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

PETITION -VICTIMS OF SEXUAL CRIME
Degrading Material Ban, Prohibition of Child Pornography and Paedophilia, Public Say

on Censorship
MR KI1ERATH (Riverton) [11.04 am): I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned being concerned for the safety and welfare of innocent victims
of sexual crime, do urge the Assembly to:
- ensure that crime-incitement, demeaning or degrading material is banned in a

mandatory publications process
- prohibit the POSSESSION of ALL forms of CHILD PORNOGRAPHY and

PAEDOPHELITY in videos, films, publications and advertisements
- prevent State Censorship rights from being usurped by Federal control but

rather give the public a say in deciding their own attitudes to taste and
decency.

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 132 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 80.]

PETITION - TOTALISATOR AGENCY BOARD
Turnover Tax Reduction - Stake Money for Extra Race Meetings Request

MRS BEGGS (Whitford - Minister for Transport) [11.05 am]: I present the following
petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, request that the "turnover tax" levied by the Government on the
Totalisator Agency Board of Western Australia's turnover, be reduced from 6% to
5%.
We also request that a significant amount of the money from the 1% released from
the tax be used as stake money to allow the racing industry (trotting and gallops) to
hold extra race meetings, or increase stake money according to the needs of the
codes.
Extra race meetings are required to cater for country class horses because there are
very significant numbers of horses, trainers and stables which are being severely
discriminated against by not having any nominations accepted.
Severe economic hardship is impacting both on those directly in the industry and
those servicing the industry - from stock feed merchants, veterinary officers, caterers,
and others, through to the TAB itself
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 70 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
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The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 8 1.1

PETITION - PORT KENNEDY AREA PROTECTION
Regional Park Creation Support - Golf Courses or Large Scale Tourist

Facilities Disallowance
MR KIERATH (Riverton) [11.07 am]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Pairliament assembled.
We the undersigned residents of Western Australia urge the Parliament to protect the
outstanding scientific, recreational and conservation values of the Port Kennedy area
by creating a Regional Park as recommended by the Environmental Protection
Authority. Furthermore we request chat the Parliament refuse to allow the
development of golf courses or large scale tourist facilities which could destroy the
existing natural values of the Port Kennedy area.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 69 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 82.]

CASINO (OURS WOOD ISLAND) AGREEMENT ACT 1985
SELECT COMMITTEE ON PRE-PRIMARY SCHOOL PROGRAMS

Notices of Motion Discharged from Notice Paper
On motion by Dr Constable, resolved -

That Notices of Motion Nos 8 and 16 be withdrawn from the Notice Paper.

BILLS (4) - INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING
1. Local Government Amendment Bill
2. Foreign Ownership of Land Register Bill
3- Freedom of Information Bill (No 2)

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

4. Education Amendment Bill
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Ainsworth, and read a first time.

ACTS AMENDMENT (GOVERNMENT INSURANCE) BILL 1991
STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE COMMISSION AMENDMENT BILL 1991

STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE OFFICE BILL 1991
Orders of she Day Withdrawn From Notice Paper

On motion by Dr Gallop (Minister for Fuel and Energy), resolved -

That Orders of the Day Nos 1, 2 and 3 be withdrawn from the Notice Paper.

PORT KENNEDY DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BILL
Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Taylor (Minister for State Development), and
transmitted to the Council.

3896



(Wednesday, 26 August 1992] 89

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT (FINANCIAL INTERESTS) BILL 1989
Comnmittee

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr Marlborough) in the Chair; Dr Lawrence
(Premier) in charge of the Bill.
Clause 1: Short title -
Mr WATT: This clause reads, "This Act may be cited as the Members of Parliament
(Financial Interests) Act 1989'; therefore, this Bill is already three years out of date, a fact
which goes to the nub of the matter and highlights the differences in attitude between the
Government and the Opposition.
In the second reading speech more than three years ago - which indicates something about
the Government's commitment to the Bill - the then Premier quoted Mr Fitzgerald, the
person then in charge of the Queensland Royal Commission, as follows -

The financial interests of any parliamentarian or person in authority are of public
significance. Such interests can result in conflicts between public duty and private
interest.

