption in Government in Western
Australia.
Mr Pearce: Are you proposing to support the motion?
Mr MacKINNON: The Leader of the House will hear in due course.
Mr Pearce: You do not even know if you will support it. It is not a question of knowing the
address of the commission, it is a question of knowing what your attitude is. Why don't you
say whether you will support it?
Several members inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MacKINNON: This motion is the type of stunt for which the Burke and Dowding
Governments were well known. They were past masters at trying to divert attention from the
real issues.
Mr Pearce inreijected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I advise the Leader of the House that the rules apply evenly in this
place. Therefore I ask that he not shout over the person on his or her feet, and that the person
who is addressing his remarks to me or to other members be heard without other members
shouting over him.
Mr MacKJNNON: The real issue is what we are facing here today; that is, corruption in
Government and whether we as a Parliament will be able to address that issue sensibly and
give powers to the Official Corruption Commission to pursue those matters in line with the
request made - not by the Opposition, I might add. It is interesting to see the Premier
scurrying from the Parliament as soon as she has finished her speech, not prepared to face the
music. The request was made not by the Opposition but by a former Supreme Court judge, a
man who is so proper in his activities that when I speak to him he calls me Mr MacKinnon at
all times.
Mr Kobelke: Do you do that regularly?
Mr MacKINNON: I have spoken with Mr Justice Wickham about five times, I suppose.
Mr Pearce: What about?
Mr MacKINNON: I say this to the absent Premier - who is so interested in corruption that
she has scurried off to talk to somebody about something else - and to members opposite:
Any suggestion that my discussions with Mr Wickham are in some way untoward is nothing
more than an attack on the integrity of Mr Wickham.
Mr Pearce: No, we are asking you a question. What do you talk to him about?
Mr MacKINNON: That is another diversionary tactic. Messrs Burke and Dowding, and
now Premier Lawrence, have taught the Leader of the House well: They have taught him to
divert attention from the issue. "Let us talk about political donations, or extensions of time,
or freedom of information, or committees; but let us not talk about the key issue - corruption
in Government." That is the real issue but, rather than act as requested by Mr Justice
Wickham, what has been the Government's response to the alarmn bells rung by a
conservative man who says that his commission has, under reference to the appropriate
authority for investigation, some very grave allegations of official corruption?
Mr Pearce: Yes, allegations.
Mr MacKINNON: The Leader of the House says they are only allegations. The
Government's response to them is to form another committee. That is the Government's
answer to everything. This State is in an economic mess, so what does it do? It forms
another committee. It does not legislate, nor make a decision, nor respond appropriately; it
forms another committee. That is really dynamic stuff. I suppose we should not be
surprised, because this Government has a history of inaction and of attempting to delay,
divert attention and cover up. I ask members: Who strenuously resisted the appointment in
this State of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other
Matters?
Mr Kierath: Premier Lawrence.
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Mr MacKINNON: Who was dragged screaming to the point where she had no option
because the Ombudsman in this State, in response to a letter I wrote, said it was the only way
out? Premier Lawrence was forced by the weight of public opinion, with that letter being che
straw that broke the camel's back, to appoint the Royal Commission, and we now know what
she was trying to cover up. How much did she know about that - about the bags of money,
the scamps, and the favours for mates? Only one inister expressed concern, and it was not
the Leader of the House nor any of the other current Ministers - none of whom is here at the
moment. The Premier is not here and neither is any other Minister except the Leader of the
House. That is how much this Government thinks of corruption, and little wonder. The only
person who stood up was the forner member for Melville, Barry H-odge. That is what the
Premier tried to cover up; she had to be dragged screaming into this Parliament to allow that
to occur. The current rural crisis is unprecedented in this State, and the Government's
answer to that crisis is to form a committee. Recently the Government opposed the
appointment of a Select Committee that could consider in a bipartisan way the matter of farm
input costs. In the words of the member for Eyre, the State is leaderless when it comes to
development. The Government has no answers. The Chamber of Mines and Energy and a
recent report both indicate that the Government has no direction. The Government's answer
to that was to form another committee. As the Minister responsible, by her actions on this
issue and this statement, the Premier is prepared to condone official corruption -

Mr Pearce: That is rubbish.
Mr MacKINNON: She is supporting official corruption; she is allowing those responsible -

Withdrawal of Remark

Mr PEARCE: I seek the withdrawal of that remark.
Mr Blaikie: What were the words?
Mr PEARCE: The words were that the Premier was condoning and supporting official
corruption. That is not only untrue, it is also very unparliamentary.
The SPEAKER: Order! I take the point raised by the Leader of the House. My attention
was momentarily diverted, but had I heard the remark I would have asked that it be
withdrawn. The remark was neither proper nor parliamentary, and I ask that it be withdrawn.
Mr MacKINNON: I withdraw, but the conclusion to be drawn from the actions of the
Premier is that she does not want the matter to be pursued with the alacrity -

The SPEAKER: That is not an appropriate withdrawal.
Mr MacKINNON:- I withdraw, unreservedly.

Debate Resumed
Mr MacKINNON: However, allow me to read the words of Mr Justice Wickham; perhaps
then members can draw their own conclusions. Mr Justice Wickham stated -

This Commission has under reference to the appropriate authority for investigation
some very grave allegations of official corruption.

They are the words of a very conservative man, and those words ring alarm bells equal to the
size of Big Ben. Mr Justice Wickham went on -

These matters must now be attended to promptly and resolutely and in the end
without compromise. Evidence does tnot improve with age.

Is the Leader of the House listening? The Premier is not listening because she is not here,
and neither are the rest of her ministerial colleagues. That is what the Premier thinks about
the matter. She is absent without leave. She may as well have stayed in Adelaide.
Mr Justice Wickham continued -

Each day which now passes is a day which strengthens the position of persons
possibly guilty of official corruption.

Each day that we fail to take action allows the crooks - the people who participated in official
corruption - to cover their nrail. I believe, therefore, that anybody who wants to delay action
that could bring these people to account must be in same part responsible for the condoning
of such activities. I do not want to be a part of that, and neither does the entire Opposition.
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As to the appointment of a Select Committee, I want to ask the Premier a series of questions.
I find it an insult, to say the least, that the Premier is not present during debate on an issue of
such importance, on a motion which she saw fit to institute. It is the Premier's motion, and it
is a matter of supreme public importance. However, she has not the courage to remain in the
Chamber to face questions. I want some answers. An article by Malcolm Quekett in The
West Australian of 26 November refers to my moves -

His moves came after Premier Carmen Lawrence said there was no need for the
Liberal Bill because t Government was preparing its own legislation to give the
0CC teeth. Its Bill would be more far-reaching than the Liberal plan.

What legislation?
Mr Pearce: The review provided by the Act rook place in June last year. It was conducted
by people inside the Attorney General's office.
Mr MacKINNON: Is the legislation prepared?
Mr Pearce: Submissions have been called -
Mr MacKINNON: I will not listen to this man! He is not the Minister in charge. The
Premier is the Minister in charge. She is responsible and she should be present in the
Chamber. The Leader of the House would not know.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Pearce: I do know!
Mr MacKINNON: The Leader of the House would not know the answers to the questions!
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Pearce: Then don't ask the questions.
Mr MacKINNON: Is the legislation prepared?
The SPEAKER: Order! When I call for order, I require order from every quarter, but mostly
from members who are not addressing their remarks correctly to me. Also, if I am not
getting order I would appreciate assistance from whichever member is on his feet. By calling
for order I am only trying to protect the member on his feet in order to make his life easier.
If I cannot get order, it is perhaps appropriate for the member on his feet to be silent for a
second while I ensure that the Chamber becomes quiet. If the member on his feet addresses
his remarks to me I will be able to stop interjections.
Mr MacKINNON: I would like to address my remarks to the Premier, but in her absence
some questions require answers. The Premier is seeking the appointment of a Select
Committee to look into this matter, while at the same time she is reported in this article as
claiming to have legislation already which is more comprehensive than our proposals. What
legislation?
Mr Pearce: Why didn't you make a submission to the legislative review?
Mr MacKINNON: What is the Select Committee supposed to do?
Mr Clarko: Oppositions do not make submissions like Governments do.
Mr MacKINNON: This Opposition - the next Government - has prepared the legislation
already. Thai is the reason we did not make a submission. We already have Bills before the
Parliament, ready to go. That is the answer to that question. However, the Premier is not
here to answer questions. Perhaps she cannot answer them, and that is the reason she is not
here. Perhaps she is very embarrassed, and that is why she is not here.
Further on, the article reads -

Dr Lawrence said the Government would repeal the 0CC legislation and replace it
with a better framework for the investigation of official corruption and protectdon of
people who make complaints - so-called "whistleblowers".

How will that happen? If the Government has made up its mind about the legislation, why
insult the Select Committee? Why appoint a Select Committee?
Mr Pearce: Are you opposing the appointment of a Select Comm ittee?
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Mr MacKINNON: I will came to that. What is the detail? Who has undertaken the review?
Submissions closed in July. The Bill provides that the Minister shall prepare a report based
on the review carried out under subsection (1) and shall as soon as practicable cause a report
to be laid before each House of the Parliament. The Parliament has not seen that report. The
Premier has had since July, but still there is no report. As the member for Mandurah
emphasised, each day which passes is a day which strengthens the position of persons
possibly guilty of official corruption. It strengthens the hands of the crooks.
Mr Kierath: If delays occur through the appointment of a Select Committee, the crooks will
have time to cover their tracks.
Mr MacKINNON: Mr Justice Wickham, Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission,
said -

The Official Corruption Commission Act is in the review phase. The period for
submissions closed on 31 July this year. Nothing useful has so far happened.

Perhaps now that the Premier has returned to the Chamber she can answer some questions.
To what legislation was she referring yesterday? Has the legislation been prepared?
Dr Lawrence: It has been prepared as required by the Bill.
Mr MacKINNON: What does ic provide for?
Dr Lawrence: As indicated, it will give the Official Corruption Commission more teeth; it
will enable it to report to Parliament; it will protect people from unfair allegations; and it will
protect the people who are making the allegations and disclosures. It would ensure that there
is no unnecessary duplication of investigatory powers, and that the Official Corruption
Commission was a watchdog body.
Mr MacKINNON: The Premier has just indicated exactly what I and Mr Justice Wickham
said should occur. That was contained in the Bill which the Opposition presented to
Parliament and it is also in the Bill which I have prepared and will introduce tomorrow in
line with Mr Justice Wickham's request. The Government has said that it has legislation
prepared, which it has not prepared, but it says it is preparing it! There has been no report
and the Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission has said that nothing useful so far
has happened in relation to the review process. Will the Premier give the commission the
powers requested? The five points referred to by the Premier today are the same five points
referred to by Mr Wickham and are included in the Hill I have presented and the one that I
have prepared. The West Australian of 26 November 1991 states -

Dr Lawrence said the Government would repeal the 0CC legislation and replace it
with a better framework for the investigation of official corruption. ..

Better than ours! The only things the Premier has commented on are all included in the Hill
which is before the House and the one which will be presented tomorrow. A very important
question for the Premier to answer is: Did she indicate to Mr Wickham that she would
appoint a Select Committee?
Dr Lawrence: No, I did not.
Mr MacKINNON: No, she did not. She said she had outlined for Mr Wickham the
Government's intention and timetable, which was to have new legislation ready for the
autumn session next year, and he seemed satisfied. However, she did not say that one of the
key issues on which she based her approach to this matter was the appointment of a Select
Committee. She did not report that to Mr Wickham and did not even ask for his opinion.
Why? She did not because when she spoke to him she did not know she was going to
appoint a Select Committee. She made that decision on the run. It was a stunt. Quite clearly
there is no timetable other than that we will get the legislation some time next year. In the
meantime it will be put off for as long as the Government can put it off because it does not
want to face the embarrassment of disclosures of very grave official corruption as referred to
by Mr Wickham. Quite clearly, that would do this Government grave damage.
Will the committee continue its activity when Parliament is prorogued?
Mr Peare: Parliament will not be prorogued before the committee reports.
Mr MacKINNON: How does the Leader of the House know?
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Mr Pearce: We have a date in the subsidiary motion of 28 February 1992 and Parliament
will not be prorogued before that.
Mr MacKINNON: That is how seriously this Government treats corruption. It allows less
than three months for a process that it says is of such importance and an integral pant of the
fight against corruption! Most of that three months will be taken up by Christmas. It really
is a strange Government indeed which says that an integral part of its approach to this issue
is a Select Committee and to which it did not refer when it explained to Mr Wickham its
intentions and its timetable. That underlines the point I made at the outset; that is, that this is
nothing more than a stunt. When will we get the report under clause 14 of the Bill for which
the Government is responsible?
Dr Lawrence: At an appropriate time.
Mr MacKINNON: When?
Dr Lawrence: At an appropriate time.
Mr MacKINNON: Before Parliament finishes or will the Premier wait until the last day?
Dr Lawrence: At an appropriate time.
Mr MacKINNON: That means that somebody in the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet is
being asked to burn the midnight oil to get the report in here before Parliament concludes. it
has nor been done yeL. Mr Justice Wickham's letter put the cat among the pigeons. The
report will now be here before the end of this Parliament! It would not have been otherwise.
Dr Lawrence: It is not delayed; it is properly done. The requirement was triggered on
I11 August, two years after the initiation of this Bill. Itris now November.
Mr MacKINNON: If it is not here by the end of this Parliament, the Select Committee will
not be able to do its job properly.
I have sat in this Parliament for seven or eight years and, with respect, I have heard it all
before. I have listened to the silver tongues of Brian Burke and Peter Dowding and I now
listen to the dulcet tones of the Premier ringing in my ear. They have all said, "It will
happen"; they have all said, "Trust me, I will do it tomorrow." What happened under
Brian Burke as Premier? This State had the Most corrupt Government it has ever seen. We
had a continuation of the same under Peter Dowding and, under the current leadership, very
little has changed. We do not want any more delays. The time for delay is passed.
The Premier and the Government can demonstrate to me, to the Opposition and to the public,
their bona fides on this issue by doing one thing: They can allow debate on and can support
item No 4 on the Notice Paper to allow the commission to have the ability to report. if the
Premier has nothing to fear, she will allow that process to occur. She should allow that
reporting process to be put in place so that the Corruption Commission can report as soon as
Parliament resumes or before if it has any concerns. If that is the case and the Premier is
prepared to give that bipartisan commitment which we will debate later today to get in place
a reporting mechanism, the Opposition will support the establishment of the Select
Committee. However, if the Government is not prepared to allow that reporting process to
be put in place, the Opposition will not support it because it will be seen quite 'clearly for
what it is.
In support of that request, I want to read some words by Mr Justice Wickhamn following a
conversation I had with him yesterday. I asked him about the Bill and I asked him if I could
read these words to the Parliament. I read them to him and he said yes. He said -

To have the power to report -
That is, the Official Corruption Commission having the power because he does not believe,
as a lawyer, that it does have that power -

which is in line with the present Bill -

That is, the Bill that is before the Parliament -

would be desirable for its passage this session.
He is saying that, in his opinion, for that commission to get on with the job and bring people
to account, it is desirable for the Bill to be passed this session. That is the important pan. it
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is desirable that it be passed this session so that we can give the Official Corruption
Commission the power to get on with the job, to encourage the investigatory agencies to do
their job and, if not, to be able to report to the Parliament- It will demonstrate to the people
that the Government in this Parliament has no fear of the report and it will demonstrate to the
Official Corruption Commission that the Parliament wishes to give it the power to pursue
and to report on allegations of corruption. The commission is not as effective as the
Opposition would like it to be. If the Opposition were in Government an alternative
approach would have been taken: The report, under section 14 of the Official Corruption
Commission Act, would have been before the Parliament now, the amending Bill would have
been passed by now and the power outlined in Justice Wickhiam's letters of November last
year and this year would have been in place. That is what the Opposition would have done,
but that is not the Government's desire or wish. It is indicating that it wants further delay by
its call for the appointment of another Select Committee.
I repeat that the Opposition will support this motion if it receives a commitment from the
Government that it will support the Opposition's motion and legislation which appear on the
Notice Paper. I remind the Premier and the Parliament of the words of Justice Wickham in
his letter of 20 November -

Matters must be dealt with promptly. The time for a leisurely approach to official
corruption by the Government or by the Parliament or by this Commission has long
passed.

The Royal Commission reveals that every day. I am not prepared to be part of any leisurely
approach to combating official corruption. Unless the Opposition receives a commitment
from the Government that it will support the Opposition's legislation which it and Justice
Wickham see as being essential for the Official Corruption Commission to do its job
properly, the Opposition will not support this motion. In Government I certainly will not be
party to any move to take a leisurely approach to combating official corruption in Western
Australia. It has happened too often in the past and I will never again be even remotely a
part of it, if ever I was close to it in the past.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [12.21 pm]: It is amazing how a political
opportunity can bring about conversions in people. The Leader of the Opposition concluded
his contribution by saying that he would not be party to delay in these matters. The simple
fact is that three weeks ago he gave me a list of private members' Bills which he wanted
brought on for debate on private members' day. Last on the list for the second last private
members' day was the Official Corruption Commission Amendment Bill to which he has just
referred. The Bill was not dealt with on that day because there was insufficient time and the
Leader of the Opposition did not seek to resurrect it for the final private members' day,
which he could easily have done. That demonstrates the extent of the priority he gave to the
legislation. Why was it not top of the list for the first day so that the Opposition would not
be party to any leisurely approach to combating official corruption? Members opposite are
casual cowards in this matter. The Leader of the Opposition did not make any effort to bring
this legislation on for debate, but listed a range of minor and unimportant matters ahead of it.
All of a sudden the Opposition has become keen on this matter because Justice Wickham
wrote a letter to it which it had published in the Press. Something which was unimportant
and not particularly interesting to the Opposition has suddenly become important to it.
Several members interjected.
Mr PEARCE: Why was this legislation not brought on for debate? Members know that I
stand in this House at the beginning of private members' day each week and I bring on the
matters that the Opposition asks me to bring on. If it had been interested enough to bring on
this legislation it would have been dealt with weeks or months ago. That is the simple truth
of it. The Leader of the Opposition should not accuse people of taking a leisurely approach
to this matter, because the Opposition was not sufficiently interested in this matter until it
sniffed a smell of political opportunity and now it wants this matter dealt with straight away.
If it is not clear to members opposite, let me point out to them that the claims they axe
making for their legislation are not totally brought out by the provisions of their Bill.
Mr Lewis: Do you have a conflict of interest in this?
Mr PEARCE: I have no conflict of interest in this matter. The member far Applecross has a
conflict of interest in this matter -
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Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr PEARCE: - and I will discuss this with him in a few minutes. We are very interested in
the kind of interactions that members opposite -

Withdrawal of Remarks

The SPEAKER: Order! I have been trying to have members come to order for a while and
the member for Applecross has declined to hear me or perhaps he did not hear me.
Mr Lewis: 1 could not hear you, Mr Speaker.
The SPEAKER: It is a shame that he did not hear me because he went a step too far and he
should withdraw his remark.
Mr LEWIS: With the utmost respect, Mr Speaker. I wish to know what remarks I should
withdraw.
The SPEAKER: An imputation of improper conduct is highly disorderly and the member's
remark should be withdrawn.
Mr LEWIS: I bow to your wish, Mr Speaker, and withdraw my remark.

Mr KIIERATH: I ask that the remark made by the Leader of the House to the member for
Applecross be withdrawn. The Leader of the House said that the member for Applecross had
a conflict of interest and he said he would mention something about it shortly.
Mr PEARCE: I am happy to withdraw that remark, Mr Speaker.

Debate Resumed
Mr PEARCE: In response to the member for Applecross, the simple facts are that the claim
the Opposition is making for consideration of its legislation are not brought out from even a
cursory glance at it. The Leader of the Opposition said in this place that there are criminals
walking the swreets who are officially corrupt and should be dealt with today.
Mr Macinnon: I did not say that; Justice Wickham said that.
Mr PEARCE: The fact is that the legislation under which the Official Corruption
Commission operates was drawn up on the run by the Opposition in order to gain political
kudos prior to the 1989 election. The Opposition created the mess on the run and now,
because of the inadequacies of that legislation, it is trying to fix it up on the run.
Mr Macnnon: On the run? The Bill has been here since last year!
Mr PEARCE: The Leader of the Opposition said that the Opposition had taken a clear
approach to this matter. I will tell him what the Opposition's approach is to this matter. The
Opposition has a simple Bill on the Notice Paper which asks for the Official Corruption
Commission to have the capacity to report to the Parliament in certain ways. Regardless of
what the Opposition says, a reponting power of this kind is not a power which brings corrupt
people to book. The way in which the Official Corruption Commission works is that if it
finds corruption the matter is referred to the courts, not to the Parliament. If the commission
is able to find allegations of corruption which are deserving of testing before the courts the
people involved are taken to the courts, charged and tried. The courts will decide whether
those people are guilty of official corruption. It is simply wrong to suggest that the
commission does not have the capacity to bring people to book. The whole of the Police
Force and the court system are there at the commission's command. In effect, the reporting
power to the Parliament will be a reporting power for those people against whom allegations
have been made but there is not sufficient evidence to convict them and to take them to court.
Mr Kierath: What happens if some of those departments do not cooperate to the fullest
extent?
Mr PEARCE: Which departments?
Mr Kierath: You mentioned the resources available. What happens if they are not
cooperating to their fullest extent?
Mr PEARCE: Let us investigate that line of thinking, because it is interesting and I will be
interested to hear what the Leader of the Opposition has to say about it. The fact is that
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allegations are made to the Official Corruption Commission and the simple fact is that many
of them are made for straight out political opportunism, and I will mention some of them
shortly. However, some allegations may be made by people who honestly believe that
corruption is there to be uncovered. The commission makes an assessment of the claims
made to it and refers them to the appropriate investigating authority, which in most cases is
the Police Force.
I notice that the member for Riverton is receiving instructions to keep his mouth shut and I
am not at all surprised that that is the case. I ask the member for Riverton, since the
organisation to which these matters are mostly referred is the Police Force, whether he is
suggesting that the Police Force is not properly investigating matters referred to it by the
Official Corruption Commission.
Mr MacKinnon: He is saying that Justice Wickham has raised serious concerns.
Mr PEARCE: I want to know what those concerns are.
Mr Macinnon: So do I.
Mr PEARCE: Does the member for Riverton or any other member opposite have any
evidence or reason to believe that the Police Force is not doing its job properly?
Mr Kierath: I did not say that: I asked what would happen if some of those authorities did
not cooperate to the fullest extent.
Mr PEARCE: To which authorities is the member referring?
Mr Kierath: I am talking about what Justice Wickham said - it is not for us to know the
details, but we simply seek the request of this Parliament -

Mr PEARCE: That is not quite right. It is not for the Parliament to know the details of
individual investigations. We have always taken the view that it is not up to a Minister or a
backbencher to ring the Official Corruption Commission and make inquiries about specific
investigations or to ring officers who are directly involved in investigations, such as
members of the Police Force, to seek information about these things. That course of arm's
length action which the Government follows has not been followed by the Opposition.
Instances have occurred in which members of the Opposition have rung commissioners,
members of the staff of the Official Corruption Commission or the Police Force investigating
matters, or sought information about those investigations. No member of the Government
has ever done that; we do not believe that they should! It is sufficient for people to ask, if
anyone says organisations are not cooperating, which of them is not cooperating. We do not
ask, "Who is being investigated? What is the complaint?" However, one can ask which
organisations ame not cooperating properly with an investigation, and who is not doing the
right thing. If a matter is referred by the Corruption Commission to, say, the police and they
are not acting on that matter, Mr Wickham does not have to say, "This is the investigation;
this is who we are after," because what we are asking is to know whether, in general terms,
the references being made by the Official Corruption Commission to these authorities are
being investigated properly. The Premier asked that kind of question of Mr Justice Wickhamn
in general terms. He gave an answer in general terms that led the Premier, and others, to
believe there were no problems of the kind members opposite are suggesting.
Mr Lewis: Are you being investigated?
Mr PEARCE: No.
Mr Lewis: Have you been investigated?
Mr PEARCE: Of course I have. That is a classic example of why there ought to be a
reporting power and why the Government believes there should be such a power.
Mr Lewis: flat is why you don't want them to report, because you have been investigated!
Mr PEARCE: We want them to report, and have said so. I will give a specific example that
makes my point. Hon Phillip Pendal made a complaint about members of the Rottniest Island
Board when the Official Corruption Commission was first set up. He organised the leaking
of that complaint to the Press. He did that so the Press were aware that the Rottnest Island
Board was being investigated.
Mr Kierath: Do you know he did that?