As indicated during the second reading debate, the Opposition has no difficulty with some
form of public disclosure. The Bill in its present form is deficient because, apart from
members of Parliament, it does not cover other people in authority. The Premier quoted Mr
Fitzgerald as saying that the privacy of members of Parliament is important, but it is arguably
outweighed by the need for decision makers to be accountable for their decisions. Part of
that accountability is the exposure of the decision maker to scrutiny for conflicting or ulterior
motives. As members of Parliament we might consider that we are the decision makers, but
we would be kidding ourselves. Although we are part of the process we are certainly not the
only decision making process. The Opposition believes very firmly that the Bill should be
extended - this is the substance of the Opposition's amendments on the Notice Paper - to
include departmental heads, advisers, and members of boards and Government agencies and
instrumentalities. Members should ask the question - who is better able to influence some
types of decisions? Is it members of Parliament, particularly if one happens to be a
backbencher in Opposition, or a chief executive officer of a statutory authority involved in
making a planning decision such as the letting of tenancies for a privately owned building,
and all sorts of decisions involving Government finance? I am not making accusations, but
pointing out the possibility of kickbacks or improprieties of some son. I am sure the
Government will include those other people in the legislation if it wants this Bill to meet that
objective.
Mr Blaikie: Those people who watch the occasional television program will be mindful of
Sir Humphrey and the influence that he has; that portrayal is certainly true to life.
Mr WATT: I could not agree more. I move -

Page 1, lines 4 and 5 - To delete "Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Act
1989" and substitute "Financial Interests Act 1991 ".

Effectively, the substitution will mean that the Bill will cover a wider group of people.
Dr LAWRENCE: At the time this Bill was first introduced, and I do not want to go into
rhetorical flourishes again, it was quite clear that members opposite had no intention of
supporting this legislation. We all know that since then time has moved on considerably.
There have been investigations in Queensland and at the moment a Royal Commission is
operating in Western Australia which, to some extent, is reflecting on the disclosure of the
financial interests of members of Parliament and other matters such as possible conflicts of
interest and so on.
Mr Kierath: Why not wait until the Royal Commission reports?
Dr LAWRENCE: If would be irresponsible to wait until the Royal Commission had reported
before making policy changes. I have always made my position clear in terms of the
findings of the Royal Commission. It is important that we understand the context in which
the Bill is brought forward. I have no objection to a proper consideration by the Parliament,
after consultation with the people involved, of the extent to which chief executive officers of
Government departments and agencies, and members of Government boards and
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committees - because some of them are quite powerful too - might be included in provisions
of this kind. The Government is attempting to achieve what is very much a first step, about
which members of Parliament have had plenty of opportunities for debate in this Parliament;
that is, the financial interests of members of Parliament. I am not disputing the need, as has
been recommended by the Fitzgerald inquiry, for the financial interests of other decision
makers to be subjected to scrutiny, but Mr Fitzgerald also recommended that members'
spouses and dependants should be covered. While I am not opposing the principle that the
member for Albany is outlining -

Mr Cowan: The Premier is not opposing the principle, but she is opposing the amendment.
Dr LAWRENCE: There are groups of people with whom it would be reasonable for all of us
to consult. One of the claims made by the Leader of the National Party that is occasionally
justified is a lack of consultation by the Government. It would be news to those members of
the public who are on our boards and committees - not so much public servants who,
although they might be consulted, expect to conform with Government policy - such as the
State Energy Commission of Western Australia, the Water Authority and so on, if we
suddenly moved to include them in this legislation.
Mr Cowan: It is a good idea.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Leader of the National Party thinks it is a good idea. I would have to
say that it would then have been done without reasonable consultation. To my knowledge,
members of the Opposition have not spoken with those people. Neither members of the
National Party nor members of the Liberal Party have spoken, for instance, to the private
sector members of boards and committees in Government to suggest to them -

Mr Watt: Nobody spoke to members of Parliament.
Dr LAWRENCE: We are in control of discussion and we have had a long discussion in this
Parliament about members' of Parliament financial interests. The extension of this proposal
should be done with care and consultation. We must take cognisance of the fact that others
will probably have greater sensibilities about that than do we.
Mr Cowan: Why?
Dr LAWRENCE: Many are involved in businesses in the private sector.
Mr Bloffwitch: Do you think that we are not?
Dr LAWRENCE: The member for Ceraldton has just revealed himself. The member is
saying that the real reason the Opposition is inserting these other categories of people is
because it does not want members of Parliament to disclose their financial interests. That has
always been the real reason that the Opposition has attempted to make these insertions.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: The real reason is not because the Opposition believes these additional
categories should be included, but because it wants to prevent members of Parliament being
subject to that sort of scrutiny. It is quite clear when one reads the debates on this issue and
the comments that have been made by members opposite that members opposite am very
recent converts to the idea that this is even mildly desirable. I have heard from them on
many occasions; therefore the attempt to expand the ambit of this Bill by way of amendment
without consultation with some of the key groups involved is clearly an attempt to divert
attention from the need for members of Parliament to disclose their financial interests. Even
this legislation does not go far enough; it should include spouses and dependants. I know
that members opposite would not countenance that and without proper discussion on that
matter I would not attempt to move an amendment of that kind to this Bill.
Mr Clarko: Would you include spouses only, or widen the terms?
Dr LAWRENCE: It would be necessary to look at relationships of long standing.
Mr Clarko interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: The attitude of members opposite is indicated in their inteijections. They
are finding as many reasons as possible to prevent this legislation passing. They have
indicated clearly their opposition to it. I say to the member for Albany that, if in the course
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of this debate there is raer consensus about whom the provisions might be expanded to
cover, the Government would be willing to consider that. However, the proposed
amendment would be a mischievous insertion especially to provide for the inclusion of a
group of people called technical consultants to Ministers. Who on earth they may be4 would
defy legal definition. On that basis the Government will not support the proposed extension
of provisions because the amendment is not carefully thought through. It has not been the
subject of consultation with the private sector. The Government may well move at its own
behest to ensure that the recommendations would provide for members of boards,
committees and chief executive officers to disclose financial interests. However, that would
be done by separate legislation. In the meantime we should not prevent the passage of this
legislation, which I know has always been the strategy of members opposite.
Mr CLARKO: When I was first confronted with the proposition that the pecuniary interests
of members of Parliament should be disclosed I asked myself where was the evidence of
members being owners of shareholdings, land or whatever,
Mr Cowan: Or deal! One can go straight to the Royal Commission's evidence.
Mr CLARKO: I first asked whether members of Parliament in Western Australia were
regularly involved in unsatisfactory deals which would be solved by having their interests
publicised.
Mr Watt: It would not have made one iota of difference to the Rothwells shambles.
Mr CLARKO: During the past nine years the Labor Government has shown the level of
indecency that it has reached in financial dealings. It is the worst in the history of this State
and, possibly, any other State in Australia, and one of the worst in the western world. Even
with the sordid stories about which we have been reading over the past couple of years, no
evidence exists that this type of legislation will resolve those issues. The Premier is speaking
cant and humbug when she says that the Opposition is not prepared to take any part in
revealing financial interests. The late Andrew Mensaros. put to my party his view that
financial interests would not be revealed to the public unless there was prima facie evidence
that would help in the resolution of a potential problem in that area. He also said that if it
should apply to members of Parliament there was a case for its application to senior officers
of Government or civil servants.
With a little reluctance, I feel that we should move in that direction because legislation
should not be passed unless it can be demonstrated that it will achieve a specific objective.
In this case that will not occur. As has been pointed out by the member for Albany, despite
the many recent sordid financial deals which took place in the Western Australian
community, this legislation, in the form prepared by the Government, would not have