7049



Mr PEARCE: Yes, I do. I know that he organised for the information that the board was
being investigated by the Official Corruption Commission to be leaked as I have good
information about that. The commission investigated the complaint made about the members
of the Roitniest Island Board and found it had no substance. They reported that back to Hon
Phillip Pendal who has since consistently refused to release the result of that investigation.
Because of the way the commission operates currently it reports only to the person who
made the complaint when an investigation is undertaken and a person is cleared
I do not know who made the false complaint against me because that is not a matter one finds
out from the commission. Fortunately for me, somebody leaked the matter to the Press for
the same reason that the complaint about the Rortnest Island Board was leaked by Hon
Phillip Pendal - to cause political embarrassment. As a result of that, when the police who
were investigating that matter held their normal Press conference at Police Headquarters they
were asked about the investigation of me and were able to say I had been cleared by that
investigation, If it were not the case that somebody from the other side of the House had
leaked that matter to try to embarrass me I would not have been cleared publicly of the
claims made in the way I was because the sort of reporting mechanism necessary to do that is
not available.
Mr Lewis: It is disgraceful that you are talking on this Bill when you have been
investigated!
Mr PEARCE: I make the point to the member for Applecross that I could arrange for him to
be investigated tomorrow because of the way in which the Official Corruption Commission
works. Anybody can make a complaint. Thai complaint does not have to be justified. One
does not have to be able o prove the complaint but merely put it forward to be investigated.
One can then say, "This matter has been referred to the Official Corruption Commission." I
could make a complaint about the member for Applecross tomorrow on any matter and leak
to the Press the fact that the matter had been referred to the Official Corruption Commission.
Mr Court: But you cannot leak it to the Press legally because you are not allowed to say
publicly that you have taken a matter to the commission.
Mr PEARCE: I amn not saying that one is allowed to say it under law, but the fact is that
people who have done that have leaked it to the Press in the past.
Dr Lawrence: There have been seven leaks of matters under investigation by the Official
Corruption Commission.
Mr PEARCE: That is correct, seven leaks. If the person who made the complaint did not
leak the information who did? The Corruption Commission is the only other body with the
relevant information.
Dr Lawrence: There have been seven media reports of leaks.
Mr Macinnon: Who told you?
Dr Lawrence: If the Leader of the Opposition goes through the Press reports he will find that
there have been seven leaks.
Mr PEARCE: That is five fingers on one hand and two on the other. If the Official
Corruption Commission, or its investigators, find official corruption, people go before the
courts. That is the process. Therefore, for the Leader of the Opposition to leap up and down
saying this Bill is required urgently to provide a reporting power to bring people to justice is
nonsense. The fact is that the whole of the court system of this State awaits those inquiries
for the purpose of bringing people to justice.
The second point relating to the speech made by the Leader of the Opposition is that he said
no further investigation of what is necessary for the legislation is needed because be drew up
the legislation. I would like to know, as we are talking about doing things on the run, when
he drew up his legislation as none of us had heard about it previously. A Bill has been before
the House for six months which has not been brought on by the Opposition for debate, but
apart from that what legislation was the Leader of the Opposition tailking about? Nobody
had heard of this legislation until after the report on Mr Justice Wickham's letter appeared in
the newspapers. Then, suddenly, the Leader of the Opposition had legislation.
Mr Macinnon: It has been there since June.
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Mr PEARCE: Not the Bill which Mr Justice Wickham described as "minor but useful". The
Leader of the Opposition is saying his legislation covers all the points including those
covered by the Premier. Where did that legislation suddenly come from? The answer is that
it suddenly got mentioned the day after Mr Justice Wickhamn was reported in the newspaper
using information, I might say, leaked by the Leader of the Opposition. Was that legislation
worked on by the Opposition secretly for six months? Has the Opposition been doing its
own review and that is why it put no submission to the public review into the legislation run
by the Government in order that a proper piece of legislation with full community
consultation would result in legislation being presented to the next session of the Parliament?
Did the Opposition suddenly cobble together a Bill in half a day in order to meet the political
exigencies or the political opportunism of the Opposition? The Leader of the Opposition
gave himself away when he rang Mr Justice Wickham and asked, "What do you want? Tell
us what to put in our legislation." He then wrote down what Mr Justice Wick-ham said over
the phone.
Mr Kierath: Not a bad starting point.
Mr PEARCE: It is a starting point, but not the end point. Other people have an interest in
the way in which the Official Corruption Commission works.
Mr Court: Where were you -

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Court: -when he -
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Court: - gave his people -

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Nedlands will come to order! This is the second or
third time today that I have had to call the member for Nedlands to order specifically and he
has just ignored me and continued with his conversation. I will take action against him later
in the day if on another two occasions he does exactly the same thing.
Mr PEARCE: The business of Mr Temby makes another point and is part of the
Government's review of what should be the process for appointing people to the Official
Corruption Commission. The Opposition's Bill says that the person appointed must be a
former Supreme Court judge. These are estimable people, but they are in a narrow field.
Mr Lewis: You usually abuse them.
Mr Macinnon: Don't you think Mr Wickham is an appropriate person?
Mr PEARCE: I am not arguing about Mr Wickham. Under the Western Australian
legislation one could not appoint Ian Temby. The member for Nedlands has pointed out the
excellent speeches he gave on these matters. He made many valid points. However, under
the current legislation and under any amendment foreshadowed by the Leader of the
Opposition, we could not appoint Mr Temby to that position. We could not advertise
Australia-wide to get the best person to be the Chairman of the Official Corruption
Commission. We are confined to a narrow group of people; namely, those who are ex-
Supreme Court judges.
Mr Lewis: Are you saying that Mr Justice Wickham is not a suitable chairman?
Mr PEARCE: No, I am not suggesting that for a second, but I am pointing out that there is a
contradiction in members opposite supporting the efforts of the New South Wales
Commissioner for Corruption and at the same time seeking to support a system that would
prevent his holding the job in Western Australia, even though he is a Western Australian. I
believe Mr Temby would be an excellent Commissioner for Corruption, Western Australia,
in the same way that he is for New South Wales. Therefore, any review of the Act ought to
consider - and I hope the Select Committee will do this - things like whether there should be
a way to appoint people like Mr Temby to that position, because there is a wider job to be
done in the reviewing of this legislation than merely reacting to the politics of the moment.
The Government has always intended to review this Bill; the fact that we have called for
public submissions is a clear indication of that. The Select Committee which the Premier is
proposing will give the Parliament a direct role in that review, and will seek to assemble a
bipartisan consensus about the way in which these things most properly should operate.
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Considering how many times I have heard the Opposition argue for a Select Committee to do
this or that, or that a Select Committee is a way of sorting something out, or is the best way
to come to the truth of a matter, I am surprised that the Leader of the Opposition has taken so
long and was so grudging in his suppont for a Select Committee. This is the first time that I
am aware of in the history of the Western Australian Parliament that a Government has
proposed a Select Committee on which it will nor have a majority. The Government is
proposing a Select Committee which will comprise two Government members, two
Opposition members and one Independent member.
Mr MacKinnon: That is because you do not have the majority.
Mr PEARCE: Governments were defeated on the floor of this House long before this
Government came along. I participated in some of those defeats, as the Leader of the
Opposition will recall. The simple fact is that the Government is proposing a Select
Committee, which will add to the open process which we have already adopted with regard
to reviewing this legislation, which the Government does not seek to control. One cannot be
any more open than that. If one were to put aside all of the politics and weigh up, in general
terms, the process of an open review of the current legislation, under the auspices of the
responsible Minister, by officers of the Crown Law Department, in conjunction with a public
process, and now augmented by a Select Committee of the Legislative Assembly, on which
the Government will nor have a majority, against the Leader of the Opposition's acting on
the run in a moment of political heat, ringing up the chairman of the commission, asking him
what he wants, and putting together a Bill that he can get into Parliament quickly in order to
grab the political opportunity - which will be there for only a day or two; and political
opportunities do not improve with age, either, so they have to be taken advantage of right
now - and determine which of those processes is most likely to produce a decent result, any
reasonable person would have to say that the public review and the review by the Parliament
through a Select Committee which does not have on it a Government majority is like]l' to
produce the best result.
I turn now to the reporting time. I notice that the Leader of the Opposition, followed by the
member for Riverton - they appeared to be working the ventriloquist dummy act between
them, and it was not difficult to pick which one was the dummy - were saying that this
committee will not report until May 1993, which is after the next State election. They waxed
lyrical about how this is a stalling tactic and will take too long. I interjected to say that the
next motion that the Premier proposes to move is that the reporting date be 28 February
1992, just before the next session of Parliament; and, without even blushing, the Leader of
the Opposition changed the flow in mid-sentence. It was suddenly not a question of our
dragging our feet or of delay, but rather of the Select Committee nor being given the time to
do its job. We want the Select Committee to do this job quickly because we believe that the
present legislation is deficient and should be fixed up, and that ought to be done by the next
session of Parliament, which was always the timetable we had in mind. We do not want the
process and the time frame already set in place by the Government to be delayed by the work
of a Select Committee, but given that some work arid public submissions have already been
done, I do not see why a Select Committee cannot have the same sense of urgency about this
matter that the Government has and ensure that its work is done in order for the Parliament to
consider the revised legisl ation in the autumn session next year. That seems sensible to us.
We believe the Select Committee can do its job in that time.
However, it will always be open to the majority of the Select Committee - not the
Government majority, because we do not have one - if it believes that it cannot complete its
work by 28 February, to seek to have the reporting time extended, and it can ask the
Parliament, where the Government does not have a majority either, for approval to extend the
reporting time in that way, and it will give its reasons. Therefore, if the Government has
made a mistake in asking for such a tight reporting time because of the sense of urgency we
have about this matter, and if we have not given the committee time to do its proper work,
the committee can come to the Parliament and ask for an extension of time, and it will get
that extension only if ir is agreed to by the majority of the Parliament. The Leader of the
Opposition made a mistake in running both of those arguments, one after the other, because
they are both covered by the process which the Government is seeking here to set in train.
The Leader of the Opposition appears to believe also that the issue of official corruption
means Government corruption; that is, corruption by Government members or Ministers.
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However, anyone who holds an official office is open to a charge of official corruption. That
includes any member of the Public Service and any member of the Opposition - any member
opposite who, for example, does the wrong thing with regard to his imprest account in the
Parliament. Therefore, it is completely wrong for the Leader of the Opposition to suggest
char it is only Government members or Ministers who have anything to fear about
allegations, Or that the references made by Mr Justice Wickham inevitably refer to Ministers.
They could apply to a vast range of people. They could apply to former members of the
Stirling City Council, for example, about whom allegations have been made before the Royal
Commission, which allegations are soon to be subject to investigation by the Royal
Commission.
Mr Macnnon interjected.
Mr PEARCE: We agree with that. We are simply pointing out chat for the Leader of the
Opposition to suggest that Mr Justice Wickham -

Mr Lewis: Will you support the suspension of Standing Orders and the passage of the Bill
today?
Mr PEARCE: We propose to agree to the suspension of Standing Orders for the next Bill.
We will consider that Bill and the amendments.
Mr Lewis: Will you support the Bill?
Mr PEARCE: The member's party has a Bill before the Legislative Assembly, and I
understand that amendments will be moved to that BiD. We will listen to the argument about
the amendments and we will make our decision.
Mr Macinnon: Will you support the suspension motion?
Mr PEARCE: Yes. If the Leader of the Opposition had asked me yesterday, I would have
agreed to it without his having to go through the charade that he went through. He ran
around yesterday and tried to get the numbers to suspend Standing Orders instantly.
However, he did not have the numbers, so he had to follow the other route.
Mr MacKinnon: No, I did not. I needed 29, and I never have 29, so why would I try to do
the impossible? I can count.
Mr PEARCE: Yes, and I hope that the Leader of the Opposition can count better today than
he was able to yesterday. Hie did not have 29 fingers and roes yesterday, so he was forced to
take this route. If he had asked me - and he did not even have to ask nicely - we would have
made time available to the Opposition under the circumsrances to debate this important
matter, as we propose to do later this morning and as we have done many times in the past.
There is nothing new or unusual about that.
Dr Lawrence: On several occasions.
Mr PEARCE: We will consider the argument before making a final statement about our
position on the Bill. It is not right for the Leader of the Opposition to imply there is any
suggestion Mr Justice Wickham's comments are directed at Ministers or members of the
Government; they have a very wide application. We want to know, quite apart from whether
there should be a report to the Parliament whether Mr Justice Wickham believes that
agencies are not properly following up those things. If Mr Justice Wickham holds the view
that agencies of the Government are not properly following up the investigations he has
asked for, that is something he should be reporting to the Premier.
Mr Kierath: We do not think that sort of report should be addressed to the Premnier, we think
it should be reported to the Parliament.
Mr PEARCE: On what would he report to the Parliament?
Mr Kierath: If the agencies are not cooperating to the fullest.
Mr PEARCE: The member is suggesting that the commission should be able to report that
the Police Force is not doing the right thing?
Mr Macinnon: Absolutely.
Mr PEARCE: That shows an amazing lack of confidence in the Police Force.
Mr Macinnon: It shows a lack of confidence in the Government acting on a report to that
effect.
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Mr PEARCE: Mr Justice Wickhamn has not suggested to the Premier that he is dissatisfied
with the performance of the Police Force or any other agency. Has Mr Justice Wickhamn,
according to members opposite, in any of the multitudinous telephone cells which the Leader
of the Opposition and other members of that party have had with him, implied that he is
dissatisfied with the performance of the Police Force or any other investigating agency?
All of a sudden there is a silence. Why is that?
Mr Lewis: We were listening to you.
Mr PEARCE: That is interesting. The Leader of the Opposition has scurried from the
Chamber. It is his duty to be here on such an important issue. He will not be back to move
his own suspension of Standing Orders. HeI must be busy doing something else.
Mr Kierath: He is still in the Chamber; he is in the back and you can see him.
Mr PEARCE: He is not paying attention.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The person who actually has the call at the moment is about to
begin addressing his remarks to me. It is for the Leader of the House to do that, not for
everyone else to try to do so.
Mr PEARCE: If the Opposition is making the claim that the police or other investigating
agencies are not properly following up matters referred to them by the Official Corruption
Commission - a claimn which has never been made by the Official Corruption Commission
Chairman, any other commissioner or its staff - members opposite should make that clear
during the course of this debate. That would be a matter of such great moment and
significance for this State that if members opposite believe they have information to that
effect they should make it clear in this debate. However, if they have no information to that
effect, no information which would cast a pall on the Police Force or any other investigating
agency in this State, they should hold their silence on the matter.
There is no doubt that the best and fairest way of dealing with this matter is by the House
accepting the Select Committee which the Premier has approved. That will enable an effort
to be made at long last to get away from this political point scoring and establish a situation
whereby a proper, bipartisan parliamentary Select Coinmincee can investigate these matters
and report to the Parliament. That can be done in conjunction with a review which is already
being undertaken so that next year we can have the best legislation instead of the legislation
which has been drawn up by the Opposition which we now suffer.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) 112.53 pm]: There are two reasons
for the establishment of a Select Committee of inquiry. The first is to give members of
Parliament an opportunity to gain access to information upon which they can base a decision.
The second is to use a Select Committee of inquiry as a tactic for delay.
Mr Kierath: Or to resolve a difficult issue.
Mr COWAN: I do not think it will resolve a difficult issue. The fact that the Government
delays a decision means that the issue may not be quite as important as it was at the time the
Select Committee was set up.
Dr Lawrence: The member overlooks the fact that we want to get the views of members
when the Bill comes up. This is a means of doing that. The timetable was outlined several
weeks ago and members opposite did not respond.
Mr COWAN: I interjected only once or twice on the Premier.
Dr Lawrence: I have interjected only once.
Mr COWAN: The Premier has one interjection left, and she can leave that until the second
round. The point I make is that a Select Committee has two purposes. One is to enable
members of Parliament to gather informnaion on which to base a decision, and the other is to
use it as a delaying mechanism- In this case I strongly suspect that the Government is
pursuing the delaying mechanism. If the Government wants to dispute that, it can go back to
December last year when Mr Justice Wickhanm, the Chairman of the Official Corruption
Commission, advised all of the leaders of the political parties in Western Australia that there
were some inadequacies in the Official Corruption Commission's legislation. He advised
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that the commission did not have the power to report. Hie went further. He actually gave
advice to those who asked for it of the appropriate amendments which could be placed in the
Act to bring about the change that he wanted.
I am amazed that the Government can adopt the attitude that the Opposition is seeking to
speed the process of legislation; that we are seeking to cobble something together. I remind
the Government that it had nothing to do with this legislation in the first instance As has
been said, it was introduced by the late member for Floieat, Mr Mensaros. It was amended
by the Government, which had an opportunity then to put its stamp on that legislation. I
think the member for Eyre played a large part in the amendments which the Government
introduced before this legislation became law.
Members forget the Leader of the House has a history of being a debater, but let us examine
the substance of what he says rather than the volume. He was critical of the Opposition for
acting in haste and for cobbling something together. The Opposition in the first instance was
responsible for the Official Corruption Commission. The Opposition has been pressing, at
the request of Mr Justice Wickham, for reporting provisions since December last year, for
almost 12 months. How can we be accused of acting in haste when we have been seeking to
do those things for that period of time?
I want the Government to understand very clearly -

Mr MacKinnon: They have left again.
Mr COWAN: Of course they have. There has been an opportunity for the Government to
introduce its own legislation. It has chosen not to do so. The late Mr Mensaros, on behalf of
the Opposition, introduced the legislation. The Government finally agreed to it, and as a
consequence we now have an Official Corruption Commission. The chairman of that
commission requested 12 months ago that reporting procedures should be incorporated in
that Act; in other words, the Act should be amended. Nothing has happened. As a result of
the Government's inenia, the Opposition again took advice from Mr Justice Wick-ham and it
has used that advice as the basis of amending legislation. The Opposition introduced a
private member's Bill in another place. That Bill passed through that House, and it is now
here. The Government should have taken note of that. It has not done so, and we are saying
to the Government, "You agree to pass that legislation through all stages today and we will
give you your committee, because unless you do you will not have proved to us that this
Select Committee is anything more than a delaying mechanism."

Sitting suspended from 1.0010o2.00 pm
Mr COWAN: Now chat the Premier is in her seat, and before she leaves and goes
somewhere else, I will make sure she hears me and gives me a clear commitment. I have
said that Select Committees of inquiry are'usually established for one of two purposes:
Firstly, to provide information to members of Parliament upon which they can base a
decision, particularly in relation to legislative matters; or, secondly, as a delaying mechanism
when a Government wants to delay or defer something.
Dr Lawrence: it is the same timetcable I outlined four weeks ago.
Mr COWAN: In order to prove to me that the Government is genuine and that this is not a
delaying mechanism, I ask the Premier to give me an unequivocal answer to this question,
and I would prefer just a straight yes or no:- As the Premier has had in her possession a
recommendation from the Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission, Mr Justice
Wickham, proposed legislation to provide reporting provisions to that commission, is the
Government prepared to support that legislation and allow it to pass through all stages today?
Dr Lawrence: Yes.
Mr COWAN: I thank the Premier.
Dr Lawrence: There may be some amendments from the floor of the House, you understand,
but yes.
Mr COWAN: The Premier has given the answer. I accept that some amendments may be
moved. On that basis the Premier has indicated to me very clearly that she does not intend to
delay any further the enacting of legislation which gives the commission the capacity,
beyond any doubt at all, to report to this Parliament. That matter has been in process for
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something like 12 months and I take exception to the Leader of the House's complaining
about the Opposition parties, and that includes the National Party, being somewhat political
in arguing for particular things to happen with the Official Corruption Commission, because
that is just not mrue. We - that is, the Premier as the Leader of the Government, the Leader of
the Opposition, and I as the Leader of the National Party - have had information from
Mr Wickham for over 12 months asking this Parliament to agree to the passage of legislation
which will put beyond doubt the commission's capacity to report. So it cannot be argued
that we are being political in asking for that to he brought forward.
Dr Lawrence: Maybe not in your case.
Mr COWAN: The second point is the request for additional powers made by Mr Justice
Wickham in his letter to the Premier. I know it has been a practice of the chairman of the
commission to send to the leaders of all parties copies of the letters he writes to any political
party, and that demonstrates very clearly that the commission will operate in a completely
impartial way, which is as it should be. However, the commission has sent information to
the Premier, to me and to the Leader of the Opposition indicating that it wants further
expansion and that it wants certain matters considered as a result of section 14 of the Official
Corruption Commission Act. I quite agree with that, and I accept that that request can quite
rightly be put before a Select Committee. However, I assure the Premier that unless she had
demonstrated her bona fides we had no great faith that she was not merely using this Select
Committee as a delaying mechanism. Should the Premier be prepared to accept that
legislation which was prepared over 12 months ago by Mr Justice Wickharn himself, and to
pass it through all stages, subject to some amendments which will in no way alter the
principle but might make some changes -

Dr Lawrence: I indicated that we would. The Leader of the House said the same thing, and I
have just reiterated it.
Mr COWAN: I am pleased to hear that, because it is very important. I can understand and
accept that the application made to the Premier by way of correspondence from Mr Justice
Wickhiam recently could perhaps be the subject of examination, not only by the review
provisions as set out in section 14 of the Act, but also by the parliamentary Select Committee
which the Premier pmoposes. I will not fall into the trap of some of the things the Leader of
the House has said. I think 28 February is a reasonable time for the committee to report,
subject to the Premier's being prepared not to prorogue the Parliament prior to that date.
Dr Lawrence: We will not; we have already said that. It is on the Hansard record as having
been said by the Leader of the House.
Mr COWAN: I said by way of interjection that this Government has no reputation and that it
is hanging off the Premier's personal reputation. It is true. I take the Premier's word for
what it is. She has demonstrated her word by her remarks on the steps of Parliament House
to some very irate wheat growers. Contrary to the advice of her colleagues, both on the front
and backbench, she carried that through. The Premier has a reputation for keeping her word.
However, I should also say that some people who have sat in the Premier's chair have not
been quite so adept at keeping their word. I can remember one Premier telling us that
Parliament would not be prorogued, that consideration would be given to a report of a Select
Committee, and despite that assurance being given Parliament was prorogued the next day.
Therefore, I have great faith in what the Premier says but I remind her that some of her
predecessors have not been able to honour a commitment.
Another matter about which the Premier spoke, and again this is something to which I take
some exception, was that the Government was doing everything it could to ensure some
cleansing of the system. I think the Premier referred to that as preventive action. We talked
about political donations, party political financing, or the pecuniary interests of members.
That is as it may be. The National Party has very clear opinions on those issues, and I do not
think anyone would want me to canvass those opinions again. I want the Premier to
understand that the pursuit of corruption is separate from that issue -

Dr Lawrence: Which is to be done vigorously, I agree.
Mr COWAN: No doubt the Government can take preventive action. The Premier has said
that the Government will take preventive action, that it will ensure public awareness of
political party donations, and that the public will be made aware of the pecuniary interests of
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members of Parliament. That is one thing, and the Government has been pursuing it with
great vigour. However, at the same time the Official Corruption Commission - which the
Opposition had to introduce and, I confess, the Government amended and allowed to be put
zn place - has for 12 months been asking the Government for power to report to the
Parliament. The Premier has claimed that someone has given advice that it can report -

Dr Lawrence: In correspondence to me, which I read into Hansacrd, the commission clearly
indicated, when I suggested that it would be better if the matter was taken up in the review, it
did not take the matter any further. The correspondence shows that. I offered a meeting, and
that was not taken up, and I can only think that it was satisfied.
Mr COWAN, The Premier has had the opportunity to strengthen the hand of the Official
Corruption Commission.
Dr Lawrence: The reporting provision does not do that.
Mr COWAN: Yes it does, because the commission would be greatly assisted if it could
report to Parliament about the tardiness of people charged with the responsibility of making
inquiries, or about the lack of cooperation, and if it could include in the report a statement
that makes it clear it has not received the cooperation from the people whom the police are
investigating on behalf of the commission, or from the bureaucracy that may be supplying it
with material.
Dr Lawrence: I agree, but that was not in the Bill put forward by the Leader of the
Opposition. I understand an amendment is likely to be put before the House, which we
would support.
Mr COWAN: The capacity to report would ensure that the various bodies required to
cooperate with the commission and comply with its requests would do so; it would ensure
that they become more compliant and more cooperative. I am sure of that, and I am sure that
the Premier knows that. The reporting provisions would assist the Official Corruption
Commission to facilitate its inquiry into allegations of corruption made to it. The
Government has been sitting on the amendment suggested by Mr Justice Wickham for
12 months; it has done nothing about it. While the Government has done nothing, it has
spoken about the wonderful preventive measures which it will introduce to clean up
corruption in this State. That is nonsense. The Premier must acknowledge that she cannot
hide behind the action taken as a Government because at the same time she has ignored the
fact that 12 months ago she could have given the commission the capacity to report, which
would have kept honest the people with whom the Corruption Commission must deal.
Dr Lawrence: True, except the Opposition's amendment did not provide for a report on
delays - although I understand an amendment will be moved.
Mr COWAN: I cannot accept that explanation; I maintain that the proposal put forward by
the Leader of the Opposition does do that.
Dr Lawrence: Will you seek to remove the amendment which I gather is foreshadowed and
which would achieve that?
Mr COWAN: No. I understand the amendment which is to be foreshadowed improves on
that - and that is fine - but the Premier must understand the principle about which I speak.
She cannot hide behind the claim that the Government has been trying to clean out
corruption in Western Australia by taking all these preventive measures. That is not on,
because at the same time the Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission has come to
the Government - and he has conveyed the same information to the Leader of the Opposition
and me - and said that he wants the provision to report to be given statutory force. The
Government has done nothing about it.
Dr Lawrence: We have dealt with the issue with the commission properly. We made our
proposal and the Opposition has put it on the bottom of the Notice Paper the Opposition was
not all that serious.
Mr COWAN: Yes we were.
Dr Lawrence: How come it was not debated on private members' days last year? If you
thought it was so impontant, where was it? The member cannot weasel out of that one. The
matter is on the bottom of the Notice Paper.

7057



7058 [ASSEMLBLY]

Mr COWAN: Perhaps the Premier could give me the opportunity to answer. I am beginning
to wonder whether I am making this speech. I acknowledge that we could have brought
forward the matter - and perhaps with the value of hindsight, we should have. However, if
the Premier wants to talk about Opposition parties' not giving priority to private members'
legislation she should look at the Notice Paper and tell me when in the history of this place a
Government, with two weeks to go, has had so many second readings and so many Bills
marked "most urgent" or "urgently desirable"? The Premier should not talk to me about our
getting our house in order when her house is in a worse situation. If the Premier wants to go
down that path she will find that I am on very firm ground because I have never seen such an
untidy Notice Paper during any session. I cannot recall a time such as today when we have
had four second readings, yesterday we had half a dozen second readings, and I believe that
we have three or four to come - when only four sitting days remain. Therefore, the Premier
should not talk to me about getting our priorities right. No matter what the Premier says I
can find some problem on the Government side with which to retaliate.
I turn now to the letter which was written to the Premier by Mr Justice Wickham, the letter in
which the Premier interpreted his words as meaning it does not really matter.
Dr Lawrence: That it did not take the matter further; not that it did not matter.
Mr COWAN: It is a matter of interpretation. My interpretation of Mr Justice Wickham's
letter is that he has informed the Government of what he wants from the Parliament for the
Official Corruption Commission in the way of amendments to the Act. Having so informed
the Government, it would not be proper for him, as the Chairman of the Official Corruption
Commission, now to begin lobbying to have that request approved. Mr Justice Wickham has
made the request once. How many times does he have to make the request? The answer
should be once. Having made that request the Government should put legislation forward
and it should not be up to the Opposition to do so. In this case the Government was tardy
and the commission had to rely on the Opposition to bring forward the legislation. The
Premier's interpretation of Mr Justice Wickham's response to her when she contacted him is
quite different from my interpretation. The Premier has said that Mr Justice Wickham has
made the claim that nothing further needed to be done. I agree that nothing further needs to
be done by Mr Justice Wickham. He has already stated his position; he should not have to
do anything further. It was then the responsibility of the Government to take action- The
Government would not take action; it left it to the Opposition parties and that action has now
been taken. The Government is damned by that act if by nothing else.
I confirm that the National Party had intended opposing the appointment of this Select
Committee on the basis that the Government had not been prepared to allow the passage of
private member's legislation introduced by the Leader of the Opposition which has been
known to the Government for at least 12 months. The National Party felt that unless it did
that it would demonstrate very clearly that this Select Committee was being established for
one purpose and that was to cause a delay. Now that the Premier has given her word that we
will be seeing this other legislation passed it is clear that the role of the Select Committee
will be to examine not so much those matters which the chairman of the commission
requested more than 12 months ago, but those matters which the chairman has raised only
recently and also those matters which may be raised by section 14 of the Act. In that case the
National Party believes that the Select Committee is quite appropriate.
The unfortunate fact is that we must do things in reverse; we must give some approval to this
motion before we see what the Government does. I will be very disappointed if the National
Party supports something on the basis of the word of the Premier and the Leader of the
House, and discovers that their word is not good. Although the National Party has some
trepidation because of the past performance of the Government, and about doing things in
reverse, it does not have much choice. I want members to understand that the National Party
supports this motion very reluctantly; and on the condition that the Government will agree to
the suspension of so much of the Standing Orders as would prevent the passage through all
stages of the legislation that has been introduced by the Leader of the Opposition. The
National Party will agree to the legislation, and I recognise that will come after this motion.
While we have some doubts about the way in which things are proceeding we are prepared to
support this motion conditional upon the Premier and the Leader of the House abiding by
their word and following through and honouring their side of the bargain.
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DR CONSTABLE (Florear) 12.25 pm]: I support the motion before the House because
there is a need for a review of this legislation, and it is most appropriate that the Parliament
should be part of the review. I am reassured by the comments of the Premier that that will
happen promptly and that we are not seeing here a stalling tactic on the part of the
Government. The people of Western Australia could be forgiven for thinking that it is just
another stalling tactic; after all, we have been waiting eight and a half years for the freedom
of information legislation to come before the Parliament and, lo and behold, it is somewhat
ironical that it appears on the Notice Paper for the first time today.
It is important that this State has a package of accountability legislation. I would hope that
one of the consequences of the review of the legislation is that whistle blowing legislation is
enacted in this Parliament before too long. It is also reassuring today to have the
Government's commitment to these important issues once again put on the record. One of
the things we have seen in this Parliament this morning has been a word game and the two
words we have heard over and over again are "urgent" and "prompt". There has been an
attempt to get these two words muddled. The Premier and the Leader of the House used the
word "urgent"' and said that the commissioner, Mr Justice Wickhamn, had said that there was
no matter that should be brought before this Parliament urgently. We can all accept that, but
that does not mean the same as the word "prompt". I can understand how the Government
does not understand the meaning of either of those words when we have had to wait eight
and a half years for the freedom of information legislation. Let us hope that when this Select
Committee reports, the Government will take prompt action and we will not have to wait too
long before amendments to the Act come before us and before other accountability
legislation is placed before the House.
I was a little disturbed by a comment of the Leader of the House about the need for the Select
Committee to look for people of the calibre of Mr Teinby. I have no quarrel with
Mr Temby's calibre, but I hope that comment was not an aside about the present chairman of
the commission. I look forward to prompt action to the review that comes before us from the
Select Committee and [ have no trouble in supporting this motion.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [2.29 pm]: I will be supporting the motion and I will not be
taking up much time of the House because, frankly, having heard much of the debate this
morning and this after-noon it seems that we have been having a debate about the items to
follow, when we should have been debating whether to establish a Select Committee. The
reason we have not had a debate about whether to establish a Select Committee is that
everybody agrees there should be a Select Committee. Every member agrees that a Select
Committee should be established because at first sight it was the most obvious way to try to
get around the difficult and critical problem which emerged on 25 November when Justice
Wickham, the Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission, wrote to the Premier. That
is the most startling aspect of the events that have occurred today. A battle for political
supremacy over an issue that should have been resolved 12 months ago, as the Leader of the
National Party said, has occurred on all sides of this House today. It is difficult to distance
oneself from this debate because it is clearly a ploy and a convenient tool of expediency.
The establishment of a Select Committee will be supported. No matter how politically
expedient the conditions of the Official Corruption Commission Act's birth in this
Parliament may have been, the Act does offer a direct parliamentary role in the process of
review. Although the original Act was assented to and proclaimed in December 1988 it was
not implemented until 11I August 1989. In fact, the review process should not have begun,
and was not required to begin, until 31 July this year. The Ministry of the Premier and
Cabinet commenced that review process in January this year and that was as a result of either
a bungle on the part of the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet or a less than innocent move
by the Government. It is interesting that the review period began six months before the date
on which it was required to begin.
Mr Kobelice interjected.
Mr DONOVAN: That may be so but the Act does not state that it should be implemented
within two years. It states that the review should be done after two years, not before.
Mr Catania: Does that not show that the Government was doing the right thing?
Mr DONOVAN: Everyone believes that!
046S3-0
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Mr Trenorden: And I believe in Santa Claus!
Mr DONOVAN: Yes, in fact I posted a letter from my young son to Santa Claus today.
Mr Catania: That is a cynical attitude on the part of the member for Morley.
Mr DONOVAN: The member for Balcatta remains one of my mrends even though we
disagree on this matter. Since I11.00 am members have witnessed an outrageous exercise in
cynicism. This matter should not be a question of a choice between legislation on the mun or
a thorough and proper review of the Official Corruption Commission Act; this place should
not make that choice. The review should occur, and the Act provides for it to occur, whether
it is expedient or not. The addition to that review of a parliamentary Select Committee is
proper and will add to that process. It is also appropriate chat we conduct the debate on the
other question because chat matter also requires to be resolved this session, un ar the end of
next year.
MR LEWIS (Appiecross) [2.34 pm]: The motion is a desperate attempt by the Premier and
this Government to save face.
Mr Clarko: Where is she?
Mr Macinnon: Saving a bit of face.
Mr LEWIS: She probably is. This motion is also indicative of a Government on the run,
stumbling from one crisis to another. This week Justice Wickham in absolute frustration
because he could not make an appointment with the Premier even in her time - was driven to
write a letter to the Premier explaining the importance of bringing forward legislation that
would allow the Official Corruption Commission to report. As the member for Morley aptly
said, this action is an exercise in cynicism by the Government and this motion is a
transparent attempt at damage control. In fact, the motion contradicts statements made by
the Premier almost three days ago when she said that it was absolutely urgent that the
commission be given teeth. Today she brought a motion to this Parliament that will delay
that process. She presumed that the Opposition would not have been diligent and would
support her motion. The Bill introduced by the Le-ader of the Opposition has passed the
Legislative Council and will give the Official Corruption Commission the ability to report.
Did she hope that the Opposition would not mnake the commission's ability to report a
condition of its supporting this motion to establish a Select Committee? Of course, she was
outmanoeuvred again and the Government was forced into making decisions on the r-un. The
Government is finding constantly that it must bend to the wishes of the Opposition and
Independent members. That is indicative of whore this Government is heading.
Government members should listen to the facts and not to the gobbledegook of the Leader of
the House. He made a poor contribution to this debate and has not been seen since because
he was debunked and now feels his conscience bearing down on him. Perhaps he has now
decided chat he should withdraw from the debate. That is how Ministers behave in this place.
The Premier is the only Cabinet member in the House. Where are her supporters? Is it not
incredible that every week in this Parliament Ministers are left to fend on their own without
any support from the Government benches?
Government members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER' Order! I suggest the member for Applecross return to the subject
matter.
Mr LEWIS: The Official Corruption Commission Act was assented to on 18 December
1988. Section 14 of that Act states that a review and report should be made as soon as
practicable after two years. To my mind that would have meant after 8 December 1990 -
nigh on 12 months ago - not two or three months ago as was suggested by the Premier. The
Government should have reviewed the Act and reported back to this Parliament. What was
the substance of the Official Corruption Commission Act? Why has it taken almost
12 months for a report to be prepared when only seven submissions were received? Does it
take much brain power to bring forward the formal requests made to the Premier and the
Government by the Chairman of the Official Corr-uption Commission to amend this
legislation and give the commission teeth and the power to report?
The first fact is that the Government is 12 months late in taking any action on this matter.
The second fact is that 12 months ago the Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission,
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Mr Justice Wickhamn, wrote to the Premier, the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of
the National Party drawing their attention to the amendments which were required to the
Official Corruption Commission Act. That was the second signal to the Premier and to the
Government that action needed to be taken. The commission said it had no teeth and could
not carry out the functions expected of it by the public of Western Australia. What did the
Premier do? She ignored that request and now she is suggesting in this House today that the
Opposition is being opportunist by having a motion on the Notice Paper to suspend Standing
Orders to bring on debate of the Official Corruption Commission Amendment Bill which has
been on the Notice Paper for three months and which was passed by the Legislative Council
four or five months ago. The third fact is that the Opposition did introduce a Bill to give
teeth to the Official Corruption Commission in the Legislative Council many months ago. If
the Premier and the Government had been on the ball they would have taken note of that
signal and would have got on with the job of reviewing the Official Corruption Commission
Act which is a requirement of the legislation and it would have brought forward a report to
the Parliament with the relevant recommendations.
The fourth fact is that, contrary to what the Leader of the House said, the Opposition had this
Bill on its list of legislation and motions to be debated on private members' day. The
member for Marmion gave the Leader of the House a list of what the Opposition wanted
debated this session. The truth is that the Opposition has only four hours each Wednesday to
debate private members' business and it is virtually impossible to bring forward everything
that the Opposition considers important. That debunks what the Leader of the House said
because this Bill was on the list of priorities and the Opposition wanted to debate it. By no
means can the Opposition's action today be described as politically opportunistic, as the
Premier and Leader of the House have suggested. The fifth fact is that in absolute frustration
the Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission, Mr Justice Wickham, rang the Premier
on 14 November and told her that he was available to meet with her at any time except on a
certain day which was a hearing day of the commission's.' The Premier visited the Eastern
States and Karratha and did not get one of her staff to ring Mr Justice Wickhanm to find out
about his concerns and to set a time and date for a meeting. As a result, Mr Justice Wickham
was driven to writing the letter he wrote to the Premier. The Premier has come into this
House today and has tried to reflect on the Opposition simply because she has not been doing
her job properly.
The sixth fact is that the Premier on her return from the Premiers' Conference in Adelaide
was reported in the Sunday Times of 24 November as follows -

"If there's a problem or problems we want to fix it straight away," she said.
The Premier said that new legislation for the 0CC was scheduled for next year's fnrst
session of Parliament.

In other Press articles the Premier was reported as saying that she had worked on this matter
and that there was no need for the Liberal Party's Bill because the Government was
preparing its own legislation to give the commission teeth and that its Bill would be more far
reaching than the Liberal Party's Bill. The point I ama making is that the Premier has come
into this House today and suggested that there is no real hurry for this legislation and that the
Government will get on with the job when it gets around to it. The Premier and the
Government have received six or seven signals indicating that this matter is urgent and it is
necessary to consider the Opposition's Bill which will achieve what Mr Justice Wickhamn
wants. 1 get angry when I listen to the Premier and the Leader of the House reflecting on the
Opposition and blaming it for lack of action. The order of business in this House is in the
hands of the Government. The Leader of the House has told us that many times and he gets
annoyed when he thinks that Opposition parties might be taking out of his hands the order of
business of this House. I acknowledge that it is his responsibility. The Government has
received the signals and messages about this legislation and it should have brought it on for
debate earlier. The bottom line is that it is absolute crass hypocrisy on the part of the
Premier and the Leader of the House to suggest that the Opposition has been dilatory in its
actions.
Let us consider the reason for the Government's motion. All of a sudden we have new found
bipartisanship. What happened when the Opposition called for a Royal Commission? it
offered to cooperate with the Government if it appointed a Royal Commission. What
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happened to the Opposition's offers to the Government over the last three or four years to
cooperate with it in any way to try to get a suitable package in place so that corruption did
not continue in this State? However, in a Press release of today's date the Premier said that
she wanted to establish a bipartisan review of the effectiveness and future operations of the
Official Corruption Commission. The Leader of the Opposition, in his contribution to this
debate, made a very salient point; that is, this motion is nothing but a political stunt by the
Government. The member for Morley picked up on that comment and said that it was a
cynical stunt to try to get the heat off the Government's dilatoriness on this matter. The
Government has come into this place today to try to persuade the Opposition parties to vote
for the appointment of a Select Committee to give it some credibility. It is an attempt to
sheet home some of the blame to the Opposition so that the Government can have its political
embarrassment hosed down and- can save some face. The Opposition may let the
Government off the hook, but only on the basis that the Premier gives an undertaking that the
private member's Bill to give the commission some reporting ability will be debated and will
pass through both Houses of Parliament. I ask the Premier whether that Bill will pass
through both Houses of Parliament this session.
Dr Lawrence: It has been through the other House.
Mr LEWIS: If it has to be amended it will be returned to the Council. Will the Premier
ensure that the Leader of the House in the other place pursues this legislation through that
House?
Dr Lawrence: Of course we would do that if that were the case.
Mr LEWIS: Is the Premier confiming that that will be the case?
Dr Lawrence: What did I say?
Mr LEWIS: No-one can bear the Premier.
Dr Lawrence: You are the speaker on his feet. I have already said yes.
Mr LEWIS: I thank the Premier, that is all I wanted to hear.
In summary, the Government found itself in a real fix when Mr Justice Wickham finally
ripped a bucket over it for its dilatory actions.
Dr Lawrence: I am sure he would not be pleased to know that is the way you are interpreting
his letter.
Mr LEWIS: At the end of the day he did that because he became frustrated by the
Government's lack of action, its prevarication and its equivocation. That is exactly what the
Government has been doing about this Official Corruption Commission legislation. The
Government has been prevaricating and equivocating, and in the end Justice Wickham was
so frustrated that the only way he could get the Government to act was to drop a bucket on it
and give that letter to the Opposition parties. The Government is frightened that things are
not going terribly well. It really has nowhere to go. It does not want the Official Corruption
Commission to report because it is dead scared of what it may report. The Government is
absolutely paranoid that another bucket. willI be dropped on it. Members of this Government
may be deeply implicated in what the commission has to report. That is the reason that the
Government wants to hose down the situation. However, it has now got to the stage where
the Government cannot prop up the damn wall any longer; the water is coming over the top.
The Independent members are saying, 'Sorry, Premier, but you will not get away with it
again." Therefore, the Government came in with this stunt, and tried to get the Opposition to
give it some credibility with its Select Committee. That was really a stalling tactic, but the
Government thought it might get away with it. However, the Government was outsmarted
again, because the Opposition parties forced the Government to fall into line and to do what
they wanted it to do. This is a Government in disarray. It stumbles around, fires from the
hip, and does not know where it is going from day to day. The proposed Select Committee
was nothing but a stunt by the Government to try to get it out of the fix that it is in.
However, we are prepared to support the proposed Select Committee, on the understanding
that other legislation will pass.
I now want to reflect on something that was said by former Deputy Premier David Parker,
because the time has come when someone must make a comment about that statement.
David Parker said in evidence to the Royal Commission that the art form of Government is to
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deceive and tell half truths; that is the convention of Government; it always has been and it
always will be. That may be the mode of operation of the current Government, and we must
bear in mind that I1I members of the Burke-Dowding Cabinets are still members of Cabinet,
and they cannot throw off their clothes and say "It was not us" because they would stand
stark bollocky naked. They were right in the middle of the Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd
decisions and the State Government Insurance Commission decisions, and they cannot
distance themselves and say that other people wore the clothing of those decisions.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Perhaps you can show us how this is relevant to the
motion.
Mr LEWIS: It is relevant because the motion has to do with open and accountable
Government and about the Government's not deceiving and misleading the public. The
bottom line is that this Government is still up to its old tricks. I want to disassociate myself
and my colleagues on this side of the House from that philosophy, and I state that when we
are in Government, that will not be our mode of operation. In no way is that philosophy
embraced by any member on this side of the IHouse. David Parker may think that is proper in
his estimation of propriety, but it is not proper as far as the Leader of the Opposition and
members of the Opposition parties are concerned.
The motion moved by the Premier is a cynical, stalling tactic. The Government hoped that it
could get away with it. It did not, but we are pleased to know that we got what we wanted, to
the embarrassment of the Government.
MR KIERATH (Riverton) [2.54 pm]: I want specifically to answer some of the outrageous
allegations made by the Government, particularly by the Premier and the Leader of the
House. The Premier referred to the proposed financial interests legislation, and used that Bill
to state that the Opposition was not serious about accountability. I have followed that Bill
with a great deal of interest, and I decided to check when it was introduced. That Bill was
introduced into this House on 31 August 1989, yet some two and a half years later it has still
not been called on for debate. Is that not interesting? The Government stands condemned
because it is not serious about accountability. It brought that Bill into the House only
because it wanted to try to create some political mischief. The Government has never been'
serious about that Bill. There are amendments on the Notice Paper in respect of that Bill,
and if the Government were serious it could have accepted those amendments.
Today we are debating a motion in respect of official corruption. The person charged with
the responsibility of looking after that legislation, Mr Justice Wickham, has now had to write
two letters, of which the latter one says basically that nothing has happened, and will
someone please do something about it. Last year, the leaders of the various parties received
a letter from Mr Justice Wickham, again saying that there were some areas of concern and
that he wanted some action to be taken. It is now a year later, and we are again debating the
same point. That does not indicate to me that we have a Premier who is committed to
accountability or to rooting out official corruption. In fact, it indicates to me that we have a
Premier who is prepared to procrastinate, hive things off to a committee, and do everything
but face the real issue that is before us.
The Premier claims that the Official Corruption Commission already has the power to report.
I have never claimed to have greater legal knowledge than has Mr Justice Wicklham, a former
Supreme Court judge. However, he obviously does not share the Premier's view, because he
states in his letter dated 20 November 1991 that -

Elaborate legislation is not presently necessary. The next steps to take, and they
should be taken now, are:-
(1) To legislate for the compulsory reporting by senior public officers of matters

which they suspect involve corrupt conduct..
Dr Lawrence: I point out that he said in an earlier letter that the commission emphasises that
there should not be a statutory duty to report as there will be many cases where a report to
Parliament could be very unfair.
Mr KIERATH: Okay, but the Premier tried to play this down by saying that the commission
already has the power, therefore, a review of the legislation is not necessary. I am saying
that the person responsible for this legislation is saying that he needs the power to report. I
am pointing out the stupidity of the Premier's argument. It is based on false logic. The

7063



Premier made a point about our trying to score political points. However, the performance
today of the Premier and the Leader of the House was one of political point scoring. We
have heard about how people were paid overtime to shred documencs and about how they
burned the candle throughout the night to destroy certain parts of documents that were
claimed to be private and should not be on public record. Therefore, any action that will lead
to a delay in the investigation of these matters can be construed only as contributing to a
cover-up. That is the only explanation that one can give.
Mr Justice Wickharn continues -

Every day which now passes is a day which strengthens the position of persons
possibly guilty of official corruption.

He continues -

Matters must be dealt with promptly. The time for a leisurely approach to official
corruption by the Government or by the Parliament or by this Commission has long
past.