assisted the community by clarifying whether financial turpitude, corruption or whatever was
occurring. Until the situation is reached where we at least try to close the obvious doors, the
legislation will be totally ineffectual. If a Minister of the Crown is required to publicise his
financial interests but his chief executive officer is able to cake any course of action, we do
not have worthwhile legislation.
I have been a Minister of the Crown and worked with chief executive officers. I have no
evidence that those people would misuse their positions. However, if we are to require a
Minister to reveal his financial interests it seems to me to be logical that his chief executive
officer should be required to disclose his interests. I would not want that information to be
revealed to the public other than in specific situations as indicated in the proposed
amendments to this legislation.
The Premier said that she would like to see spouses included in the legislation; that would
put the legislation on a slippery slope. That issue came to the fore several years ago when an
inquiry was held into the pecuniary interests of members of local government. A repont was
prepared which recommended that members should list the pecuniary interests of their
families. The report did not define families. As I have said in this House before, in an
Italian village where everyone is called one's cousin the definition could cover hundreds of
people. Furthernore, anyone with an intellectual bent would question where one should go
down the family list. Should fir-st cousins be included; should fathers and mothers be
definitely included? Possibly children, brothers-in-law or sisters-in-law should be included.
That situation would be laughable. The crooks of this world could step around that provision
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without any difficulty by the use of trusts, With this legislation the Government is chasing
the rabbit but, like the greyhound, it will not catch the rabbit unless the machinery breaks
down.
The machinery of Government in Western Australia has broken down; that is, the honesty of
members of Parliament in Western Australia today is perceived as being at the bottom. In
other States of Australia, Western Australians are considered to be corrupt; Western
Australian politicians are seen as being definitely corrupt. That situation is a result of the
behaviour of the Labor Government since 1983. Although the Western Australian
Parliament has operated in the Westminster style of government for almost 100 years one
would think one could produce dozens of cases of corruption if a serious problem existed.
However, as the Government has not produced a single case, that greatly weakens the
validity of this proposed legislation. The Opposition is saying that it wants to change the
title to include people other than members of Parliament.
MR COWAN: I listened with great interest to the Premier trying to justify why the
Opposition should not include in the legislation the amendments to provide for disclosure of
financial interests of senior members of the Public Service and others. I do not think we
could call those advisers to Ministers members of the Public Service; they are not.
Dr Lawrence: What is the description of those people at that level? Is it someone who is a
technical consultant? They are not the most senior people in the office.
Mr COWAN: We could make the definition very comfortably.
Dr Lawrence: Some principal private secretaries are very definitely mainstream bureaucrats.
Mr COWAN: While this is not the place to go into the definition that the Premier was
talking about in great length, this amendment to the title of the Bill will allow us to expand
the number of persons who are required by this legislation to report. The Premier asked
whom we had in mind. I suggest it is all of those people who are on contracts with the
Government and who have reached a certain salary level. I am sure the Premier could draw
that line easily.
Dr Lawrence: Most senior staff members in Ministers' offices are permanent public
servants. They are not all term of Government contract people.
Mr COWAN: Are they senior or are they not?
Dr Lawrence: Some of the principal private secretaries and key advisers are permanent
public servants who have been in the system for a long time. Others are there on term of
Government contracts. However, other junior staff are also. It is not as simple as is implied
in the phrase you are using. If you are going to insert something, it must be enforceable.
Mr COWAN: I think it is capable of being enforced. I am sure the Premier has enough
people in her department who are able to set up a mechanism to enable that to be done. At
least they would be doing something meaningful.
Dr Lawrence: In that case, why would you not include advisers to the Opposition?
Mr COWAN: Why not? Who is saying that we should not?
Dr Lawrence: That is not what the amendment says.
Mr COWAN: Let us include all members of the senior executive service and other people
who are on contracts and are paid a certain salary and who are making decisions or acting as
consultants to the people who are supposed to make the decisions. I am sure that if the
Premier put her mind to it, she would be able to do it.