The time for a leisurely approach is over. If people are serious about the matter of official
corruption and its prosecution and containment, there is no doubt that promptness is
essential. Time is of the essence- The Leader of the House made some accusations. I think
he said that other people in this House were casual cowards. He said the Bil] was not on our
essential list, but my colleagues have pointed out that it was.
Mr Pearce: I said you never brought it on.
Mr KIERAT- I will give the history of the Bill introduced by the Opposition. Hon Phillip
Pendal introduced one in November 1989 in the Legislative Council. In December 1990
another Bill was introduced in the Legislative Council, and that Bill is very similar to the Bill
now on the Notice Paper of this House. In March this year the Bill was again introduced in
the Legislative Council; so from November 1989 the Opposition has been introducing Bills
to try to strengthen the powers of the Official Corruption Commission. It has not been done
on the run, to use the words of the Leader of the House, but quite the reverse. The
Opposition has attempted to improve the legislation affecting important parts of this
commission since November 1989. We have never claimed to know everything. Our Bill is
based essentially on last year's letter from the Official Corruption Commission. It was
received in this House on 12 June this year it was not done on the run or developed only in
the last couple of weeks- Mr Justice Wickham's letter is dated 20 November 1991, yet we
introduced the Bill on 12 June 1991, some five months before.
Both the Leader of the House and the Premier have said that a Select Committee will solve
all the problems- In fact, the Leader of the House tried to say at one moment that the
Opposition supported it and at the next moment said that was not the case. The issues are
very simple: The commission needs the power to report, but we do not need to set up a
Select Committee to achieve that. It is a very simple thing to do. If the review needs to be
far more wide ranging, and I have no problem with that, the review can go on at the same
time. The legislation can be amended to give the commission the power to report and to do
the things Mr Justice Wickham said needed to be done promptly if we did not want to let
official corruption get away. That was the answer: Something needs to be done and we do
not need to delay it unnecessarily. Some of my colleagues have sought from the Premier an
assurance that she will agree to the legislation in some form to strengthen the commission
and give it some powers.
The Leader of the House mentioned 28 February 1992, as the date on which it is proposed
that the Select Committee report. We have seen the Royal Commission into Commercial
Activities of Government and Other Matters demand an extension of time, and Notice of
Motion No 6 on today's Notice Paper seeks an extension of time for another Select
Committee. It is common practice for committees to seek an extension of time, so the
Government cannot guarantee that the Select Committee proposed by the Premier will arrive
at its conclusions by 28 February.
Dr Lawrence: It is the Parliament's decision whether to allow that, is it not?
Mr KIERATH: But if a committee were doing its work and sought an extension of time,
when was the last time the Premier can recall such a committee being refused an extension?
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Dr Lawrence: They were not matters of such importance as this. I have confidence that the
member who is likely to be the chairman of this committee will report in due course by the
date fixed.
Mr KLERAT-: The Premier cannot guarantee the completion date, so she cannot use chat as
a basis for her argument. She cannot say she will not introduce legislation until after the
Select Committee reports but chat it will be introduced early in the next session of
Parliament, because she simply does not know the date on which the Select Committee will
report to the House. The Premier was making great play of that completion date but I point
out that if that is the basis of her argument it is simply wrong because she cannot assure the
House of that completion date.
Dr Lawrence: The House can assure itself.
Mr KIERATH: The Leader of the House also said that we on this side of the House
interpreted official corruption as Government corruption, which is absolute garbage. Official
corruption does not necessarily mean Government corruption. I acknowledge that the people
who have the greatest opportunity to become involved in official corruption are those in
Government. Certainly if one were looking at someone's past record, one would say certain
activities of previous members of this Government, and perhaps even current members,
needed to be seriously questioned if one followed what was going on at the Royal
Commission. From that it would be very easy to prejudge that many people were tarred with
the same brush. But giving the commission the power to report does not give it that power
exclusively in relation to the Government's being accountable, but in relation to anyone.
including members of the Opposition. We have never shied away from that.
The Leader of the House also said that the Official Corruption Commission has the power to
report to the Premier. I do not mean to cast aspersions on the Premier, but we simply do not
miusc some of this Government's people in positions of power. There is no better example
tha the Ayton report which, we found out from the Royal Commission, went to the office of
the former Minister for Police and mysteriously disappeared because it included a reference,
supposedly, to a Government Minister. Situations like that cause us grave concern. When
members opposite say, "Trust me", I am prepared to take them at face value. However, when
I look at their track record I do not have that faith or confidence.
Mr Pearce: We did not say, 'Trust me." We said Mr Wickham had not said any of the
agencies had been dilatory in pursuing investigations. I asked if he had said it to you, and
there was a stony silence.
Mr KIERATH: We are not saying they have been, but if the commission were given the
power to report it would have the power to scrutinise.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The debate is straying from the subject matter. It has
been fairly wide ranging, but the question of the reporting of the Official Corruption
Commission to Parliament is the subject of another motion on the Notice Paper and should
not be canvassed in any detail. The motion before the Chair is whether a Select Committee
should be established. I ask members to confine their remarks to that subject matter rather
than to the specific matter of reporting. if members want to raise that, presumably it can be
raised when the matter is under specific discussion.
Mr KIERATH: I have a great deal of sympathy for Mr Justice Wickhanm, who has tried to
improve the situation. He wrote to the leadens of the parties last year and has written again in
total frustration this year, and what does be get? He gets implied criticism early on from
both the Premier and the Leader of the House. No wonder people in our community are
scared to stick their heads uip for fear of having them kicked off. No wonder we hea people
talk of whistle blowing legislation, because they feel as though they need protection. They
see what happens when somebody stands up and says something is wrong and asks that
something be done about it. Those people are pilloried. They become victims of allegation
and their reputations are dragged through the gutter. No wonder people are very
apprehensive about saying what they think should be said. There are only a very few strong
people in the community with the courage to stand up, and Mr Justice Wickham is one of
them. I have no doubt that if he were here today listening to this debate he would be
appalled at the way certain things have been twisted by the Government to construe one
thing or another. In fact, I have been surprised at the number of interpretations that have
been given to his remarks.

7065



The Leader of the House also said that we were wasting the rime of the Parliament. We have
waited for a review by this Government, which has not been completed: we have waited for
legislation, which has not been put before us by this Government; and now the Government
wants to appoint a Select Committee and delay the matter further. We have run out of time.
We do not have the faith that the Government will do the right thing any more. Our
performance is on the record: We introduced the legislation and on three other occasions
have tried to introduce legislation to amend the Act. Our record is proud and stands for
itself.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.10 pm]: In supporting the Leader of the National Party and
the Opposition generally I shall cover issues which have not yet been canvassed. Firstly, if
political arguments are put aside and members consider what will happen over the next
12 months with the proposed Select Committee, it can be seen how long it will be before the
new Corruption Commission will be formed.
A Select Committee may be formed today which, as the Leader of the House indicated, will
report next February; however, the truth is that the result of the Select Committee's inquiries
must be debated in this House, and that cannot happen until the House sits next year. Once
the debate has taken place legislation must be drafted and presented to the Parliament,
probably in May. Probably by June of next year the legislation will be proclaimed and action
can then be taken regarding the new commission. Members are aware of the role of the
Public Service Commission, the necessity to advertise, and the time it takes to conduct
interviews and appoint people to positions of this type, and there is no way that the Official
Corruption Commission in its new form could be in place until October or November of
1992. Nobody could argue otherwise. Therefore, no action will result from the Select
Committee at least until the dying days of 1992. What will happen between now and then? I
strongly support the motion, which I hope will be moved today, to suspend Standing Orders
to allow the consideration of legislation which will rake immediate, necessary action with
this commission. Ir is the lack of action which led to Mr Justice Wickham's agitation and
letter writing.
I now refer the House to two very- public -issues which warrant investigation. These are the
kinds of matters which we-would hope the Official Conypiion Commission is considering at
the moment. I put to members the public concern ibout going to the commission and being
sure they will not be burnit by the commission, the Police Departriient, the Australian
Securities Commission or whichever relevant agency investigates the matter.in question. I
have not been prepared to go before the Official Corruption Commission because [ have not
been confident that it could carry out the necessary investigation.
Mrs Beggs: Do you have some allegations to make?
Mr TRENORDEN: Yes; I will make them in a few minutes, and the Minister is involved.
Regarding the Racing and Gaming portfolio, the police actually went to the Totalisator
Agency Board and said that they could not conduct an inquiry into the two people heading
the TAB because they did not have sufficient resources; therefore, if the TAB had not
provided those resources, the Police Department would not have pursued that inquiry! These
are the distinct problems associated with approaching these organisations; these matters must
be dealt with.
I wish now to raise two very important public matters. On Tuesday, 10 November 1987 1
asked the then Minister for Racing and Gaming - the current Minister, who had a period
away from the portfolio - a question about Lark Hill. I asked whether the Government had
lent $500 000 directly from Treasury to Lark Hill. The Western Australian Turf Club was
press-ganged at the time to provide a further $100 000 against its wishes. I asked the
Minister about the term of the loan, and was told that it was 10 years. I inquired about the
interest rate charged, and the Minister said it was nil.
Mr MacKinnon: Nil?
Mr TRENORDEN: That is right. On Thursday, 2 June 1988, I asked the Minister the
following question -

Is the Minister aware of a recent newspaper article in which Len Pike was attributed
with having said of the Lark Hill complex, "The whole idea of this concept was that
one day it would become a race course. And that's what we intend to do."?
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During the Minister's reply to the question the then Premier said that the Government had
provided some money, but that a huge amount had also been contributed by individuals.
There was a clear signal that the Government was heavily backing Lark Hill. On two
occasions I asked what repayment had been made by Lark ilGl to the Government on that
loan, and the answer given on both occasions was none.
A real estate section in a recent publication contains the following -

A small lucerne farm at Baldivis, well suited for an agistinent centre and with
extensive ocean views, will be auctioned this weekend through Property Power.
The property, Katandra, is located on Stakehill Road about 60km from Perth. It is
only four kiometres from the ocean and 10km from Rockinghamn.
Agent spokesman David Burch said the property, which was owned by radio
personality Bob Maumill during the niid-1980s, had been developed as a horse
agisirnent centre but it could also be used for breeding or grazing other livestock. ..
The brick-and-tile house had a view over the new Lark Hill racing complex at Port
Kennedy and to the lights of Rockingham city at night..

I did not know that Rockingham city had lights! The article concerns two WA Inc issues, of
which the House would be aware. There is a substantial chance that Mr Maumill had very
clear knowledge that he could purchase the property before the development of a racetrack
took place, and accrue a financial gain. It was clear knowledge also that Mr Maumill was a
soldier of the Australian Labor Party throughout 1986 and 1987; he made no bones about
that fact, as the Royal Commission recently clearly stated.
Mrs Beggs: He owned the property for 18 months.
Mr TRENORLDEN: That is right. The article further states -

"It reflects the state of the market as only 12 to 18 months ago -

That is two years ago now -

- this choice property was generally thought to be worth around $400 000,"..
What did Mr Maumill buy the property for? Did he have prior knowledge of the
development of that racetrack? Did he make a financial gain from that property as reward
for being a good soldier of the ALP? There is a very substantial chance of that being a
correct assumption.
Mrs Beggs: Do you know who owned that property before he bought it? It was Mr Dench, a
friend of yours.
Mr TRiENORDEN: I have no knowledge of the property. I am just saying to the Minister
that there is every reason why situations such as this should be investigated. A Minister of
the Crown and a Premier have arranged a direct loan from Treasury of $500 000, interest free
Over 10 years. to a private group, from which individuals have derived a benefit. We have a
radio personality who helped the Government of the time and who heavily promoted his
good friend, the then Premier Burke. Did he do that for his own benefit? It has got to be.
Mrs Beggs: How did he gain a benefit? He did not own the property.
Mr TRENORDEN: The article clearly states that he did.
Mrs Beggs: Not at that time; he did not have any property interests down there, as I
understand it.
Mr TRENORDEN: This article states that he did.
Mrs Beggs: Hie bought it recently.
Mr TRENORDEN: The article indicated that he sold the property in the 1980s. That is not
"bought recently".
I refer now to another matter which warrants inquiry. The "Report of the Auditor General on
the Development of Coastal Marinas and Boat Harbours", which was tabled in this House in
May this year contains sufficient information, on pages 23 to 27 to bring down this
Government; however, the Government has been in so much trouble recently that the report
has not seen the light of day. When one drives past Lark Hill, one is reminded of the

7067



7068 [ASSEMBLY]

problems at Port Kennedy, where the rules were never quite established. A distinct bad
smell is arising from the Port Kennedy arid Lark Hlill situations, and it definitely is not
seaweed! The Auditor General's report states -

The Mindarie Keys Marina was constructed by a private land developer as part of a
residential and commercial land development scheme.

This involved a Mir Ron Smith of Smith Corporation Pty Ltd, and this person also was a good
worker for the Australian Labor Party at that time. He was a contractor to a Government
department; he was one of those contractors we could not work out what he was doing, but
he was there and getting a good price.
Mr Bloffwitch interjected.
Mr TRENORDEN: The member for Ceraldton should read this report; it is very
enlightening. To continue -

It is the subject of a formal agreement between the private developer, then the
Premier in association with the Minister for Transport on behalf of the State, and the
City of Wanneroo.
The agreement was signed in December 1985.-

Can anyone remember what event took place in February 1986?
Mr Macinnon: An election.
Mr TRENORDEN: That is right, an election. To continue -

- to facilitate the exchange of land, the pranting of jetty and mooring licences and the
lease of the marina sea bed...
The marina was constructed by building breakwaters, filling to reclaim land which
was previously part of the ocean and removing other land to bring the ocean into the
development thus forming a new harbour sea bed.
The harbour sea bed is vested in the Mnister for Transport and is leased to the
developer for 50 years at a fixed annual rental of $500, with an option to renew for
50 years. During the period of the lease the developer is responsible for the
maintenance of the harbour entrance to a depth of three metres and for monitoring
and managing sediment movement. The developer is also required to maintain the
breakwater for the first 10 years. Thereafter the maintenance of the breakwater
becomes the sole responsibility of the State.

The development is 99 per cent privately owned and after 10 years the State will be
responsible for its costs. To continue -

The development involved a land exchange between the Crown and the developer,
with a small cash adjustment paid by the developer for the additional land received as
a result of the difference in land areas. Under the agreement, any additional land
gained by the developer in the exchange was valued on "the same lowest value land
use basis" at the date of the Agreement.

We are talking about privately owned land.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Although this information may be very interesting, I am
not sure of its relevance to the Select Committee debate. If the member for Avon wishes to
pursue this matter, he must show us its relevance to the motion before the Chair.
Mr TRLENORDEN: It is very impontant that the Official Corruption Commission, which was
established in 1988, continue to operate for the next 12 months. It is important that the
people who were given this charter in 1988 have the ability to get on with the job. The
information to which I anm referring in the Auditor General's report is the property of this
Parliament and it can be read by members of the public at any time. The Auditor General
has done his job by examining the circumstances of the Mindarie Keys arrangement and he
makes a serious allegation; he says the deal is on the nose. It is now Parliament's job to
decide what should be done about the situation. Without doubt, a private individual has
made substantial gain from that arrangement, yet after 10 years the Government will have to
pay to maintain the breakwater in a development of which approximately one per cent will
be accessible to the public. The Auditor General's report goes on to point out that if certain
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private owners of that land exercise their formal right of private ownership, that access will
be cut off.
But the public must keep on picking up the cost. Matters like this must be pursued today and
not at the end of 1992 and into 1993. Further matters in this report are also very interesting.
The Auditor General says that the developer made considerable private gains and that the law
was broken by State Government departments. He also says that agreements were changed
in the counte of the process to the advantage of the developer. Those matters must be
investigated now. It is of paramount importance that the public of Western Australia, who
are greatly concerned about matters arising daily in the Royal Commission, do not believe
that this Government has no intention of allowing those items to surface. The Governmenc's
actions today give out chat message. That is my belief, and I am sure people watching
today's proceeding would have the impression that if the Government had the numbers,
Parliament would not be considering this matter. The people of Western Australia can thank
the Opposition and, especially the Independents, for that. We should appreciate the
Independent members of this Chamber, because if the numbers in this place were not as they
are, we would not be seeing this small slice of accountability.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [3.27 pm]: I understand the matter to which the
member for Avon is referring is the subject of discussion before the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee. I do not know the details of the case, but I acknowledge
that that review must be undertaken. We are debating a mechanism which will enable the
Parliament to make necessary amendments to the Official Corruption Commission Act. As
required by Statute, a review of the Act is under way. As commitments were given to the
Opposition some weeks ago that the Government wanted to ensure a bipartisan attitude
towards this matter the proposed Select Committee is an appropriate vehicle by which to
achieve that. It does not change the timetable that I originally announced some time ago or
the process described to the Official Corruption Commissioner in correspondence.
Mr MacKinnon: Would you release a copy of that to the media.
Mr Pearce: You gave the Press a copy of his first letter. It is no good giggling about that.
Mr Clarko: Give the Premier a go.
Dr LAWRENCE: I am more than happy to have the Leader of 'the House speak on my
behalf especially when Opposition members make the same comments repeatedly. The
matter should be debated on its merits. The Opposition wants to have it every way: On the
one hand, it accuses the Government of dragging its feet and on the other hand says that it is
moving too quickly. It says that we are not serious about it; yet the matters which will
prevent corruption will not receive the Opposition's endorsement. The letter from Justice
Wickhamn alarmed me which is why I took action on its receipt. The actions of the
Opposition Leader in that respect were extremely cynical. Had he wanted to resolve this
matter in a bipartisan way we, as a group, could have discussed it with the chairmati. I am
sure the chairman would have preferred that this matter be resolved that way. I was offended
on his behalf when the member for Applecross indicated in his speech that he believed the
chairman's intention was to 'drop a bucket" on the Government. To ascribe such motives to
Justice Wickham is extremely insulting. It suggests that he is playing partisan and party
politics in this issue. I am sure that is not his intention and that he would resent any
suggestion of that kind- Nothing in the correspondence I have read would suggest that is his
intention. However, I have no doubt it is the intention of the Opposition to turn this'matter
into a political football; otherwise the Leader of the Opposition would not have released that
letter to the media. The member for Morley called the proposal a political stunt, but the
political stunt lies with the Opposition benches.
Mr Macinnon interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: That is a reflection of the likelihood that the Leader of the Opposition
would leak the letter. In the interests of making this matter clear, open and above board, a
parliamentary Select Committee is the best way to go about it. Although I had intended to
have discussions with the Opposition and the Independents on this question, the behaviour of
the Leader of the Opposition in recent days has led me to the conclusion there is no way this
matter can be addressed, other than in a very public and formal way. I exclude the Leader of
the National Party and the Independents from that statement However, I explicitly include
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the Leader of the Opposition and the member for Applecross. They are not capable of
dealing with these matters in an objective and careful way. The Government endorses the
fact that these are matters of great importance to the State. However, the way in which
members opposite approach them always gives the lie to that observation. On every
occasion when these matters have been raised by the Opposition, it has been to seek some
political advantage. If any member on this side of the House thought members opposite were
serious about these matters, they would commend them. Again I do not believe that the
Leader of the National Party deserves to be included in the comments that I am making.
However, members opposite, and the member for Applecross in particular, are incapable of
dealing dispassionately with these matters and will always seek to smear the reputations of
others, bring down the reputations of members of Parliament, make implications about the
Police Force and other investigating authorities as did the member for Riverton, and seek for
themselves the high moral ground when they are never able to demonstrate any consistency
with that high moral ground. In this Parliament they make inferences and allegations which
are, frankly, unparliamentary. I have sat and listened to them make claims about members of
the Government and the Government which, if they dared to repeat them outside the
Parliament, would rightly bring down the wrath of the law on them.
Mr Lewis: What - calling you a corrupt Government?
Dr LAWR-ENCE: Exactly. Calling the Government corrupt is a serious allegation and it is
one that is repudiated. It brings into disrepute not an institution, although that occurs, but the
members of this Government. I totally repudiate that.
Mr MacKinnon: The Royal Commission will show that.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Leader of the Opposition does not know what the Royal Commission
will show, nor does he know what it will conclude. This motion is designed to prevent
members opposite from playing games with a very serious issue. It is designed to allow the
Government to take account of the views of members of this Parliament in a way that is
properly controlled and predictable, because it has become clear to me that there was no
other way that it would be possible to get information from members opposite without their
seeking to make the very cheapest of political capital out of any suggestions that we might
make to have discussions with them. I am very sad that that is the case. It probably would
have been simpler to have sat down with a member of the Opposition, a member of the
National Party and a representative of the Independents and gone through what we are
seeking to achieve with this legislation and how it should be achieved. However, as I said, I
do not believe that is possible. I have watched the behaviour of members opposite on this
issue over a number of months and I have no confidence in the Liberal Party's
representatives, particularly in this Chamber, to achieve a reasonable outcome. An
accusation has been made in the debate that the Government was dragging its feet on this
issue. I remind the Opposition that operating in this State is a Royal Commission which has
been established with very considerable resources to investigate -

Mr Lewis: It has nothing to do with the Official Corruption Commission.
Dr LAWRENCE: The questions asked and allegations made by the member for Applecross
in his speech are matters before the Royal Commission. To suggest that we are trying to
cover up flies in the face of the fact that, operating in this State, is the most powerful and
well resourced Royal Commission that this country has ever seen. What is more, its time has
been extended and it has also asked the public for its opinion about the operation of bodies
such as the Official Corruption Commission. I have no doubt that when we debate matters
such as donations to political parties and MPs' financial interests, members opposite will not
want to talk about them because they will be waiting to hear from the Royal Commission.
They have said that in public and in the Parliament. They have conveyed that view to me
very clearly. They say that there are some things that they do not want to deal with because
they are matters that may be the subject of a report by the Royal Commission. However,
they want it the other way around in regard to this matter. They want to have this Parliament
deal with this matter today and put it into legislation and hang the Royal Commission. This
Parliament has to continue dealing with matters. It is not required to wait for the Royal
Commission to pass judgment on those matters. Maybe, following its report, we will move
amendments to legislation or practice in this State. However, in the meantime, we should not
be hamstrung in the administration of this State by the fact that the Royal Commission is
undertaking certain investigations and is likely to report on these matters.
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Mr Lewis: Are you suggesting that we should not have to wait until it reports?
Dr LAWRENCE: Not on every issue and the member opposite obviously agrees because he
wants to bring this matter forward now.
Mr Lewis: Six weeks ago you said that you could not comment on a matter because you had
to wait for the report from the Royal Commission. We were debating in this House an action
by one of your Ministers and you said that you could not comment on that.
Dr LAWRENCE: The member is deliberately distorting my words.
Mr Lewis: That is what you said.
Dr LAWRENCE: Of course I did, on specific allegations about individual or Government
activities. It is on those matters that we should wait for a determination from the Royal
Commission, unless it decides otherwise. It can issue interim reports or initiate prosecutions
should it so wish. However, on questions of changes to legislation and practice which are
also part of its terms of reference, if we must wait, particularly given the extensiveness of the
document it has put into the public arena for public comment, until the Royal Commission
reports, Parliament might as well adjourn. We must continue with the administration of
Government and with legislation and we must ensure that the Parliament gets on with its
business. No doubt, the Royal Commission will have an opinion on this matter as it has on
others. We have indicated through due process and according to statutory review that the
legislation should be amended and, in our opinion, comprehensively amended. For example,
I hope the Select Committee will examine what occurs in Queensland because its corruption
commission is subject to review by a parliamentary committee which watches the
watchdogs. An operations committee which comprises a number of senior and respected
citizens in New South Wales oversees the operations of that corruption commission. Those
sorts of issues must be properly debated in this Parliament and the vehicle we are providing
for that debate is the Select Committee. The Government will continue the work it is doing
but it needs to ensure that this body has the respect of the people of Western Australia. The
suggestion by the Leader of the Opposition that he is in the process of drafting a Bill on the
run to bring into Parliament tomorrow to provide for changes to the legislation which he
thinks are politically convenient will be repudiated, I hope, by every member of this House.
Mr Macinnon: I responded to Mr Justice Wickham 's speech.
Dr LAWRENCE: I hate to think how the Leader of the Opposition would behave if he ever
got into Government. People would snap their fingers at him and he would run off and do as
he is told. I have a great deal of respect for Mr Justice Wickhamn. However, I am not about
to conduct the Government of this State on the basis of what an individual or body tells me
any more than I would respond to a call by members opposite. it requires input from a
number of bodies. When the former Ombudsman saw the amendments that the Leader of the
Opposition proposed to the Official Corruption Commission legislation, he wrote a lengthy
letter to the Attorney General pointing out the potential for conflict between his operations
and those of the Official Corruption Commission. I hope members opposite have apprised
them selves of that.
Mr Macinnon: We do not agree with the second reading debate in the other House.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Leader of the Opposition has outlined my position exactly. Is it not
reasonable for me to say that the Leader of the Opposition does what people tell him? Is he a
leader of an Opposition or is he a puppet? Does he have an opinion of his own or does he
accept other people's views about the way the world should run as his own opinion
depending on political convenience at the moment? I believe that the latter applies. Very
often in presenting views in this Parliament, it is clear that those views have not been
initiated by the Leader of the Opposition or views that have come from policy positions he
has adopted. He responds to public pressure every time. He flip flops from one policy
position to another.
Mr Lewis: What is this committee about?
Dr LAWRENCE: The people of Western Australia will tell members opposite what the
Opposition stands for. They certainly do not know what the Uiberal Party stands for and they
do not know what it cares about. They know it can be pressured into adopting a position but,
if the pressure is great enough, it will move the other way. As an example of that, we have
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only to look at the companies and securities legislation and the daylight saving legislation.
The Liberal Party does not know where it stands on those issues.
Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: We have always supported daylight saving and had a policy position on
that question. The Opposition went from opposing daylight saving to supporting it, to half
opposing it, half supporting it and eventually ended up standing up straight on the matter. I
am underlining that I respect the view taken by Mr Justice Wickham and other commissions
which must be made known to members of the Opposition and the Government, but in the
end this is the body that legislates. It should do so after due consideration and after seeking
input from not one body but many, particularly when the body referred to is one whose
Statute will be amended. I have received a letter signed by Mr David Orr in place of
Mr Justice Wickhanm -

Mr Lewis: It was written by Mr Justice Wickharm and signed by David Onr.
Dr LAWRENCE: flat is what I said.
Mr Lewis: You implied that Orr wrote it.