Dr Lawrence interjected.
Mr COWAN: The Premier may take all her advice from the office cleaner, but I do not think
SO.
Dr Lawrence: They arc worthy people, by the way. I regard them as I regard all people; that
is' having an important point of view.
Mr COWAN: I have an excellent relationship with the person who cleans my office.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Marlborough): Order! I amn a little concerned that the
debate on clause I relates more to clause 2. There may well be a link, but we are talking
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about changing the title of the Bill; we are not talking about those matters that the member
envisages inserting in clause 2. 1 think he would assist the debate if he stuck to clause 1.
Mr COWAN: You are right, Mr Deputy Chairman, and 1 thank you for giving me the
opportunity to at least respond to questions that were raised by the Premier in her response to
the member for Albany. Sir, I would like some clarification about the question you will put
so that I say aye when I am supposed to say aye. Will you put the question that the words be
deleted and not the clause?
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I will put the question that the words be deleted.
Mr COWAN: That makes it clear to me and my colleagues that we have to say a very loud
yes.
Most people will have noticed if they refreshed their memories by reading the second reading
debate that the amendments which appear on the Notice Paper in the name of the member for
Albany are the same amendments which were put forward by the late member for Floreat.
Those amendments were put forward with the support of the Liberal and the National Parties
and therefore the amendments that appear in the name of the member for Albany beginning
with this issue have the full support of the National Party. Wie are seeking to change the title
of the Bill because we want to embrace a broader range of people. It is very clear from the
evidence presented to the public today that, while members of Parliament may be involved in
matters which allow electors to suggest that a rort or a deal may have taken place and
somebody will benefit from that trtn or deal, there are others who, at one stage or another,
may have held senior positions in the Public Service, Government agencies or as advisers to
the Government. and who are employed on a contractual basis by Ministers and who should
also be included in this legislation. For that reason we seek to broaden the types of people
who must report their financial interests. That must begin in clause 1 by changing the tidle so
that it becomes known as the "Financial Interests Bill".
Mr KIERATH: I remind the Premier that during the debate on whether a Royal Commission
should be set up I said that it was not a matter of if, but when. The Premier said she would
never take my advice, but she should have taken it at that time. I am appalled by the
Premier's comments because she is playing games. She pretends to be in favour of
accountability, but she is not prepared to go the whole hog. If she were serious, she would
accept the amendment moved by the member for Albany. I sometimes wonder whether the
Premier understands the link between Parliament and the Executive because there are a
number of people around this town who do not. We have all become aware from evidence to
the Royal Commission that corruption has occurred. That has happened because the
Government has forgotten about the power of the Parliament and relied on the power of the
Executive. If the Premier is serious about accepting the principle of accountability, the next
thing she should do is ensure that the people who are involved in the decision making
process axe accountable and therefore declare their financial interests. This Bill should relate
not so much to members of Parliament, as to Ministers. They are the first people who should
have to declare their financial interests. The second lot of people should be the chief
executive officers, because they play a major part in decisions made by the Government.
Mr Clarko: Is it not true that if the Labor Party had been dinkumt in 1983 it would have
publicly revealed the financial interests of its Ministers? It did not do that.
Several members inteiJected.
Mr KIERATH: I agree with the member for Marmnion. I support accountability, but the
most prominent people involved in the accountability process are the Ministers and they are
the first group of people who should be targeted. The second group of people who should be
targeted are the chief executive officers and senior public servants involved in the decision
making process. I agree with the Leader of the National Party's comments. If the Premier
were serious about this Bill she would obtain a relevant amendment from the appropriate
Government policy group.
Dr Lawrence: Are you happy to include senior members of the Liberal Party and their staff?
Mr KIERATH: The Premier does not understand what I am saying. The Opposition does
not have any say in administering the Budget except to approve or not approve the Budget
Bill. The Ministers administer public money and they should be accountable. After all, there
must be money and power before corruption can take place. Opposition members cannot be