Dr LAWRENCE: No, it was an earlier letter in which it is stated clearly that he is not
seeking, nor is the commission seeking, to promote amendments to its constituent Statute or
otherwise to influence the Parliament in that respect. Thai was perfectly proper and as it
should be. If this Parliament simply responds, no matter how honourable the suggestions
made by a particular body or individual, it is not doing its job. The job of this Parliament is
to weigh up arguments and evidence and put into the Statutes that which is in the best
interests of the whole community and not one section of it.
I turn to the question of reporting. The Government has been carefully advised that the
commission already has the capacity to report. As the commission continues to entertain
doubts about that matter, I think it reasonable that the Parliament put that matter beyond
doubt. However, members opposite have not at any time demonstrated any honesty on this
question because they introduced the legislation -

Mr Macinnon: Yes, we did.
Dr LAWRENCE: Certainly, the Opposition did that, but it let it languish. It has such a
sense of urgency about the legislation that it allowed it 10 languish. Despite the fact that the
Opposition had an opportunity to bring this legislation forward over the past two weeks it
disappeared. It was only when the Opposition saw a political opportunity -

Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: Given some of the things that the member who interjected says that is
probably a pretty good description. The legislation mentioned by way of interjection has
been through both this and the upper House.
Mr Clarko: How long did you leave it on the Notice Paper?
Dr LAWRENCE: We tried on several occasions to amend that legislation, and quite
properly.
Mr Clarko: When those Bills were introduced the Premier was a mere child.
Dr LAWRENCE: it may be that I have several years advantage on the member for
Mannion, but in relation to legislation on one-vote-one-value, disclosure of political
donations, and disclosure of the financial interests of members of Parliament, the Labor Party
has a program and policy that it has sought to pursue over a long time. Equally, with the
official corruption legislation, we have sought to do things in an orderly and sensible fashion.
I have received correspondence this year hrorn the commissioners which I could have made
political capital out of by putting them in the public arena. I did not do that, nor would I seek
to do so. However, in future any correspondence I receive from that body will be placed in
the public arena until it has a reporting provision in its legislation, otherwise the
commissioners will not know when what they write is *public and when it is not, or when
what they write is private communication or is not private. T'he only solution is to ensure
that all matters are in the public arena. I have no problem with that as I have conducted all
my affairs with the commission publicly. Officers of the department know that as do people
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within the organisations. Crown Law advice has been sought on the matter and Treasury
officials know about it, so it has all been very public so far as 1 am concerned. However, the
casy conversations that members opposite have from time to time are not in the public arena.
Who knows that they have occurred? Who knows with what motives the Opposition has
been ringing the commission seeking to influence its decisions.
It is important that members of this House take this matter seriously and do not fall for the
political chicanery of Opposition members, particularly the Liberal Party, and are not
seduced by its apparent commitment to this issue. In the end, none of us believes that, least
of aUl me. I have watched members opposite in this place. I have watched their opportunism,
and their carelessness with the truth and the reputations of others. Members opposite are not
people I would want to entrust with any legislation of this kind. I can only say that I am glad
that we on this side of the House have a strong body of people who can be trusted. The
Independents seem to be a group of people who can be trusted. The National Party seems to
have a group of people who can be trusted. However, when I look at the Liberal Party in this
House, its operations and modus operandi and policy positions, or lack of them, along with
its willingness to shred the reputations and play fast and loose with the truth while making
accusations against all and sundry, then an Official Corruption Commission needs, in my
view, to be considerably strengthened in order to control its operations.
Question put and passed.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE OFFICIAL CORRUPTION
COMMISSION ACT

Appointment
On motion by Dr Lawrence, resolved -

That the following members be appointed to serve on the Select Committee - The
member for Darling Range (Mr Thompson), the member for Cockburn (Mr Thiomas),
the member for Nollamara (Mr Kobelke), the Leader of the National Party
(Mr Cowan), and the member for Geraldton (Mr Bloffwirch).

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I point out that it is normal practice that the mover of the motion
is a member of the Select Committee. Standing Order No 353 states -

All Select Committees shall, unless the House shall otherwise direct, consist of five
Members, whereof one shall be the Mover.

This motion is along the lines of "otherwise direct".
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [3.48 pm]: I move-

(1) That the Committee -

(a) report on 5 March 1992;
(b) have power to call for persons and papers, to sit on days over which

the House stands adjourned, to move from place to place and to report
from time to time;

(c) have leave to sit during sittings of the House; and
(d) be empowered to present to the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly

while the House is not sitting, its report together with minutes of
proceedings, transcripts of evidence, and written submissions received
by the Committee.

(2) Any report, minutes or transcripts of evidence of the Committee received by
the Clerk while the House is not sitting shall be deemed to be laid upon the
Table of the House and shall be treated for all purposes as a proceeding of the
House and the Clerk shall take such steps as are necessary and appropriate to
publish the report.

This needs to be done to ensure that when the Parliament is necessarily prorogued just before
the next sittings of the House the report has been received and can be dealt with in the
following session.
Question put and passed.
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BILLS (2)- INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING
1. Freedom of Information Bill
2. Acts Amendment (Plant Diseases) Bill

Bills introduced, on motions by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), and read a first
time.

STANDING AND SESSIONAL ORDERS SUSPENSION - OFFICIAL
CORRUPTION COMMISSION AMENDMENT BILL

MR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) (3.50 pm]: I move -

That so much of the Standing and Sessional Orders be suspended as is necessary to
enable consideration forthwith of the Official Corruption Commission Amendment
Bill 1991.

1 could make a lengthy speech, but I will not because I understand that the Government is
prepared to agree to this motion. The Premier during the previous debate was critical of the
Opposition's priorities, and made a lot of erroneous comments about this legislation, but it is
clear that had it not been for the Opposition we would not now be in a position to debate an
important issue in response to Mr Justice Wickhain's letter of last week. We wanted to
debate this issue on the last private members' day, but we did not get to it. it is certain that if
the matter had priority then, its priority is now much greater in light of Justice Wickham's
letter. I remind members of what Justice Wickham stated yesterday when I spokce to him
about the legislation which we are, I hope, about to debate. He said, "To have the power to
report" - which is in line with the present Bill - "would be desirable for its passage this
session." This Bill is a matter of grave public importance in light of the letter from Justice
Wickham. I urge members to support this motion so that we can debate this Bill and the
amendments to be moved by the member for Perth: so that this Bill can be passed in this
House and agreed to, hopefully, by the Legislative Council, and become law; and so that the
Official Corruption Commission will have the power, if grave allegations of corruption made
against any official are not being prosecuted properly, to report that to the Parliament so that
the inefficiencies can be highlighted and the people involved in those activities can be
brought to account. I am sure all members want that to occur.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) 13.53 pm]: As Leader of the House I am
prepared to accept the suspension of Standing and Sessional Orders. I made that point during
the course of my speech on the Premier's proposal for a Select Committee on the Official
Corruption Commission Act. If the Opposition had approached us yesterday and asked us -
Mr Shave: You have become very compatible since you have become a minority
Government.
Mr PEARCE: The member for Melville has not been here very long. I sat in this House for
six years as a member of the Opposition, under the Court Government, when there was never
an agreement -

Mr Shave: I was complimenting you on your compatibility.
Mr PEARCE: Yes, but the member is implying that it has been only for the last six months.
I have been Leader Of the House for nearly six years, and another five years is sure to come.
The simple fact is that this Government has always been prepared to debate matters which
are of immediate importance to the community.
Mr Thompson: The Official Corruption Commission Act was passed when you were in the
majority.
Mr PEARCE: Yes. That Act was passed when we had a majority of five. Members who
have been here longer than has the member for Melville will know the truth of what I have
said, and members who have been here a lot longer will know what other Governments and
Leaders of the House used to do in these circumstances. Therefore, we will not pay any
attention to this kind of nonsense. If the Opposition had approached me and asked for this
matter to be brought on, instead of trying the stunt yesterday of seeking to suspend Standing
Orders, failing to get the absolute majority, and having to go through the moute of putting the
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matter on the Notice Paper, we would have been prepared to agree to the debate yesterday. I
have no problem with our debating this issue. The Government's own action with regard to
setting up a Select Committee will address the broad issue in a way which this proposed Bill
may not. It is good to see the Leader of the Opposition's conversion to urgency in respect of
this matter. On any one of the private members' days since this Bill came down from the
upper House, the Opposition could have said to me that it wanted to debate this matter in this
House as a matter of urgency and as its No I priority, and the Opposition would have been
granted that priority.
It is quite possible, if Mr Justice Wickharm understands the processes of the Parliament, that
his comments about casual dealing with Bills ame in fact directed at the Leader of the
Opposition, because he is the person who had the capacity to bring on this Bill for debate.
The Leader of the National Party is shaking his head. It is true to say that if the Leader Of the
National Party had sought to bring on that Bill, he could have done that. Therefore, 1 am
prepared to say that there are two potentially dilatory persons in this Parliament in respect of
this matter: The leader of the Liberal Party, who carries the greater share of the blame, and
also the Leader of the National Party, who has the opportunity to say what happens on
private members' day. I am pleased that the Leader of the Opposition has come to the view
that this matter ought to be debated, and the Government is prepared to make available the
time.
Question put and passed.

OFFICIAL CORRUPTION COMMISSION AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 12 June.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [3.58 pm]: In general terms the
Government is not opposed to this Bill, although the amendments of which we have been
given notice have more attraction than the terms of the Bill currently before the House. The
Government is prepared to let this Bill go through to a second reading in order that we can
have a discussion about the terms of the Bill with regard to the Committee stage. The
Government agrees to this Bill because of the claims that have been made, including the
claim made by the Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission, that the commission
requires urgently this reporting power. It is our view that the best way to deal with a review
of this Act is through the review which has already been undertaken, and by the Select
Committee. We have our doubts that the claim of urgency has much basis or foundation.
However, on the other hand we are not prepared to stand in the way if that claim is being
made. We will wait with interest to see what reports come to the Parliament when the
Parliament sits at the beginning of next year, in advance of our moving to the new legislation
which is proposed, and people will then be able to make a judgment about whether the power
which is sought here is as necessary as people claim. We have our doubts, but we are willing
to be convinced about these things. However, the proof of that will be in the first week of
the parliamentary sitting next year.
MR MacINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [4.00 pm]: Firstly, in response to
the Leader of the House, the request for this amendment was made in 1990. It is not a
Johnny-come-lately amendment which has been drummed up at the drop of a hat, but an
amendment which has been carefully considered after requests by the Chairman of the
Corruption Commission himself. This is the third attempt by the Opposition to have the
legislation amended. The Government, quite clearly, has resisted our approach to provide an
amendment on every single occasion. I refer members to the Legislative Council Hansard of
9 May, when Hon Joe Berinson, the Leader of the Government in another place said -

I acknowledge at the outset that in presenting this Bill Hon Phillip Pendal has based
his approach on the suggestion of the Official Corruption Commission. Given the
standing of the commission and its members, that is an important consideration.
Nonetheless, there are important considerations to the contrary and the Government,
therefore, opposes the Bill, at least at this stage.

That was in May. Hon Joe Berinson justified the delay at that time by saying a review was
about to commence in August. Now, six months later, the Government still wants to say that

7075



we should await a review. That is clearly not acceptable to the Opposition, and we are
pleased that we have now reached the stage where we can debate the detail of the Bill at the
Committee stage.
I want to say as strongly as I can that for the Leader of the House to threaten the Official
Corruption Commission is disgraceful!
Mr Pearce: I didn't.
Mr MacKINNON: The Leader of the House said, "We will make a judgment on this
legislation about the reporting when we come back here next March."
Mr Pearce: No; we will see whether the claims were properly based.
Mr MacKINNON: May I remind the Leader of the House that he said the provision for the
Corruption Commission to report must be complied with or the Government will be critical
of the Corruption Commission itself.
Mr Pearce: I did not say that at all.
Mr MacKINNON: Thai is disgraceful! As the Acting Speaker (Mr Donovan) and I know.
and those who have spoken to Mr Wickham also know, one of the major reasons for this
legislation is to give the Corruption Commission the power and authority to encourage
investigations to be made. There may well be reports - let us hope there are not - in regard to
people not carrying out their duties, but the Corruption Commission will have an opportunity
to make those reports. This power is designed to keep those agencies honest, so to speak. I
for one do not mind if there ame no reports next March. I am not making any threats against
Mr Wickham or the Corruption Commission. I merely want the Corruption Commission to
have the power to report, as requested in November 1990; and that is as it should be, made
all the more urgent and all the more important by the letter of Mr Wickhamn of 20 November.
Question put and passed.
Hill read a second time.

Committee
The Acting Chairman of Committees (Mr Kobelke) in the Chair; Mr Macinnon (Leader of
the Opposition) in charge of the Hill.
Clause 1 put and passed.
Clause 2: Commencement -

Mr MacKINNON: Firstly, let me repeat, as I have said during much of this morning's
debate, that I find it disgraceful, disgusting and disrespectful in the extreme that the Premier,
who is responsible for the Corruption Commission, is still not here to debate the matter. That
shows the cavalier attitude of the Premier and her Government to this very important issue.
It is time she remembered her responsibility for these matters is to the Parliament.

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: I am in fact the Minister dealing with this Bill, but that does not matter. The
fact is that the Leader of the Opposition is not speaking to the clause.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN: I am sure the Leader of the Opposition is about to direct his
comments to clause 2.

Committee Resumed
Nlr MacKINNON: I was about to do that, but irrespective of who is handling the Bill, the
Premier is the inister responsible; she is the Premier of this State, and I want details from
her. I was about to point out in respect of clause 2, highlighted by her absence and her lack
of commitment to this issue, that this clause provides that the Act shall come into operation
on the date on which it receives the Royal assent. I seek a commitment from the Leader of
the House, and I hope in due course from the Premier, that there is no intention of doing
anything but what one would expect, and that is, as soon as the Bill passes the Legislative
Council it will immediately be proclaimed and become law and so be effective. In the past
this Government has proclaimed legislation selectively or not at all. This matter is so
important that I seek that assurance.
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Mr- PEARCE: That is an absolutely classic example of the Leader of the Opposition's
seeking to score points on a matter aver which no such point searing is required. No answer,
or even question, is necessary. A few weeks ago the Leader'of the Opposition raised a
proposal that if a Bill were to be passed by both Houses of Parliament where the Government
is in a minority, perhaps the Government would not proclaim it. I made the point very
clearly, firmly and publicly, as soon as I heard that suggestion, which was quite without
foundation, that any Bill which passed the Parliament could be expected to be promulgated
in the normal course of events.
Mr Macnnon: I am asking about this Bill; not about the normal course of events.
Mr PEARCE: I am telling the Leader of the Opposition about every Bill, not just this one.
Mr Macainon: We have a list as long as your arn of Bills which have not been
promulgated.
Mr PEARCE: If a Bill passes the Parliament it is not necessarily proclaimed straight away.
Mr Macinnon: Exactly! The point I am making.
Mr PEARCE: The Leader of the Opposition has been a Minister for three years but he
clearly did not learn a lot during that time.
Mr Lewis: There you go again! You always have to reflect unkindly when someone hits the
mark.
Mr PEARCE: The Leader of the Opposition has not hit the mark. The member for
Applecrass has not been a Mfinister at all so his ignorance is understandable.
Several members interjected.
Mr PEARCE: All the Leader of the Opposition has to do is to ask the question, but he is
makting the point without asking the question. I am explaining to the Leader of the
Opposition, and to anyone else who may be listening, the basis of the mistake he has made.
Very often when a Bill is drafted it cannot become operable, firstly, without a set of
regulations to reinforce it and, secondly, without a set of appointments being made to carry it
out. I have Bills under my own jurisdiction where Crown Law advice has been that the Bill
cannot be proclaimed until such time as the appointments to be made under the Bill are ready
to be made. That is why Bills are sometimes not promulgated as promptly as members might
want.
I have said publicly, and I shall say it again, that the Government will not stand in the way of
a Bill which passes both Houses of Parliament; it will proclaim it in the nrmnal course of
events. That means that the Bills must go through a process with the Government which
members opposite are aware of. We will not delay Bills in any way, if they are successful in
passing both Houses of Parliament. The Leader of the Opposition has been slow in bringing
this Bill on, but the Government will not respond to his dilatoriness by being dilirory in
proclaiming it should it pass both Houses.
Clause 2 put and passed.
Clause 3-: Commission may report to Parliament -

Dr ALEXANDER: This clause is an essential part of what has been debated all day; that is,
the ability of the commission to report to Parliament. During the course of debate on the
appointment of the Select Committee, various points have been made about the ability of the
commission to report to Parliament. One point was that nothing prevents the commission
from reporting to Parliament. As the Premier admitted, that is not sufficient because our
parliamentary system operates differently from that. In other words, where a statutory
authority is set up, unless specific reporting powers are given it is unlikely that there will be
any regular or predictable reporting by the authority.
This matter is very important for a number of reasons: First of all, I refer to public
confidence in the commission. At the moment, people may know of its existence if they
have an interest in the operations of Government or in this very controversial and interesting
area of official corruption. They may be advised by the relevant authorities to take their
complaints to the Official Corruption Commission - and from my brief discussion with the
commissioners I am aware they are approached by a number of people over matters of
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corruption in government, in the broader sense. However, there is no method for the
commission to make its findings available to the public of Western Australia other than if it
happens to recommend prosecution, the police act on the recommendation, and the matter
ends up in the courts. It is very important for public confidence in the area of accountability
that the public know more about the activities of the commission and its findings. After all,
if the public are to have confidence in this body, the body itself must demonstrate to the
public the results of its activities. While I have no doubt that the commission has operated in
a way that is above reproach in the couple of years since its inception, it appears that the
provision for reporting is a very important one which may have been overlooked when the
original legislation was passed through the Parliament. In that respect, it is interesting to
note that the late member for Floreat, who made such an important contribution to this place,
referred during the second reading debate to the importance of the commission's operating
under a cover of confidentiality. That is, if members of the public take complaints to the
commission they need to be assured that a cloak of confidentiality will surround their
allegations, for obvious reasons. Perhaps in his desire to protect members of the public
making complaints to the commission, the member for Floreax inadvertently overlooked that
the commission itself would not be reporting to Parliament. Clause 10 of the original Bill
contained the provision that the commissioner shall not make record of or divulge or
communicate to anyone any information received, make use of any information received, or
produce documents acquired during an investigation. I am sure all members would agree
that it is important that that provision remain. However, when it comes to the matter of
reporting it is very clear from the correspondence with the commission - which has been
circulated widely recently - that the commission itself regards the ability to report to
Parliament as an important part of its activities; hence, in general terms, clause 3 is more than
worthy of support.
As the clause is phrased currently it allows for any matter arising out of or connected with
the investigations of the commission to be reported to Parliament. While the subsequent
clauses provide some sort of qualification to the reporting mechanism, the reporting
mechanism itself also needs to be qualified. For a start, the whole matter of corruption is
one - as anybody who has studied the area will know - where there is a thin line between
what people regard as impropriety and what is regarded by law as illegality. This mailer has
been discussed in this place before in relation to the Royal Commission itself. Generally
speaking, matters of impropriety are a matter of judgment; whereas the law has been debated
in Parliament and, while in the end what is contained in the law is a matter of judgment as
well, at least it is one step ahead of the question of impropriety in the sense that it has
parliamentary sanction to it.
Mr Lewis: Some people have no sense of impropriety.
Dr ALEXANDER: That is true, but when I originally raised the question of corruption in
this Chamber three or four years ago, the member for Marmion suggested I was operating
from a very obscure dictionary. However, I have studied the matter in some detail and I am
aware that even though the definition offered at the time may have appeared to come from an
obscure dictionary, the basis of the definition was the subversion of public objectives for
private gain, or the subversion of public office by individuals for their own interests. When
one considers the definition of corruption in the Criminal Code one sees it follows a similar
line.
As anyone who has observed the process of law at work would know, matters of corruption
are difficult to prove before the courts. Therefore, rather than allowing the commission to
report on simply any matter that may involve impropriety or corruption - official or
otherwise - or the breaking of the law, it is reasonable to circumscribe it a little more closely
so that the commission is empowered to report to Parliament on matters of illegality or other
matters where people have a complaint referred to the commission and where they are
cleared of the complaint, but by virtue of the way the system works the complaint is reported
in the Press and the clearance is not. Individuals in this situation could be disadvantaged by
being smeared by an allegation which subsequently is proved to be unfounded. People in
this position should have the ability to approach the commission and say that they have been
cleared of the complaint but that no mechanism exists for that to be acknowledged in the
public arena. The people can ask the commission to report to Parliament, and if it thinks fit it
could do so.
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I move -

Page 2 - To delete lines 5 to 10 and substitute the following -

(6) The Commission may at its discretion after an investigation under
subsection (3), report to each House of Parliament in respect of any findings
of illegality or matters where a person under investigation requests public
disclosure of a clearance arising out of, or concerned with, the investigation.
The report may be accompanied by a recommendation for further action
where the Commission sees fit. The Commission may also at any time during
an investigation report to each House of Parliament if it considers that the
investigation is not being properly, efficiently or expeditiously conducted.

I understand from discussions with other parties that have been going on for some time that
the Opposition in broad terms finds that acceptable; but that is up to the Opposition to flag
whether that is the case. I hope that the Government will also accept the spirit of this
amendment. This amendment seeks to be more specific about the matters on which the
commission can report to the Parliament. I have already explained the situation where the
commission comes to the conclusion that allegations referred to it have no foundation.
Another matter which has been mentioned in debate today relates to the authorities which are
charged with conducting further examinations. A hypothetical case is where the commission
comes to the conclusion that somebody has acted illegally and that prosecution is warranted
and the matter is referred to the police and other law authorities, and for whatever reason
there is a delay in prosecution or the authorities decide not to pursue that investigation. It is
important that the commission have the power to report that situation to the Parliament so
that the Parliament can make a judgment on why the prosecution the Official Corruption
Commission recommended has not been pursued. That is a clearly a hypothetical example of
the sort of use which the commission could constructively make of the power of reporting
which clause 3 seeks to confer on the commission.
The matter of timing is important because, as the member for Avon pointed out, by the time
the Select Committee has reported to the Parliament in March next year - let us hope it is
able to do that - and the Government and the Parliament consider the Select Committee's
report and the legislation is drawn up and brought to the Parliament and debated, it is likely
to be late into next year before the new Act is approved, at the earliest I would concede. We
would have up to 12 months in which the commission was still hamstrung by its inability to
report to the Parliament. For those measons I urge the Committee to support the amendment
and thereby give the commission the power which quite obviously it very badly needs in the
public interest of justice in Western Australia.
Mr PEARCE: The Government prefers the amendment moved by the member for Perth to
the clause put forward in the original Bill by the Leader of the Opposition. In my response to
the second reading speech I gave the basic reasons why we were prepared to allow this
clause to pass. There will never be a report of illegality to the Parliament. The reason is a
simple one: If the commission were to report that somebody had acted illegally that person
could never be convicted because he would never be able to get a fair tria in the courts. The
Official Corruption Commission would refer any matter of illegality to the courts in the
normal way, and the courts will decide whether people have acted illegally. I do not see any
problem with the Official Corruption Commission reporting that it has referred a matter to
the courts because in any event that is public knowledge. This amendment adopts a better
approach to that very wide power of reporting on a whole range of problematic and value
added matters that the Leader of the Opposition seems to want. I will wager that no finding
of illegality will ever be reported to this Parliament.
The second area is where somebody seeks a report on a matter on which they have been
investigated and cleared. That places a substantial loophole in the current legislation because
it is directed effectively by the people who have been investigated. I must say to the member
for Perth that people under investigation would not find out they were being investigated
because the Official Corruption Commission does not tell them that. I will bet that members
on both sides of this Chamber and maybe members on the cross benches have been
investigated in this way and are totally unaware of that fact. When the police investigate
people they tell the people they question not to mention their investigation to the person who
is being investigated. If the police investigation discovers that a politically motivated

7079



allegation is without foundation, it may be the case that the person being investigated would
never know that. A mechanism will need to be worked out in the longer term to find out how
that action of providing a report of the outcome of an investigation might be triggered by the
person who is being investigated. These are things on which the Select Committee will no
doubt spend much time and energy to find the proper solutions, but in the interim the
Government does not have any particular objection to that.
The third issue concerns undue delays in investigation. I re-emphasise that the Premier in
her discussion with Mr Justice Wickham wanted him to tell her whether in his view that was
the case. The answers that he gave did not lead the Premier to believe that Mr Justice
Wickcham was complaining about specific delays on cases which were before him. When the
Premier asked specifically whether there was anything she could do with regard to these
matters, Mr Justice Wickham told her there was nothing she or he could do in that particular
instance. When the Premier offered to expedite or to arrnge meetings with the
Commissioner of Police, if that were necessary, to iron out any problems with the major
investigating authority. Mr Justice Wickhamn said that he spoke regularly to the
Commissioner of Police and saw no need for that. I was a bit surprised, from that
conversation, to hear the tone used by the Leader of the Opposition in saying not only in the
Parliament but also in a most bizarre Press release that he issued yesterday, that this power of
reporting was necessary to stop people shredding documents and doing a whole range of
other things, and implying that the streets were full of criminals, all of whom were walking
free because of this lack of power of reporting. The Government does not believe that is
true.
I noticed that when I said we would see the truth of those claims demonstrated when the
reports come, or did not come, at the beginning of the next parliamentary session, the Leader
of the Opposition was very quick to say. "The Leader of the House is criticising the
commission.' What I was criticising was the Leader of the Opposition. I was saying that
when we saw the reports or lack of reports at the beginning of the next parliamentary session
we would be able to make a judgment about the claims made by the Leader of the Opposition
in the course of his speech today and not about anything else. From my conversations with
the member for Perth I do not think my position on this matter is much different from his.
These matters have not been established, but if there is a doubt let the provision go forward
and we will see from what happens whether it was required or not. If it is not required, it
will not be used. If it is required there will be a use, and I will be surprised. However, we
will see what happens when the Parliament resumes next year. It is not a criticism or an
attack on the commissioner- and if no report is made at the beginning of the next
parliamentary session I will not be on my feet criticising the commissioner; however, I might
have a few things to say about the Leader of the Opposition.
Mr DONOVAN: The point made by the Leader of the House is probably a good one for me
to commence with. During the Committee stage, while there is not much fuss about, can we
set the record straight: It is not true, as put by the Leader of the House, that the Government
is allowing this legislation through; it has no option. It is time that some reality was
acknowledged around the place. Nonetheless, the Leader of the House has made known
privately his concerns about the problems of the commission with the protection of the rights
of individuals who may be unfairly dealt with and may not have the opportunity to clear
themselves. Of course, that is the current situation. This amendment, if passed, will improve
that situation. In other words, this amendment seeks to improve upon the legislation. I
certainly understand and respect the concerns of the Leader of the House, but unless this
amendment is passed his concerns would continue for somewhere in the order of 12 months
rather than just a matter of three months. Let us be fair about this: The Bill is an
improvement and the Leader of the House would have to acknowledge that. As I understand
it the amendment improves the existing situation still further. This debate has revolved
around a lot of word games, and we have seen a few word games today. Another thing
which must be set straight - and this was put to me on the telephone earlier today and
yesterday - is that it is not quite the case that, in answer to the question, "Can you give me
some examples of problems that you might have?" Mr Justice Wickham said that there were
not any problems. What Mr Justice Wickham in fact said was, "Were I to have the capacity
to report to Parliament I would be able to tell you, but the fact is I cannot tell you. Premier."
Whatever the politics of the Government, the Opposition or Independent members in this
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debate, Mr Justice Wickham only seeks something that he does not have now. He requires
from this House an act of faith because the Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission
cannot tell us about the specific situations he has in mind.
Mr Lewis: That is in his opinion and he is a QC against the supposed opinion of the Solicitor
General.
Mr DONOVAN: One can make that objection, but Mr Justice Wickhiam is concerned about
his inability to release the details of those cases because if he did he would be in breach of
section 11 of the Official Corruption Commission Act. It does not matter what we think
about the commission and how it functions; we should be fair when dealing with this
question and try to put politics to one side and excise the rhetoric to identify the specific
problems facing Mr Justice Wickham. If we do that we will have no problems in
understanding the value of this Bill. The member for Perth in his amendment seeks tn
provide adequate protection for the commission. This amendment does not resolve the
concerns of the Leader of the House 100 per cent, but it goes a long way towards improving
the situation which now exists. It surprises me that the Leader of the House is so concerned
about the amendment because he has proclaimed to the House on three occasions that he had
been investigated and cleared. However, the commission has not released that report
because section 11 prohibits it.
Mr Pearce: It certainly does not prohibit reporting back to the individual who was being
investigated.
Mr DONOVAN: That may well be, but other people have been investigated in the same way
as the Leader of the House was investigated, including the member for Eyre. How long ago
was it that the member for Eyre stood in this place and delivered a personal explanation? He
had to do that because the commission could not report on the matter affecting him. The
amendment proposed by the member for Perth seeks to improve that situation so the member
for Eyre and the Leader of the House will not be required to stand in this place and say chat
they have been cleared. Other people who have been investigated do not enjoy the privileges
that we enjoy in this forum and cannot declare that they too have been cleared. This
amendment will mean that the commission will be able to do that for them. The amendment
will improve the situation which existed prior to this Bill's coming to the House and which
will continue for Mnother 12 months while the review process is concluded. Another concern
about the Corruption Commission, rightly or wrongly, is its function as a Star Chamber.
This Bill will not add to that because the commission will be given the formal capacity to
report. This amendment will improve that further so the number of stars in that chamber is
reduced.
Mr COWAN: The National Party does not support this amendment. It prefers the original
wording contained in proposed subsection (6) as introduced by the Leader of the Opposition.
It is the National Party's view that the Official Corruption Commission has always been
cautious in both its interpretation of the Act and in the way it has operated. The reason no
reports have been made to the Parliament - notwithstanding the fact that the Premier has
advised the House that there is a capacity for the commission to report - is that the
commission has been conscious of the provisions contained in section 11 of the Act which
forbid it doing so. If this amendment is agreed to the Chamber must take note of the remarks
made by the Leader of the House. He forwarded a good case for the Chamber to reject this
amendment; that is, it confines the capacity of the commission to reporting on certain
situations. The commission, because of its own cautiousness, does not need further
inhibitions placed on it. The commission is extremely cautious and all it looks for is the
capacity to report. That capacity to report is contained in the original provisions put forward
by the Leader of die Opposition and this amendment seeks to impose further qualifications
on the capacity of the commission to report. That is not the preferred option of the National
Party. While it wishes that this legislation be passed it recognises the comments made by the
Leader of the House that the commission will not report illegalities. The amendment will
create a situation whereby the commission can report on only two instances; firstly, it can
report illegalities and, secondly, it can report those matters where a person who it has been
alleged has done something is cleared of that allegation. The commission will never report
on one of those instances for the simple reason outlined by the Leader of the House; that is, it
cannot report illegalities. It is a very good reason for this amendment to be opposed and to
retain the clause as printed in the Bill.
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The commission has shown that it is quite meticulous in its interpretation of the law. It has
shown also that it is extremely meticulous in the way in which it has established and
maintained its relationship with the Parliament and the Government. It put a case to the
leaders of the various parties some 12 months ago seeking the amendment that was included
in the Leader of the Opposition's Bill. It has refused to attempt to influence or lobby
members of Parliament to introduce amending legislation or to hasten the process of such
legislation. In its view it has one obligation; that is, to inform parliamentarians, through the
leaders of the various parties, of something chat is lacking in the legislation and 10 advise
them what it thinks should happen. The commission has taken it no further and I respect it
for doing that It is quite a proper attitude for the commission to adopt.
I respect the fact that the Parliament has the power to legislate and that it can do whatever it
likes. I hold the view that the commission has asked for the right to report at its discretion.
The member for Perth has moved an amendment which states that the commission can report
only illegalities or cases in which a person who has been accused of doing something wrong
is cleared of that accusation and requests that the report be made. They are the only two
instances in which the commission can now report.
Dr Alexander: It can also report if it believes that an investigation is not being conducted
properly.
Mr COWAN: It can also report on any perceived inefficiency because it must delegate all
the investigations to the police; or perhaps it can report some inefficiency in the capacity of
the bureaucracy to furnish material that is essential to its investigations. If this amendment is
agreed to the commission will be obliged to report only in the cases to which I have referred
and, as the member for Perth said, it can also report if it has not had the full cooperation of
the people doing the investigating or the people supplying the information that is the subject
of the investigation. The commission will be restricted to those areas by this amendment and
it will be further restricted because, as the Leader of the House said, there can be no
reporting of any illegality if the commission has some desire for that illegality to be pursued
through die courts for prosecution and, one would hope, for conviction. It is very clear to the
National Party that the original proposal put forward by the Leader of the Opposition is the
preferred clause and chat the amendment moved by the member for Perth should be rejected.
Mr DONOVAN: I hope the Committee does not get bogged down in an argument about the
law. I understand the concern expressed by the Leader of the National Party and the Leader
of the House, but there is a difference between the Royal Commissioni's being asked to report
on somebody having done something illegal - that is not a possibility and it is contradiction
in terms because only a court can do that - and its ability to report on an illegality; that is,
that something illegal has occurred that warrants investigation and prosecution. The newly
appointed Director of Public Prosecutions will find himself in a similar situation as he
proceeds in his job. The member for Perth reminds me of the situation in the United Stares
of America with respect to District Attorneys. It is not unusual to find illegality without
attempting to find somebody guilty of that illegality. The latter is a problem for the courts
and the former is a problem for the commission and it is in no way weakened by this
amendment.
Mr MacKINNON: I thank the Independent members and the members of the National Party
and the Liberal Party for their support in getting the Bill to this stage. Without their support
we would not have proceeded to this stage and it is a credit to the Parliament to be debating
what is a very important matter. I also thank my colleagues in another place Hon Phil
Pendal, Hon Peter Foss and Hon Max Evans for assisting with the drafting of the legislation
and for progressing it through that place. I thank the member for Morley for referring to
section 11I of the Act to which I wI also refer. The Premier made some play in the media
and in the Parliament about questioning Mr Justice Wickham about the activities that t
Official Corruption Commission may be investigating and seeking advice about matters
about which the Government should be concerned. I remind members, as the member for
Morley did, that this section of the Act precludes Justice Wickham from doing so. The
interpretation the Premier has placed on those comments is an interpretation of convenience,
given that a proper reading of section I I of die Act indicates that Mr Justice Wickham could
not provide that information anyway.
The Opposition has thoroughly considered the Bill in its present form and the amendment to
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this clause. In its opinion it is an all encompassing proposal and one that accurately reflects
the position. Nonetheless, I am cognisant of the fact that the member for Morley and the
member for Perth want to place a restriction in the clause. For the sake of the argument and
to achieve the result which is important - that is, the reporting facility - the Opposition is
prepared to accept the amendment, although it would have preferred the ocher position. In
discussion with the member for Perth and Hon Peter Foss it appeared that a further small
amendment was necessary and I will move it when we reach the relevant clause of the Bill.
Today we have seen a significant result in that we now have an Official Corruption
Commission which has the power to report. We have agreed to a request made last year, and
repeated yesterday by Mr Justice Wickchamn, that this Bill be passed because it would help
significantly the activities of the commission. I am pleased that we have contributed to the
passage of this Bill. We have also seen today a commitment from the Government to amend
the legislation in order to address the other areas of concern, hopefully as soon as Parliament
resumes next session. I seek from the Government, finally, an urgent response to clause 14
of the Bill, which is a report to both IHouses of this Parliament, in line with the review clause,
in respect of the Government's proposals. I believe that the Government has a responsibility
to report to the Parliament, given that it has established a Select Committee. That committee
is entitled to know the Government's views ahead of the report that it will make to the
Parliament when we resume next year. Our preference would be for the position outlined in
the Bill, but we will accept the motion moved by the member for Perth, with the subsequent
small amendment chat has been agreed to.
Dr ALEXANDER: When I first contemplated an alteration to this clause some months ago
when the Bill was introduced into the Parliament my first inclination was to delete the word
1.matter" and substitute the word "prosecution". However, after discussion with various
people on all sides of the Chamber, I decided to have another go at it; hence the amendment
that is now before the Chamber. I admit that this amendment may not be perfect and that
improvements could be made to it. However, it is important that the commission be given a
reporting power quickly.
Mr MacKinnon: It is now a hell of a lot better than it was.
Dr ALEXANDER: Exactly. Whether we accept the Opposition's original version or this
version, it is a big advance on the current situation. This matter can be reviewed by the
Select Committee, and I hope it will do that. Various people have suggested to me that they
could find better wording because of the disagreement about illegality, prosecution or
recommendation, and good luck to them if they can do that. However, I suggest that the
spirit of this amendment is to give the commission the power to report, and to circumscribe
that in some ways which, on the one hand, may not go the whole way the commission
requests or the Opposition seeks, but, on the other hand, will certainly go a lot further than
the Government originally preferred. I hope that the outcome will be in the interests of all
parties concerned, and chat in agreeing to this amendment we can agree that we are taking a
small step in the right direction and that the Select Committee can look at this question in
more detail. If the committee or other bodies find that the amendment is not satisfactory, that
can be dealt with when the full review of the Act is debated in detail by this Chamber next
year. I recommend the amendment to the Chamber, subject to the small amendments
mentioned by the Leader of the Opposition, and I emphasise again that had it not been for the
Opposition pressing this motion on the one hand, and all sorts of negotiations on the other,
we would not even be in a position to consider this important matter.
Amendment (words to be deleted) put and passed.

Amendment on the Amendment
Mr MacKINNON: I move -

That the amendment be amended by inserting after "Parliament" where first occurring
the designation "(a)" and by inserting after the words "illegality or" the designation
%(b)".

Amendment on the amendment put and passed.
Amendment, as amended (words to be substituted), put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Title put and passed.
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Report
Bill reported, with amendments, and the report adopted.

Third Reading
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr MacKin non (Leader of the Opposition), and returrned
to the Council, with amendments.

OFFICIAL CORRUPTION COMMISSION AMENDMENT BILL (No 2)
Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Macinnon (Leader of the Opposition), and read a first
time.

SELECT COMMITT7EE ON THE WATER BILL
Report Date - Extension of Time

MR DONOVAN (Morley) [4.58 pm]: I move -

That the report of the Select Committee on the Water Bill 1990 be extended to
19 March 1992.

In view of the time, I will summarise my explanation and remind members that the
committee provided an interim report on 4 June and sought an extension to December for the
purpose of sending the Bill and the Water Authority back for consultation with the public.
That process has now taken place. The Minister for Water Resources has written to the
committee with a thorough reply, outlining the events that have taken place in the interim
period. The committee is now required to consider all of the input that has been made in that
consultative process, as well as the Bill in its final form. Therefore, the committee has
agreed to seek from this House an extension of time to allow it to perform those tasks.
Question put and passed.

ROAD TRAFFIC AMENDMENT (POWER ASSISTED PEDAL CYCLES) BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the Houge), mead a
first time.

Second Reading
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [5.00 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
[Leave granted for the following text to be incorporated.]
This Bill seeks to introduce legislation that will allow the use of power assisted pedal cycles
on a road without the necessity of either the rider Or the cycle being required to comply with
the normal licensing requirements. T7he purpose of the power assisted pedal cycles is to
provide a limited source of auxiliary power via a petrol fuelled motor attached to a pedal
cycle, thus reatly assisting elderly and incapacitated riders, or riders carrying a child in a
carry seat. Tests conducted by the Police Department have found the modified pedal cycles,
which have a maximum speed of 25 kilometres even when being pedalled, are safe and
suitable for use. In the interest of road safety it has been decided that, although power
assisted pedal cycles will not be classified as motor vehicles, their use should be restricted to
persons over the age of 16 years. I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Blaikie.

[Questions without notice taken.]
House adjourned at S.26 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

PUBLIC SERVICE - YOUTH EMPLOYMENT
1699. Mr KIERATH to the Premier:

(1) What was the number of permanent staff, under the age of 21. employed in
the public sector for the years -

(a) 1966;
(b) 1970;
(c) 1975;
(d) 1980;
(e) 1983;
(f) 1985;
(g) 1990;
(h) to 30 June 1991?

(2) In the same years, what are those numbers expressed as a percentage of the
total Public Service staff?

(3) Was the Public Service Act amended in 1966 to allow women to attain
permanent officer status on their marriage?

(4) In 1973, was the upper age limit applying to appointment of clerks, clerical
assistants and typists from between 30 and 34-45 years respectively lifted?

(5) Were maternity leave provisions modified in the same year?
(6) If the 15-19 year old groups had been able to maintain their 1971 share of

public sector employment, how many additional jabs for this age group would
have been available in 1981 and 1991?

(7) As the Government has supported affirmative action for women, does the
Premier support the concept of a youth quota for employment in the Public
Service?

(8) if not, why not?
(9) What action will the Premier take to encourage the recruitment program

within the public service of juniors (15-19 year olds)?
(10) What policies and initiatives will the Premier take to increase the level of

youth employment?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) (a)-(f)

Statistics which provide the information requested are not available for
the years prior to 1986-

(g) Public Service 849
Public sector 2534

(h) Public Service 600
Public sector 1 921

(2) (a)-(0)
Statistic's which provide the information requested are not available for
the years prior to 1986.

(g) Public Service 4.3%
Public sector 2.6%

(h) Public Service 3%
Public sector 2%

(3) No. The Public Service Act was amended in 1967 to allow married women to
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be appointed to or to continue to bold office in the Public Service after
marriage.

(4) No. Theft was an upper age limit of 25 years applying to permanent
appointments to the clerical division until this provision was removed from
the Public Service Act in 1979. Prior to that, conditional appointment of
persons over 25 years of age was possible.

(5) No. Maternity leave provisions were amended in 1979 to reduce the
minimum period of leave from 16 weeks to 12 weeks.

(6) Statistics for 1971 and 1981 are not available - see (1) and (2) above - hence it
is not possible to extrapolate figures to 1991.

(7) Sections 31, 51 and 66(R) of the Equal Opportunity Act 1984 provide for
special programs in respect of race, gender and impairment. However, this
Government does not support the use of quotas in the public sector. The
Government is particularly concerned with youth employment in current
economic circumstances, and will be targeting school leavers for employment
in the public sector. This targeting process is believed to be more effective
than the use of any direct quotas.

(8) See (7).
(9) Some 300 school leavers will be recruited into base grade positions by the end

of January 1992. Furthermore, 250 new apprenticeships will be offered
immediately to school leavers by major agencies. The Government proposes
to create a further 100 positions for first year apprentices next April in a group
apprenticeship scheme.

(10) The Government is committed to reducing the level of youth unemployment.
Further measures in addition to those outlined above are currently under
consideration-

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TOURISM COMMISSION - MARKETING
EXPENDITURE

174 1. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Tourism:
(1) Will the Minister provide a breakdown of the actual expenditure incurred

during 1991 by the Western Australian Tourism Commission on marketing
within Western Australia that totals $9 600 025?

(2) Would the Minister also provide me with a breakdown of the estimated
expenditure for 1991-92 under the same heading and totalling $9 598 000 as
outlined in the Estimates?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1)-(2) 1990-91 1991-92

$000 $000
Product development 1 352 1 494
Perth Tourist Centre 1472 1503
Special events and distribution 121 288
Eventscorp 4081 3600
Commonwealth recovery program 525 63
Perth convention unit 315 661
Value of tourism 133 57
Grants country tourism organisations 1 076 910
Regional tourism 550 560
Carry over commitments 1990-91 -462

9625 9598
WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TOURISM COMMISSION -MARKETING OVERSEAS

EXPENDITURE
1743. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Tourism:

(1) Will the Minister provide a breakdown of the marketing expenses in terms of
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the locality of the expense and the nature of the expense under the heading
Marketing Overseas in 1991 as expended by the Western Australian Tourism
Commission and totalling $3 157 000?

(2) Will the Minister also provide the same detail for the Estimates for 1991-92
totalling $2 81i7 000?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1)-(2) 1991-92 1992-93

$000 $000
International marketing head office 304 273
Tokyo-Japan office 964 645
Auckland-New Zealand office 191 223 -

Los Angeles-USA/North America office 297 305
Thailand-Bangkok office 87 77
Singapore office 357 332
London-UK/Europe office 336 312
Hong Kong office 331 328
Malaysia-Kuala Lumpur office 125 115
Bonn-Gennany office 122 136
Jakarta-Indonesia office 43 71

3 157 2817
All expenses incurred are considered to be marketing expenses. A breakdown
of costs into recognisable standard groups is as follows -

Salaries and allowances 29%
Administration 37%
Advertising and promotions 28%
Public relations and familiarisations ...67a

100%
WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TOURISM COMMISSION - PROGRAM STATEMENTS

Tourism Investment and Promotion Expenditure - Attractions or Facilities Establishment
1744. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Tourism:

What attractions or facilities have been established to date as a consequence
of the expenditure as listed in the Program Statements by the Western
Australian Tourism Commission under the heading Tourism Investment and
Promotion during the year 1990-91?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
In the main, the type of projects referred to in the tourism investment and
promotion program include such activities as public sector infrastructure
projects, local government capital works projects, private sector investment
projects, and marketing programs undertaken by the Tourism Commission
itself. Much of this activity is consultative by nature, giving advice to
prospective developers with responsibility for results resting with authorities
outside the control of the Tourism Commission. Consequently, it is not
possible to ascertain tourist facilities developed as a consequence of this
program.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TOURISM COMMISSION - PROGRAM STATEMENTS
Taskforce Memberships - Regional Tourism Development Plans Recommendations

1745. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Tourism:
Will the Minister list the membership of the task forces which have been
established and in which regions they have been established to look at the
implementation of recommendations of regional tourism development plans
as mentioned on page 462 of the Program Statements 1991-92 Volume 2?

The answer was tabled. [See paper No 804.1
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WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TOURISM COMMISSION - PROGRAM STATEMENTS
Tourism Investment Evaluation - Projects Expenditure

1746. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Tourism:
What projects were supported by Government as a consequence of the
evaluation made by the Western Australian Tourism Commission as outlined
under the heading Tourism Investment Evaluation in the Program Statements
199 1-92 Volume 2 and upon which $424 000 was expended?