3901



accused of misappropriating public funds because they do not have the power to administer
them, and I would use the same argument if our roles were reversed.
Mr Shave: Is the member saying that if we were in Government he would be happy for us to
be accountable?
Mr KIERATH: In Government I would be happy to be accountable. The point I am making
is that Ministers should be accountable because they are involved in the decision making
process.
Dr Lawrence: On thai basis you should be arguing against it because you are saying you are
no: in Government and do not have any influence in decision-making. If the member were
honest he would admit that that is his position.
Mr KIIERATH: The Premier was too busy engaging in a cross-Chamber conversation to
listen to what I said.
Dr Lawrence: There is a touch of inconsistency in your argument.
Mr KIERATH: There is not. The Premier does not listen. The Budget will be introduced
into this place shortly, unless the Premier calls a snap election. During that debate Ministers
will be responsible for various sections of the Budget because they have the responsibility of
administering the funds provided by this Parliament, and there must be some form of
accountability. It is one of the crucial areas in which corruption can occur.
I accept that Ministers are dependent on advice given to them by their CEOs and the chief
policy makers in the Public Service. Another group of people responsible for advising
Ministers and who have been denigrated by the Premier are technical consultants - I prefer to
refer to them as advisers. Many of the people the Opposition has had to deal with in
connection with Bills introduced to the Parliament have been advisers. I remember a
previous Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations relying heavily on advice given to
him - his advisers had more knowledge of productivity and labour relations issues than did
the Minister. The people involved in the decision making process are influential and if the
Government were serious about accountability it would include in this legislation the people
to whom I have referred. It should not be confined to members of Parliament only. It
appears that the Government is missing the point.
One of the Standing Orders of this place refers to pecuniary interests of members of
Parliament. However, when one examines the evidence given at Royal Commissions which
have been conducted in Queensland and Western Australia it is evident that it is not the
members of Parliament who have messed up the process, but the Ministers and those who
have the power to administer public funds. If the Premier were serious about this Bill she
would agree to the deletion of the words.
The Government is not serious about this Bill because, after all, it has been on the Notice
Paper since 1989. 1 took an interest in it when it was introduced into the Parliament and
suddenly, six months prior to an election, there is some sense of urgency about it. It would
not have anything to do with an election campaign, would it?
Mr Bloffwitch: It would have everything to do with it.
Mr KIERATH: That is right. I recall its being debated on one occasion because we ran out
of business, but the next day it had dropped to the end of the Notice Paper.
Mr Watt: They could not find their way into Committee to finish it off.
Mr KIERATH: That is right. The previous member for Floreat summed it up when he said
that the Bill had so many holes in it that the Government could not be serious about it. I do
not think the Government has ever been serious about the declaration of financial interests.
If the Government were serious about introducing financial interests legislation it would
ensure that the Bill targeted those people involved in the decision making process.
Mr CLARKO: Further to the Premier's comments I advise that the intent of this legislation
is to require all members of Parliament to have their financial affairs placed on the front
pages of all the newspapers published in Western Australia. The Opposition has
amendments on the Notice Paper which will, in effect, deal with this matter in a partly closed
way through the Governor and the details will not be revealed.
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Mr Bloffwicch: Nor should they be.
Mr CLARLKO: That is right. When Brian Burke introduced legislation of this type in 1983,
which subsequently failed, he could have arranged for all members of the Labor Party to
reveal their financial interests. The least he could have done was to arrange for the financial
interests of Ministers to be revealed. Such action would have been appropniate.
[ have been in this place for 18 years and for 16 of those years I have not had the capacity to
spend any public money. I have been Deputy Speaker and Chairman of Committees,
Chairman of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee, Government Whip
and a member of several committees and on not one occasion have I been in control of one
dollar of public funds. As my colleague the member for Riverton said, it is the Ministers
who have the power to spend millions of dollars. This Government has adopted the course
whereby each of the Ministers provides to the Premier a list of his or her financial interests,
but the details are kept secret. This legislation is the basis for gossip mongering, but the
voluntary system the Government uses is to keep the information confidential
Mr Watt: Who takes care of the caretaker's daughter while the caretaker is busy talking care?
Mr CLARKO: Exactly! flat is at the heart of the problem. This Government is not dinkum
about this legislation.

Progress

Progress reported and leave given to sit again at a lacer stage of the sitting, on motion by Dr
Lawrence (Premier).
[Continued on page No 3948.]

GRIEVANCE -DEANMORE PRIMARY SCHOOL
Asbestos Problem

MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) (12.01 pm]: My very genuine grievance about an
asbestos problem on behalf of the parents, staff and students of the Deanmore Primary
School is directed to the Minister representing the Minister for Education. I will provide the
House with some background information on this matter. On 6 August 1990 the school,
through its parents and citizens association, raised the matter of an asbestos problem with the
Ministry of Education. It wanted to highlight the fact that the school has a roof design with
an air flow and ventilation system which could compound the problem should there be
asbestos fibres in the air. Also, the school is located fairly close to the coast and is, therefore,
subject to windy and gusty conditions. In March 1991 the P & C association wrote to me
asking for assistance in obtaining some scientific testing at the school. The people involved
were very concerned arid wanted an explanation of the way in which the samples were taken
and measured. At the time they gave me a copy of the background correspondence and
referred to the lack of agreement by the ministry to conducting an air monitoring test. I
asked the Minister questions in the House in April 1991, and received confirmation that the
school had requested an air monitoring test but it had been determined the problem of
asbestos fibres in the air was negligible throughout the State and, therefore, a test was not
authorised.
The matter has not gone away and it will not do so. I refer the Minister to the following
headline in the local newspaper: "Asbestos fear raised'. I understand that the article
appeared as a result of the P & C association contacting the newspaper. It reports the
following statements made in connection with this matter -

"All grade 5 roofs have been created, but the Teachers' Union has advised us that the
government has deferred treatment of the remaining roofs for three years,'. ..
"No more coatings are planned for three years, when the situation will be reviewed."