Mrs BEOGS replied:
Of the $424 000 expended, $299 698 was spent on the following capital
works grants. The remaining expenditure is equivalent to 9.3 per cent of the
commission's operating costs for the tourism investment,- and promotion
program-

Port Denison foreshore development 5 538
Broome lugger restoration 30500
Signage, Norseman 1 303
Lake King caravan park 3 700
Beckoning statements, Wyndham 500
Directional signage, Kununurra 1 500
Guns restoration, Albany 1000
Avon River foreshore development, Northam 12 500
Narrogin restoration group 1600
Point Samson, construction of boat ramp 23 000
Harvey tourist bureau and interpretive centre 10 000
Old gaol restoration, Albany 25 000
Information bay and statements, Derby 500
Norseman heritage trail 4 500
Rotary Club tourist layby, Karratha 3 500
Nannup campers kitchen 2 236
Owalia Historical Association 5 000
Big Swamp, Bunbury 5000
Hotharn Valley railway 46334
Hotharn Valley railway 49 302
Camnarvon jetty 5 000
Port Denison foreshore development 7 800
Port Denison foreshore development 5 100
Shire of Swan, Swan Valley policy 14 600
Entry banners, Derby 1000
Shire of Derby West, Myalls bore & prison boab tree 6 000
Derby wharf upgrade 500
Mangrove walk, Broome 300
Port Denison foreshore development 7 685
Jaycees Foundation, aviation museum, Albany 15 000
Shire of Waroona information bay 4100

299 698

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TO)URISM COMMISSION - PROGRAM STATEMENTS
Advice and Consultation Expendure

1747. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Tourism:
(1) Would the Minister provide for me a detailed breakdown of the actual

expenditure of $397 000 listed under the heading Advice and Consultation
and allocated to the Western Australian Tourism Commission on page 464 of
the Program Statements 1991-92 Volume 2?

(2) Would the Minister also provide a breakdown of the same amount estimated
to be expended - that is, $406 000 for the .1991-92 year?
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Mrs BEGGS replied:

Details of actual expenditure in (1) and the estimate in (2) are not available.
fle Western Australian Tourism Commission's investment and regional
development division has estimated the time spent on each of the five
subprograms under the tourism investment and promnotion program. Costs are
allocated accordingly: In 1990-91, 28.5 percent of the time was spent on
advice and consultation. in 1991-92 the percentage will increase slightly to
an estimated 30 per cent.

HOSPITALS - SIR CHARLES (3ALRDNER HOSPITAL
Day Hospital Program Status

1763. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister for Health:
(1) What is the currenc status of the day hospital program operated by the

extended care department at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital?
(2) Is this service under review?
(3) What decision, if any, has been taken regarding the future operation of this

service?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) The day hospital program operates from Monday to Friday, 8.00 amn to

4.00 pm, 19 days out of every 20. Sir Charles Gaiidner Hospital has recently
introduced a monthly low activity day, and the day hospital is closed one day
per month. Because staff have had ample prior warning of this change, they
have been able to schedule patients so as to ensure that service levels are
maintained. For the minority of patients unable to forego day hospital
services for one day per month, altbrnative arrangements are being
implemented for low activity days.

(2) No.
(3) Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital remains committed to the provision of a high

quality day hospital service.
CANNING CITY COUNCIL - LAND SALE, EDGEWARE PARK, LYNWOOD

Lynwood Shopping Centre Purchase - TP23 Scheme
1770. Mr KIERATh to the Minister for Local Government:-

(1) Does the City of Canning plan to sell a portion of land which was part of
Edgeware Park in Lyn wood, to the owner of the Lynwood Shopping Centre?

(2) Have some 1600 residents signed a petition in favour of the sae of this
portion of land, so that more shopping facilities would be included in the
existing Lynwood Shopping Centre?

(3) Would the moneys from this sale be placed in the City of Canning TP23
Scheme, to be used for upgrading parks, gardens, bores and other such
facilities in the area known as the East Ward of the City of Canning?

(4) Did the councillors of the City of Canning agree with the petitioners and
resolve to have the money placed in the City of Canning TP23 Scheme?

(5) Does Commissioner Gregorini now plan to remove the East Ward and include
it in a much larger ward to be called Bannister?

(6) Does Commissioner Cregorini now plan to remove the funds earmarked for
TP23 and allocate all such monies to the new complex in Riverton to be
known as the Riverton Community Centre?

(7) Is Commissioner Cregorini making this decision against the wishes of the
local residents, as expressed in a petition, and against the wishes of the local
residents' representatives through the East Ward councillors, and in fact the
Canning City Council as a whole?

7089



7090 [ASSEMBLY)

(8) What action is the Minister prepared to take to ensure that the residents of the
City of Canning, particularly those in the East Ward, have democratic
representation through the election of councillors?

(9) What action is the Minister prepared to take to ensure that moneys which
were raised in certain wards are spent in those same wards?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
(1) The City of Canning has recommended the sale of a portion of public

recreation reserve 28909 to the owners of the Lynwood Park shopping centre.
(2) It is understood that the sale of this land has the support of approximately

1 600 petitioners.
(3) Town planning scheme No 23 requires that the proceeds from the disposal of

land transferred to council for public open space shall be used for the
acquisition andlor development of other public open space within the scheme
area.

(4) In January 1991 the council resolved to transfer 50 per cent of the moneys
into the town planning scheme No 23 public open space trust fund account.
The balance was to be used for the development of the Riverton recreational
reserve complex. The council subsequently resolved in June 1991 to rescind
the January 1991 resolution and resolved that moneys be used for the
development of the Riverton recreational reserve complex.

(5) A recommendation on the expansion of the old East Ward will be referred to
the Governor ini the near future.

(6) Refer to (4) above.
(7)-(8)

Refer to (5).
(9) Such a proposal is illegal under section 531 of the Local Government Act.

MOTOR VEHICLES - GOVERNMENT
Executive Vehicle Scheme

1806. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:
(1) Have any changes been made to the executive vehicle scheme as outlined in

answer to question on notice 1076 of 1991 ?
(2) If so, what are the changes that have been made?
(3) When were the changes made?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:

No. However, the future of the executive vehicle scheme will be considered
by the motor vehicle policy committee in the near future.

PEST CONTROL COMPANIES - PESTICIDE CLANMS
Incorrect and Correct Information

1815. Dr ALEXANDER to the Minister for Health :
Further to question on notice 1472 of 1991 and claims made by pest control
companies -

(a) which of the claims is incorrect;
(b) in what way are they incorrect - please specify;
(c) what is the correct information;
(d) in relation to each claim, on what date did the Health Department

request advice from the Crown Solicitor about the likelihood of a
successful prosecution?
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Mr WILSON replied:
(a) Any reference to the words -

safe alternative
safe pesticide
no harmful effects on humans
chemical free
would not cause harmful effects.

(b) (i) Assertions that some chemicals are safe and will not cause harmful
effects on humans are illegal.

(ii) Claims about building up in the food chain, building up in body fat
and persistence in the open environment are still being assessed, but
do not appear to breach the Health (Pesticides) Regulations.

(c) The Health Department is responsible for the administration of the Health
(Pesticides) Regulations and in this context correct information is that which
complies with the provisions of the regulations.

(d) Advice was sought from the Crown Solicitor on 28 June concerning general
claims such as 'environmentally caring' or 'environmentally friendly'.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS - 008 TELEPHONE NUMBERS
1828. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Lands; Planning; Justice; Local Government;

South-West:
(1) Which departments within the Minister's responsibility have 008 telephone

numbers for non-metropolitan inquiries?
(2) Which departments within the Minister's responsibility do not have 008

telephone numbers for non-metropolitan inquiries?
(3) Are there any departments within the Minister's responsibility which

currently do not have 008 telephone numbers, which have requested 008
telephone numbers in the previous 12 months?

(4) Of those departments which have requested 008 telephone numbers, how
many will receive this facility in this financial year?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
(1) Equal Opportunity Commission

Legal Aid Commission, funded by the Commonwealth for use by supporting
parent pensioners and liable parents seeking assistance with child support
scheme inquiries - see also (2) below.

(2) Department of Land Administration
Department of Planning and Urban Development
Department of Local Government
Public Trust Office
Registrar General's Office
Industrial Lands Development Authority
Town Planning Appeal Committee
Joondalup Development Corporation
Legal Aid Commission - not for general inquiries from non-metropolitan

residents
South West Development Authority

(3) No. However, the issue has been raised with the Legal Aid Commission as
part of its services review.

(4) Not applicable except the Legal Aid Commission is considering the issue.
HOMESWEST - TENANT DEFAULTERS

1845. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Housing:
(1) What percentage of H-omeswest tenants have defaulted on -
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(a) rent; -

(b) water charges;
(c) other;
for a period of time greater than six months during each of the previous
10 years?

(2) What was the annual loss of revenue/cost to the Government?
(3) Has Homeswesc contracted a debt collection agency to recover such debts?
(4) (a) If so, when was the initial contract awarded;

(b) When was it put out to tender?
(5) What is the total annual cost for such services each year?
(6) What is the amount recovered for the same period?
Mr McGINTY replied:
(1)-(6)

Homeswest does not record some of the information and other parts of the
question will take considerable resources to compile. However, if the
member wants information on a particular case I will happily provide it.

BUILDING MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY - CONSTRUCTION AND FAULTS
DIVISION

Performance Indicators
1848. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Construction:

(1) (a) Have performance indicators been set for -

(i) the Construction Division;
(ii) the Faults Division?

(b) If so, what are those performance indicators?
(2) Are each of these divisions meeting those performance indicators?
(3) If not, in which areas?
Mr McGINTY replied:
(1) (a) (i)-(ii)

Yes.
(b) (i) Construction operations

- completion on time
- within 10 per cent of market price.

(ii) Faults
- 75 per cent of all breakdown repairs to be completed within
agreed priority times - which are established with clients,
depending on the degree of health, safety and security risk.
- within 10 per cent of market price.

(i) Construction division - All schools were completed on time for the
commencement of the 1991 school year. and all schools are on target
for completion in time for the commencement of the 1992 school year.
The 10 per cent of market price is not currently being met; however, it
is being addressed and is expected to be achieved by the end of the
199 1-92 financial year.

(ii) Faults division - The faults division is currently completing
70.4 per cent of all jobs within the agreed priority time. This
performance is improving and should reach the 75 per cent
performance indicator prior to the end of the 1991-92 financial year.
The performance of the Building Management Authority's direct
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labour for breakdown repairs is currently operating at or below market
price for the various trade groups.

SWAN BREWERY SITE - COSTS
1855. Mr KIERATH to the Premier:

With reference to the Swan Brewery Site -

(1) What are the total financial commitments in terms of -
(a) capital cost;
(b) holding costs,
that has kept the State Government committed to the brewery
development?

(2) What effects and changes have occurred as a result of Interstruct going
into receivership?

(3) What is the total financial cost, on an ongoing basis, for the
Government continuing with, this development?

(4) What is the total money spent on this development for -
(a) capital costs so far;
(b) maintenance holding and other costs so far since the exception

of this project?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) (a) $13 714 670 as at 11 November 1991.

(b) Included in (a) - the financial records do not identify this information
separately.

(2) None. Interstruct's contract was terminated before the firm went into
receivership.

(3) Approximately $21 000 per month for security.
(4) (a) $13 682 108 as at I11 November 199 1.

(b) Included in (a) - the financial records do not identify this information
separately.

RATES - CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND CONTRIBUTIONS
List of Royalties, Taxes, Charges, Fees and Levies

1865. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Transport; Racing and Gaming; Tourism:
(1) Can the Minister provide a list of all the rates of royalties, taxes, charges, fees

and levies that are administered by the departments, agencies, statutory
authorities or Acts under the Minister's jurisdiction, and which contributed to
the Consolidated Revenue Fund in 1982-83?

(2) If not, why not?
(3) Can the Minister provide a list of all the rates of royalties, taxes, charges, fees

and levies that are administered by the departments, agencies, statutory
authorities or Acts under the Minister's jurisdiction,'and which contributed to
the Consolidated Revenue Fund in 1991-92?

(4) If not, why not?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1)-(4)

This information is published in the relevant annual reports and Budget
papers.
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H-OMESWEST - WAITING LIST
Single Parent Family Occupants - Available Housing Statistics

1891. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Housing:
(1) How many people are currently waiting for Homeswest housing?
(2) How does this compare with the previous two years?
(3) How many Homeswest houses or units are occupied by single parent families?
(4) What is the total number of Homeswest units and houses available - excluding

pensioner houses and units?
Mr McCJINTY replied:
(1) As at October 1991 - 18 752.
(2) October 1990 - 16 184; October 1989 - 16 824.
(3) Of those receiving a rebate, there are 6 801 properties recorded as being

occupied by a single parent benefit recipient. There are a further 938 single
parent families receiving other statutory incomes and benefits, and non-
statutory incomes. There will be a proportion of other tenants not in receipt of
a rebate who may be single parent families.

(4) Estimated to be 29 000.
FUEL TRANSPORT - PARTIAL DEREGULATION

1892. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Can the Minister fully outline the reasons for the decision to partially

deregulate fuel transport?
(2) What are the key features of the above decision?
(3) What is the timetable for implementation of each of the above key features?
(4) What savings on country fuel costs will be achieved with the implementation

of each of the above key features?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) The Government recognised that there were some localised difficulties

associated with the fuel transport policy, particularly in areas close to regional
ports. However, Government has not opted for total deregulation of fuel at
this stage because the future direction of road and rail freight transport is
under review. A task force has held extensive community consultations
throughout the rail served areas and further transport freedoms will have to be
assessed in light of that review. I expect to have the results of that review
within the next few weeks.

(2) The extension of radial road transport freedoms for bulk fuel to
150 kilomtetres from Perth and the regional ports of Albany, Esperance,
Bunbury and Geraldton; unrestricted road transport of bulk fuel which has
been first transported by rail to centres outside those radii; the abolition of
road damage cost surcharges on road and rail transport of bulk fuel.

(3) The policy came into effect on 1 November 1991.
(4) There has been a reduction in rail freight rates of 0.8 150 per tonne kilometre

and 0.250 per tonne kilometre on certain moad movements. The total amount
of savings achieved will largely depend on how individual fuel agents transfer
operational cost savings to the end user.

BRIDGETOWN-ORBENBUSHES CHRISTIAN RESOURCE COUNCIL -
SCHOOL CHAPLAINCY SERVICE

Assistance Submission
1893. Mr OMODEI to the Premier:

(1) Will the Premier advise whether she has received a letter from the
Bridgetown-Greenbushes Christian Resource Council?
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(2) If yes, will the Premier advise whether the State Government intends to
continue this financial support for the continuation of the school chaplaincy
service?

(3) If the State Government does not intend to finance the school chaplaincy
service as in recent times, will the Premier give measons why this will not
occur?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Yes. The letter was received on 29 October 1991.
(2) The submission to support the school chaplaincy service has been received.

The Minister for Education met with Bishop Brian Kyme, Chairman of the
Churches Commission on Education and Reverend Brian Thornber, executive
officer of the Churches Commission on Education on Thursday, 31 October to
discuss the submission. It will be given favourable consideration for inclusion
in next year's Budget.

(3) Not applicable.
CARAVAN PARKS ADVISORY COMMITTEE - NAMES AND ORGANISATIONS

New Caravan Parks Act
1894. Mr OMODEI to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Will the Minister advise the names and organisations of the Caravan Parks
Advisory Committee?

(2) When does the Minister intend to introduce legislation into the Parliament for
a new Caravan Parks Act?

(3) (a) Has the Department of Local Government consulted with local
governments and industry bodies in relation to the proposal for a new
Caravan Parks Act;

(b) if not, why not?
(4) Will the Minister advise when the new Caravan Parks Act will be introuced

into the Parliament?
Mr D.L. SMIT H replied:
(1) MrLJ Cooper -

Cr B. Donaldson -

Cr G. Greenaway -
Mr W. Kell -

Mr D. Kestel -

Mr D.Andino -

Mr D. Blum -

Mr J. Skidmore -

Mr G. Smith -

Mr T. McVeigh -

Mr . Sharp -

Mr0. Ashby -

Mr G. Smith -

Mr D. Schorvr -

(2) The legislation will be
will be early next year.

Chairman
WA Municipal Association (WAMA)
WAMA
Caravan Parks and Trades Association
Caravan Parks and Trades Association
Caravan Parks and Owners Association
Frontier Services (WACOSS)
WA Association of Caravan Parks
Department for Community Services
Tourism Commission
Department of Conservation and Land Management
Health Department of WA
Department of Planning and Urban Development
Executive Officer, Department of Local Government
introduced when a Bill is prepared. I am hopeful that

(3) (a) The report of the caravan industry development strategy working
group was released for public comment in June 1989. Following this,
local governments and industry bodies have made submissions and the
advisory committee has been formed to consider the proposals for new
legislation.

(b) Not applicable.
(4) Answered by (2).
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT BILL - DRAFT7 BILL RELEASE
1895. Mr OMODEI to the Minister for Local Government:

(1) Will the Minister advise when he intends to release the new Local
Government Bill for community comment?

(2) How long does the Minister intend the draft Bill to be in circulation in the
community before it is introduced inco the Parliament?

(3) Will the Minister advise the extent of negotiation between the Western
Australian Municipal Association and the Department of Local Government
in relation to the draft Bill?

(4) (a) Will the Minister undertake to have the same consultation with
members of Parliament before the Hill is introduced into State
Parliament;

(b) if not, why not?
Mr IlL. SMITH replied:
(1) It is hoped a draft Bill will be available for discussion early in 1992.
(2) For at least a month.
(3) There have been extensive and detailed discussions with the Western

Australian Municipal Association, local authorities and the public over the
last few years.

(4) (a) There has already been one briefing round for members of Parliament
on the Bill proposals. A further briefing is planned before the Bill is
introduced.

(b) Not applicable.
HOSPITALS - BOYUP BROOK HOSPITAL

Director of Nursing
1900. Mr OMODEI to the Minister for Health:

(1) Why does the Boyup Brook Hospital not have a director of nursing?
(2) Why was the decision made to appoint the Director of Nursing of the

Bridgetown Hospital as the Director of Nursing for the Hoyup Brook
Hospital?

(3) What factors will be taken into account in relation to the appointment of the
Director of Nursing for the Boyup Brook Hospital once the six month trial
period is completed involving the Bridgetown Hospital administration?

(4) Are any further actions contemplated which will mean the further
downgrading of the Boyup Brook Hospital?

(5) Does the Minister consider the lengthy delay in appointing a director of
nursing at Boyup Brook Hospital has been appropriate?

(6) (a) Is there deep concern within the Boyup Brook town in relation to this
issue;

(b) will the Minister give an undertaking that there will be a director of
nursing based at the Boyup Brook Hospital;

(c) if not, why not?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) The Boyup Brook Hospital does have a director of nursing. Although based

at Bridgetown Hospital. she attends Boyup Brook on a regular basis and is
always available by phone.

(2) The decision to trial a joint director of nursing was made between the
chairpersons of the two hospital boards and the regional director of health
with the support of the Director of Nursing, Bridgetown Hospital. The
decision was based on -
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expected difficulties in recruitment of a suitably experienced person;
spare capacity for nursing administration at Bridgetown Hospital;
opportunity for Boyup Brook staff to work under guidance of an
unusually well qualified and dynamic individual.

(3) Factors to be taken into account at the end of the six month trial period are -

satisfaction of Boyup Brook nursing staff, administrative staff and
board of management;
satisfaction of Bridgetown board of management;
achievements of the director of nursing during trial period.

(4) A shared director of nursing position does not equate to a downgrading for
any of the hospitals involved. The expected result is quite the opposite at
Boyup Brook, as the director of nursing will be expected to assist with
developing planning for future expansion of services offened through the
Boyup Brook Hospital.

(5) Given the circumstances under which the director of nursing position became
vacant, the apparently lengthy delay was both prudent and appropriate.

(6) (a) Some concern has been expressed by members of the local shire
council. Meetings with the Health Department, the board of
management and the council took place to discuss these concerns.

(b) It would be inappropriate for me to give any undertakcing regarding the
future of the director of nursing position until after the trial period is
complete. Whether she/he is based at Boyup Brook or not, I can give
an undertaking that a director of nursing will always be appointed for
that hospital.

(c) Not applicable.
WESTRAIL - SUBIACO LAND

Sale Proposal
1906. Mr COURT to the Premier:

(1) Is the Government proposing to sell the Westrail land in Subiaco which is
bounded by the railway line, Subiaco Road, Roberts Road and the Axon Street
bridge?

(2) What negotiations have been entered into with the City of Subiaco in relation
to this land?

(3) Is the Government considering a proposal to swap this land for endowment
lands on the other side of the railway line?

(4) Have the existing leaseholders been told in the past three years by the
Government that they would have the opportunity to purchase this land?

(5) If yes, what valuations have been discussed?
(6) If no, has the Government offered them suitable land in a nearby location?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) No. Not at this stage.
(2)-(3)

Discussions have been held with the City of Subiaco over a possible exchange
of Government land at Subiaco for an area of council's endowment land of
equal value. The land mentioned at (1) above is included in that proposed
land exchange.

(4) Yes. However, the lessees have been advised that acquisition of their
properties from the Government may not be possible if the land exchange
proceeds.

(5) Actual valuations have not been discussed. However, sale prices would be
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negotiated on advice received from the Valuer General's Office as to current
market values of the land.

(6) No.
SWAN BREWERY SITE - DEVELOPERS

Government Discussions
1907. Mr MINSON to the Premier:

(I) Have discussions taken place with a developer on the old Swan Brewery site,
within the last 12 months?

(2) If yes -

(a) who was the developer/developers;
(b) what were the discussions about;
(c) was a commitment given to the developer and, if so, what was the

commitment;
(d) what was the anticipated cost of any works proposed including

sewerage works;
(e) do the works proposed include plans for a theatre?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) I am not aware of any discussions with developers.
(2) Not applicable.

MARINE AND H-ARBQURS DEPARTMENT - MANVURAH OCEAN MARINA
LAND

Control Proposal

1908. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Has the Department of Marine and Harbours any proposals to take control of

associated land in the vicinity of the Mandurah Ocean Marina, in Mandurah?
(2) If so, what land is the department intending to control?
(3) Has this proposal the support of the City of Mandurab?
(4) (a) Has this proposal been made public;

(b) if so, when and in what form;
(c) if not, why not?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) Yes. The Department of Marine and Harbours has formulated a proposal to

consolidate land related to the waters of the Mandurah Ocean Marina into a
harbour precinct, controlled for the benefits of the manina.

(2) It is generally the land seaward of the single residential properties which
border Ormsby Terrace. It includes locations 2915, 2968. 2616, 2655, 2514,
2198, 2482. 1921 and 2088, together with approximately 2.5 hectares of
vacant Crown land and Peninsula Entrance Road.

(3) The City of Mandurah supports this land being included in a special
development zone to support the Mandurafi Ocean Marina, but is opposed to
the divesting of locations 2198 and 1921. This support is conditional on
preparation of a traffic study, and consideration by the Environmental
Protection Authority.

(4) (a) No.
(b) Not applicable.
(c) Agreement has not yet been reached on a practicable development

scheme.
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ROADS - KWINANA FREEWAY-THOMAS ROAD
Completion Date

1912. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Transport:
What is the expected date of the completion of the Kwinana freeway to
Thomas Road?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
Mid 1994.

PARLIAMENTARY AND ELECTQRATE STAFF (EMPLOYMENT) BILL -
PASSING OF AND PROCLAMATION

Unfair Dismissal Hearings
1914. Mr TRENORDEN to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations:

(1) Is it the Government's intention to have the Parliamentary and Electorate
Staff (Employment) Bill 1991 passed in the current session of Parliament?

(2) Will there be any delay in proclaiming it?
(3) Can the Minister confirm her earlier advice that staff who claim to have been

unfairly dismissed since the passage of the Industrial Relations Amendment
Act 1987 will be able to have such claims heard by the Industrial Relations
Commission once the Bill currently before Parliament is passed and
proclaimed?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) No.
(3) Yes.

HOSPITALS -FREMANTLE HOSPITAL
Hip Replacements Waiting List

1916. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Health:
What is the length of the waiting list for hip replacement operations at
Fremantle Hospital?

Mr WILSON replied:
It is estimated that the number on the waiting list for hip replacements is 125.
The expected waiting time for patients requiring hip replacement is dependant
upon their level of urgency, as assessed by their clinician. It ranges from less
than one month for patients classified "urgent', to 18 months for patients
assessed by their clinician as "non-urgent'. Patients who believe their clinical
condition has deteriorated may be reassessed by their clinician and
subsequently given a more urgent classification if this is warranted on clinical
grounds. It is expected that present waiting times will be ameliorated by the
Government's waiting list management initiative.

HERBICIDES -NUFARM GLYPHOSPHATE
Surfactant

1917. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for Water Resources:
Further to my questions on notice 1594 of 1991 and 1759 of 1991 -

(1) What is the surfactant used in Nufarin Glyphosate 260 herbicide?
(2) What is the acute oral LD 50 for rats of -

(a) Glyphosare;
(b) the surfactant in Nufarmn 360?

(3) (a) With regard to bath acute and chronic toxicity of Nufarmi Glyphosate
360, has the complete formulation been tested by the manufacturers;
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(b) if not. why not?
(4) (a) What studies to establish subchronic toxicity, oncogenicity, teratology

and reproductive effects of glyphosate have been conducted;
(b) what were the results?

(5) (a) What studies have been conducted to establish the environmental
characteristics in Western Australian conditions of glyphosate (please
specify);

(b) who conducted the studies;
(c) what were the results?

(6) What is the protective equipment worn by Water Authority of Western
Australia staff when spraying herbicides containing glyphosate?

(7) What protective equipment is specified on the labels of products containing
glyphosate?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) 1 presume the question refers to Nufarm Glyphosate 360 - not 260. The

identity of the surfactant used in the formulation is available to the registering
authorities on a commercial-in-confidence basis.

(2) 5 600 mg/kg.
(3) (a) No.

(b) These tests were carried out by the original manufacturer of this
formulation of glyphosate.

(4) These toxicology studies were carried out according to the protocol
established by the Australian and Veterinary Chemicals Council - AAVCC -
called Requirements for Clearance of Agricultural and Veterinary Products.
The results were examined by the National Health and Medical Research
Council, Canberra, prior to their recommendation to AAVCC.

(5) These environmental studies were carried out according to the protocol
established by the AAVCC, called Requirements for Clearance of
Agricultural and Veterinary Products. The results were examined by the
Department of Arts, Span, and Environment, Tourism and Territories,
Canberra, prior to their recommendation to AAVCC.

(6) PVC elbow length gloves, overalls - washed daily, washable hat, rubber boots,
half face twin cartridge respirator, full face safety shield - for mixing and
handling operations - safety glasses.

(7) When preparing product for use - elbow-length PVC gloves and face
shield/goggles. When using controlled droplet applicator - protective
waterproof clothing and impervious footwear.

WESTRALIA SQUARE - GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES
Lease Details

1922. Mr BRADSHAW to the Premier:
(I) Are State Government departments and/or agencies to move into Westralia

Square when completed?
(2) If so, which departments or agencies?
(3) Will there be any overlap of existing leases and leases at Westralia Square?
(4) If so, which leases will still exist but not be used?
(5) How long do the leases in (4) have to run and at what cost?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Crown Law Department and Environmental Protection Authority.
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(3) No.
(4)-(5)

Not applicable.
UTEMORRAH- AND ORS - LAND CLAIM CHALLENGE

1924. Mr COURT to the Premier:
(1) Has the Government been advised -

(a) of the pending action by Utemorrab and Ors vs Commonwealth and
Western Australia registered in the Perth High Court Registry;

(b) that the plaintiffs ae to be represented by Adelaide law firm
Andersons;

(c) that factions of the Uniting Church of Australia have offered support
to the claim;

(d) that the area under claim amounts to same 149 000 square kilometres
and includes the Worora Coast, Mitchell Plateau, Drysdale River
regions, adjacent seas, reefs, inlets, and rivers, the Blina oilfield,
Mitchell Plateau bauxite and many pastoral properties?

(2) If yes to (1), does the Government intend to defend this challenge on behalf of
Western Australia?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
The Crown Law Department is aware of the action referred to but has not yet
been served with the court documents.

SPENT CONVICTIONS ACT - PROCLAMATION
1931. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister representing the Attorney General:

(1) Has the Spent Convictions Act 1988 been proclaimed?
(2) If not -

(a) why not;
(b) what is the expected date of proclamation?

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

I refer to the answer given to Legislative Assembly question No 1462 of 1991.
PERMANENT BUILDING SOCIETY - REAL ESTATE AND BUSINESS AGENTS

SUPERVISORY BOARD DEPOSIT
1948. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:

How much did the Real Estate and Business Agents Supervisory Board have
on deposit with the Permanent Building Society at the time of the appointment
of the administrator as outlined in the response to question on notice 1477 of
1991?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:
The Real Estate and Business Agents' Supervisory Board had $5 550 000 in a
fully secured deposit with the Permanent Building Society on 30 August
1991, the date the Administrator was appointed. In a letter dated 8 November
1991, the Administrator indicated that in the event of the society being placed
in liquidation, the board will receive 1000 in the dollar for all funds invested.

PARKING - PERTH CITY COUNCIL'S CENTRAL AREA PARKING POLICY
REVIEW

Government Submissions

1949. Mr MacKINI4ON to the Minister for Planning:
(1) Is the Government making any submissions to the Perth City Council's central

area parking policy review?
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(2) If so, will a copy of this submission be made public?
(3) If not, why not?
(4) Does the Government support the continuing role of the Perth City Council as

the parking regulator and operator for the central city area?
(5) If so, why?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
(1) Earlier this year, various Government agencies made submissions to the City

of Perth on its review of its policy concerning the location and provision of
public and private car parking in the central area.

(2) These submissions were advertised by the city for public comment, closing on
20 September 199 1.

(3) Not applicable.
(4)-(5)

The above review focused on the issue of long and short term parking
practices. It was decided to adhere to the present policy for the time being.
but to undertake a comprehensive joint city and Government review of all
central area parking policy matters. This wider review is proposed to
commence shortly and is expected to consider the question of responsibility
for parking provision and control.

STATE PRINT - EMPLOYMENT STATISTICS
Redundancy Packages

1950. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Services:
(1) How many employees are currently working for State Print?
(2) What was the level of employment at State Print as at the end of June -

(a) 1987;
(b) 1988;
(F) 1989;
(d) 1990;
(e) 1991?

(3) How many employees at State Print have accepted the redundancy package
offered to them by the Government recently?

(4) From what sections of State Print have those officers resigned?
Mr McGINTY replied:
(1) As at 22 November 1991 - 225.
(2) (a) 429.

(b) 322.
(c) .284.
(d) 268.
(e) 247.

(3) 20.
(4) Financial and Administrative Services - I

Quality Assurance - 1
Rapid Copy and Confidential - 2
Pit-Press - 5
Printing - 3
Binding and Despatch - 5
Paper Warehouse - 2
Maintenance - 1

7102



[Wednesday, 27 November 1991] 70

STATE PRINT - COMPETITIVENESS REVIEW
1951. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Services:

(1) Is the Government undertaking a review of the competitiveness of State Print?
(2) If so, who is conducting that review?
(3) On what basis is the review being made?

Mr McGINTY replied:
(1) A specific review is not being undertaken. However, information is being

collected over a 12 month period so that price competitiveness can be
assessed.

(2)-(3)
Not applicable.

STATE PRINT - WORK CONTRACTS
State and Federal Departments or Agencies; Private Sector Agencies

1952. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Services:
What proportion of the work carried out by State Print is being done for -

(a) State Government departments or agencies;
(b) Federal Government departments or agencies;
(c) private sector agencies?

Mr McGINTY replied:
(1) 96.77 per cent.
(2) 3.19 per cent.
(3) .04 per cent. (Work is undertaken upon request from the Printing Industry for

assistance).

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

PETROCHEMICAL INDUSTRIES CO LTD - CABINET MEETING, 28 JULY 1988
Minister's Presence

523. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Health:
(1) Was the Minister present at the Cabinet meeting of 28 July 1988 when the

question of Government participation in the Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd
project was discussed?

(2) If so, did the Minister offer any support to objections voiced by his colleague,
Mr Barry Hodge?

(3) If not, will the Minister explain to the House why he remained silent at that
time and ever since?

Mr WILSON replied:*
(1)-(3)

I am sure the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is asking the first of an
articulated number of questions of similjar kind. Similar questions have been
asked before and the answer is the same as before: There has been a rash Of
questions relating to matters before the Royal Commission and they are
currently the subject of investigation by the commission. That has been the
position adopted by the Government, and will continue to be its position while
these matters are under consideration by the body appointed by Parliament for
their investigation.
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ACTS AMENDMENT (REPRESENTATION) BILL - DEFEAT
Effect on Western Australia's National Repwtation

524. Mr P.J. SMITH to the Premier:
What is the effect on Western Australia's national reputation of the defeat of
the Acts Amendment (Representation) Bill?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I do not think this matter should pass without comment in the Parliament.

Mr House: It did not pass without comment in the Parliament.
Dr LAWRENCE: I am referring to its defeat finally in the upper House.
Mr Macinnon: The Leader of the House went around for three weeks saying it

would be passed.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Leader of the House, I am pleased to say, is an optimist when

it comes to members opposite. Many of us were somewhat more sceptical
about the likelihood of anyone on the Opposition benches actually being fair
and reasonable on this question, and it is to the credit of the Leader of the
House that he gave members opposite the benefit of the doubt. I was never
prepared to do that and I am sadly unsurprised by the outcome of the vote in
another place.
The defeat of the Bill for one-vote-one-value - in other words, for votes of
equal value - has left Western Australia in the very embarrassing position that
we now have one of the worst vote weightings of any electoral system, not
just in Australia but in the world. At a time when people around the world are
screaming out for democratic representation and dying in the streets in order
to achieve it, members in this place continue to use spurious arguments to
ensure that we are now the laughing stock of the nation. In three days the
other laughing stock of the nation on this question, Queensland, despite the
efforts of the National Party in that State for many years, will move to new,
more democratic boundaries and the people of Queensland will not have to
suffer the embarrassment of national criticism of their electoral system. Any
independent assessment of what applies in this Stare will show that Western
Australia has the most serious vote weighting problem of any State. In
Queensland the Liberal and National Parties and the Labor Parry were able to
agree, finally, that their system of vote weighting had to be replaced by a
system of equal representation.

Mr Clarko: There is not equal representation.
Dr LAWRENCE: There are variations and it is not ideal, and I would be the first to

say that it is not ideal. However, it is a great deal easier to live with than is
the embarrassing position the Opposition parties continue to view as a
democratic system in this State. It is particularly peculiar when members
opposite - and I refer to the Liberal Party - will simultaneously want to claim
that it would be electorally to their advantage but they are prepared apparently
to listen to the peculiar arguments of the National Party on this question.
In Western Australia the point of view of the Opposition can only be seen as
very brazen expediency - which is not unusual; we see it every day - and self-
interest, in the case of the National Party, against the very important principle
of a democracy;, that is, that every citizen in a democracy should have a vote,
and a vote that is equal to the vote of every other. The Opposition parties
have consistently refused to concede that principle - a principle that is
understood, admired and sought after by people around the world. We have
heard a good deal of rhetoric and some very spurious argument from members
of the Opposition on this question, but we have not heard in this instance
about the morality of this question, nor about proper behaviour. We sit on this
side of the House arid listen to lectures, as we have done today, but on an
issue where members opposite had an oppontunity to demonstrate their
commitment to propriety, fairness and morality they wimped it yet again. Not
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only did they wimp it, but in the process they made Western Australia's
electoral system the laughing stock of the nation.

HORSE RACING - CODES
Independent Financial Analysis

525. Mr TRENORDEN to the Minister for Racing and Gaming:
Will the Minister inform the House of the likely timing of her response to the
independent analysis of the financial position of the homse racing codes?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
The independent financial analysis has been completed and if the member for
Avon had been taking notice he would have known that the Government has
responded to it by the package char was announced some weeks ago.

Mr Trenorden: But there is more to the package than your response.
Mrs BEGGS: The independent financial analysis was commissioned by the

Government to assist it in making a decision about what assistance, if any.
should be given to the industry at this stage.

Mr Trenorden: Are you saying the assistance package they have now is what they are
going to get?

Mrs BEGGS: No, I am saying that we have offered a package on the basis of their
requirements for the next 12 months and then it will be reviewed. I have said
consistently that a straight reduction in turnover tax is not the answer to the
problems of the racing industry, although it would give it some relief. I am
more interested in making sure that the industry as a whole, and all facets of
it, including the operations of the Totalisator Agency Board, has a long term
future. Throwaway lines about a reduction of one per cent in turnover tax are
easy for members opposite to say, but they are not in Government and
probably are not aware of the other sorts of problems facing the industry. It is
a problem facing the racing industry not just in Western Australia, but also in
other countries. One of the most important things is to ensure that the
turnover generated by the TAB increases, and that the product being marketed
by the racing codes is attractive to the punter. I am sure the member for Avon
is aware that there is a dramatic reduction in both turnover and attendances on
course. That is not anything to do with the operations of the TAB, but rather
with the fact that there is an economic recession. That is one factor. The
second factor is that in Western Australia there are many more avenues of
entertainment that people seem to prefer.
From my discussions with the industry I know it is trying to address all of
those factors and will continue to do so. The independent financial analysis
pointed out to the Government that the industry needs to maintain stakes at
current levels or levels that would keep the industry viable until the next
financial year. That is what the package was, and that is what the
Government gave to assist them. My office and the Totalisator Agency Board
are working hard to get the three codes back on a good financial footing.

Mr Clarko: They are running around in circles getting nowhere.
Mrs BEGGS: That is not true; I am sure the industry has not told the member that.

UNEMPLOYMENT - KWINANA, 20.4 PER CENT
Member for Peel's Comments

526. Mr STRICKLAND to the Premier:
(1) Is she aware that the member for Peel, in commenting on the disastrous

unemployment level of 20.4 per cent in Kwinana, stated, "The figures are
disastrous; there is no doubt about it. The Federal and State Governments will
be kicked out of office - and deservedly so"?

(2) Does she agree with the member for Peel that the Government will be kicked
out of office if unemployment statistics stay at those levels?
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(3) If no to (2), why not?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1)-(3)

I cannot confirm whether that is what the member for Peel said. All of us
have been misquoted.

Mr Shave: How do you know that he was misquoted if you do not know what he
said?

Dr LAWRENCE: The member for Peel is an astute observer of the political scene,
and he would know, as would anyone who has sat on these benches, that
unless the political climate improves, incumbent Governments of whatever
colour are clearly in danger. Nick Greiner found that out.
The member asked the question in an attempt to cause embarrassment to the
Government;, however, I am not embarrassed by what the member for Peel
said, because he is stating what many people have said. Nick Greiner ran up
to the New South Wales election thinking that because certain sections of the
media had said that he was a good financial manager, he could go to an
election and win it.

Mr Clarko: He did, and he won too,
Dr LAWRENCE: The member should talk to Mr Greiner to find out how safe he

feels about his current position; he is marginally in there. A court of disputed
returns matter will soon be resolved and some people in the employ of the
New South Wales Government are running all over Australia looking for
alternative employment. These people do not have confidence about their
ability to hold on to Government at the moment. If that Government were

forced to a by-election, it would not be confident about doing well in the
current economic climate. The member for Peel clearly indicates that every
level of Government and this Parliament, through its legislative powers, must
do everything to assist employment, particularly in areas of high
unemployment such as the electorate of Peel.
I note with interest that the Leader of the Opposition is enthusiastically
embracing Dr Hewson's consumption tax package as a panacea for
unemployment in this country. Everyone who has looked at that package will
say that the short term effects of that package -

Point of Order
Mr C.J. BARNETT. The Premier is canvassing a wide range of issues and not

answering the question about the member for Peel's comments.
The SPEAKER: The member certainly has a point of view, but it is not a point of

order
Questions without Notice Resumed

Dr LAWRENCE: I do not intend to dwell on this question. Members opposite make
jokes about this issue; it is deadly serious. Dr Hewson's panacea is likely to
create greater short term unemployment. I an stunned by the alacrity with
which the Opposition embraced the package. It has been criticising this
Government's redundancy package to ensure that the public sector meets the
expenditure restraints in this State; however, when Dr Hewson refers to
$10 billion-worth of cuts in Government expenditure, the Opposition leaps up

and down and says, "Terrific!" The Opposition embraces Dr Hewson's
package as a solution to unemployment - members opposite are not
believable. -

RANGE VIEW REMAND CENTRE - PUBLIC MEETING, KARDINYA
Minister's Invitation

527. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Community Services:

(1) Was he invited to a public meeting at Morris Buzacott Reserve, Kardinya, on
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Sunday, 17 November to address public concerns regarding the current
construction of the Range View Remand Centre?

(2) If yes to (1), is it a fact chat he apologised for his inability to attend, but
covertly drove past the reserve while the meeting was in progress?

(3) If yes to (1) and (2), why could the Minister not attend the meeting?
Mr RIPPER replied:

(1 )-(3)
I could be forgiven for being speechless following that sont of question.
However, it is not the case that I covenly drove past that meeting.

Several members inteijeced.
Mr Pearce: Did you drive past overtly?
Mr RIPPER: No, that is not the case either. I was unable to attend that meeting

because Cabinet was meeting in Karratha the next day, and I was preparing to
travel to Karratha.

AGRICULTURE PROTECTION BOARD - AGRICULTURE DEPARTMENT
Amalgamation Discussions

528. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:
(1) Is he aware that discussions relating to the amalgamation of the Agriculture

Protection Board with the Department of Agriculture are continuing within
the department?

(2) Will he undertake to request the Director General of Agriculture and the
assistant director general to issue a directive to cease discussions on a
proposed amnalgamation?

(3) If not, why not?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(I )-(3)

I am not aware that those discussions are taking place.
Mr Omnodei: You are not aware!
Mr BRIDGE: No, I am not.
Mr Macinnon: Everybody else is.
Mr BRIDGE: That may be the case. However, [ see little reason for the discussions

to continue. I gave a clear directive that the amalgamation will not take place.
Mr House: Let me tell you that discussions are raking place. I am asking you to

issue a directive so that the discussions cease.
Mr BRIDGE: If the member will be quiet for a moment, he will hear my quiet,

distinct and melodious voice answer his question. I certainly undertake to
assess whether those discussions are taking place, as rte deputy leader of the
National Party has suggested. In that case I will talk with the director general
to ensure that the discussions do not continue.

GREENBURG, ROBIN - BASSENDEAN HOME
Ministers Lawrence, Henderson, Watson and Hallahan Visit

529. Mr OMODEI to the Premier:
(1) Will she confirm that she, together with her colleagues Hon Yvonne

Henderson, MLA, Hon Judyth Watson, MLA and Hon Kay Hallahan, MLC,
visited 3 Rugby Street, Bassendean, the home of Mrs Robin Greenburg, at
approximately 7.00 pm in late January of this year?

(2) If yes, what was the purpose of that visit?
Dr LAW~RENCE replied:
(1)-(2)
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The Minister for Community Services suggested that he could be forgiven for
being speechless. Come on! This is the most preposterous proposition I have
ever heard.

Mr Omnodei: All you have to do is say no.
Dr LAWRENCE: Who does the member suggest was involved? Myself,

Mrs Henderson, Dr Watson and Mrs Hallahan?
Mr Lewis: Just say no.
Dr LAWRENCE: I will say more than that: Absolutely not! Unlike members of the

Opposition, we have never had dealings with Mrs Creenburg; we have had no
donations, policy dealings or anything of that kind. I believe I have never met
Mrs Greenburg.

Mr Omodei: Have you seen this letter?
Dr LAWRENCE: If I responded to every crank letter which came across my desk by

bringing it to the Parliament, I would be ashamed of myself;, the member
should be too. This is a nonsense and it is the most preposterous suggestion I
have ever heard. It is probably an anonymous letter; is it signed?

Mr Omodei: Shall I table it?
Dr LAWRENCE: The member can do what he likes with it! It is the most

preposterous nonsense I have ever heard. I am edgy because a member of this
House has suggested that four Ministers were off visiting Mrs Greenburg
when she was under investigation, or at any other rime. We do not travel
around in packs; we are quite capable of looking after ourselves. Members
opposite are suffering from advanced paranoia, and I suggest they seek
treatment.

The SPEAKER: I advise the member for Warren that the privilege to table
documents in this place is extended only for ministerial documents. There is a
method of getting the member's document on the Table, but not that way.

INDUSTRY STRATEGY - MEMBER FOR EYRE'S ECONOMIC CHALLENGE
REPORT

Government Strategy Release

530. Mr COURT to the Premier:
(1) Has the Premier read the paper by the member for Eyre called "The Economic

Challenge - Securing a Better Future'?
(2) If yes, does she suppont that call for the Stare Government to establish and

implement a comprehensive industry strategy to drive economic
diversification and growth?

(3) If yes, why has it taken nine years to come to the realisation that the State
needs an industry strategy?

(4) When will the Premier release the Covernment's industry strategy, or will the
Government be adopting Mr Grill's report?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

This draws attention to the fact that the Government has members working all
the time thinkting about the issues that confront the State and being prepared
to discuss them within Government and the wider community. If I asked the
media or the public what does the member for Roleystone or the member for
Warren think about the matter, they would have to say that they did not know.
I give Mr Grill credit for putting together his thoughts on the Western
Australian economy. I have not had time to read the entire document, only
the executive summary.
The Government has a clear industry policy which is in the process of being
revised by the Deputy Premier and will be announced at an appropriate time.
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It is important at this time that the Government examine the state of industry
and where it is going. The review will be the subject of an announcement by
the Deputy Premier at an appropriate time.
It is wrong to suggest that the Government has not been operating with a clear
policy, and if that suggestion is contained in the paper by the member for
Eyre - I do not believe it is - I repudiate it. I welcome input from all members
of this House and it would be an entertainment for us if we ever received
something of that kind from the Opposition. I am sure, compared with what
has been produced by the member for Eyre, that it would suffer.

CONSUMPTION TAX - INDUSTRY
$20 Billion Tax Burden Removal

53 1. Mr BLOFFWITCH to the Premier:
Does the Premier support policies which will remove a $20 billion tax burden
on Australian industry; does she accept that this will lead to new and
sustainable job opportunities in the private sector; and will she support a
Federal Government that introduces such a policy?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I presume the member's question relates to the document the member for
Applecross was waving around. I may be mistaken, but I also presume that
the member for Geraldton has not read it entirely. Is that correct?

Mr Bloffwitch: I have been practising it for probably the past four years.
Dr LAWRENCE: I was interested last night, as many members would have been, to

listen to Dr Hewson on "The 7.30 Report" and some of the analyses by
independent commentators which preceded his views. I hope members
opposite have been appraising the analyses by various professors of
economics, finance and commerce around this country. One of the big wishes
in Dr Hewson's package is that a substantial change will occur in consumer
attitudes and industry behaviour, neither of which was evident, for instance, in
Canada.

Mr Lewis: You are just theorising.
Dr LAWRENCE: It is based on a set of assumptions which must be tested. Many

people have closely examined those assumptions and have found them
wanting. That is the kind of analysis to which his proposals should be
subjected rather than the member asking me whether I support a $20 billion
tax removal from industry. That, in fact, is not the effect of the package. It
certainly takes away $10 billion from public expenditure, including some
$200 million from this State, but substitutes a wish list of same very dramatic
changes in both personal and institutional behaviour in this country which
Dr I-ewson is not in a position to deliver.
TOTALISATOR AGENCY BOARD - REVENUE FIGURE

Galloping and Harness Racing Industries' Shares Figure
532. Mr TRENORDEN to the Minister for Racing and Gaming:

Can the Minister confirm that the Government's take from the Totalisator
Agency Board will be in the vicinity of $28 million, while the combined
galloping and harness racing industries' shares will be approximately
$19.5 million?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
The second figure is wrong and the first figure is right.

FAMILY ALLOWANCE - DOUBLING POLICIES
Families and Women Welfare Reform

533. Mrs EDWARDES to the Premier:
I refer the Premier to her repeatedly expressed concerns about the welfare of
families and women in our society.
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(1) Does the Premier support policies which double the family allowance
for families with combined incomes below $30 000 and increase it by
50 per cent for those with combined incomes of between $30 000 and
$40 000?

(2) Does she consider this to be a major reform directed specifically at
families and women?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

1 refer the member for Kingsley to the observations of the Liberal Party's
national leader who was honest about this matter. He said that there were
some increases but also some decreases and thar many people would los OUL
If one examines the way in which sickness benefits are to be administered,
what is to happen to the long termn unemployed and what is proposed for
single parents, one must recognise that the list of losers will be as long as the
list of alleged winners. The analysis to which that has been subjected, and
will be subjected by the welfare lobby, will show that this package
redistributes income away from those in need to chose already with wealth.