It further reports -

"Due to the construction of the roof, the ADAS does not consider the encapsulation
of the roof an acceptable treatment, as asbestos ridges underneath would not be
treated."

It further reports -
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"The BMA conducted an extensive survey of all schools, measuring thickness of
weathered asbestos cement sheeting, thickness of intact material, age and an
assessment of general condition."

A week ago a meeting held by the P & C association to discuss this matter was well attended.
Following the ministry's unwillingness to authorise an air monitoring test, the school
arranged for a test to be carried out by the Asbestos Diseases Advisory Services. A report to
the school from that organisation, signed by Mr Bruce Horgan who is an environmental
health officer with what I consider to be appropriate qualifications, states -

The roofs were grey to black in colour and close inspection revealed loose blue
asbestos fibres. The slightest pressure of the finger and these fibres were released
into the atmosphere. Asbestos fibres were observed in the metal roof guttering.

He further reported -

Most down pipes from the roof gutters discharged onto the childrens playground.
He further commented -

I believe the Health concerns are well founded and if the skylight windows are
opened this will increase the asbestos fibre exposure. Asbestos fibres are being
released into the atmosphere, and of course if it hails this will increase the fibre
release ten fold due to the sand blasting effect this will have on the roof.

He made the following recommendations -

Keep the skylight windows closed at all times.
Replace the asbestos roofs with a more safe material such as colour bond iron.

In summary, the ministry, following a report from the Western Australian advisory
committee on hazardous substances, has said the problem is negligible but a person who is
considered an authority in these matters says there is a problem. When Mr Horgan addressed
the public meeting held at the school he gave a clear message through his responses to
questions asked by the many parents attending that there was a serious health and safety
problem at the school. The obvious reaction from the parents was concern for the safety and
welfare of the staff and children, and demands that the matter be investigated and dealt with
immediately.
As members of Parliament we all understand that these matters must be addressed in a
rational and objective way, and at this stage that is being considered. However, if the school
considers that the matter is not being handled properly, there will be an escalation of
alternative activity. I have contacted the Commissioner for Occupational Health, Safety and
Welfare who has confirmed that the roof was placed in category 3/4 and, unfortunately,
because no sustainable criticisms of the report have been received it has been determined that
there is no problem. The department has agreed to hold a public meeting with appropriate
people on 2 September and I am sure that meeting will be well attended, bearing in mind the
very serious and real concerns of the parents. I thank the Minister for dealing with this
grievance on behalf of the Minister of Education, but it is unfortunate that we cannot get a
commitment from the Minister for Education directly. I want a commitment that an air
monitoring testing program will be authorised at the school.
Secondly, should the air monitoring program reveal a problem, a priority commitmntn will
be given to allocate resources to fund a solution to that problem. People are greatly
concerned that class 4 roofs will not be treated. My point is that one cannot encapsulate the
roof because of its design, so it requires replacement. People hold real concerns about this
matter. I have read the relevant report and obviously some people are confused about the
degree of health hazard involved with a class 5 roof.
Asbestos fibres have been found all over the place. While they are wet they do not blow
around, but when they dry out and winds are swirling a real probability arises that asbestos
fibres will be present in the air. Quite bluntly, the people want this matter addressed. I have
also received correspondence indicating that 14 teachers are on a register as having
contracted mesothelioma because, it is claimed, of exposure to asbestos fibres in a school.
Why is the Government spending $100 million on year five full time education when it has
not yet addressed the asbestos problem?
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DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Minister assisting the M-inister for Education) [12.11 pmn]: I
will ignore the final jibe by the member for Scarborough related to the new program for five
year aids. If one Government has been committed to improving maintenance of its State
school system in recent years it is certainly this one. The Government stands on that record.
Many parents and citizens associations throughout this State respect this Government for
what it has done in that area.
Mr Court: You are borrowing $20 million for school maintenance.
Dr GALLOP: Are you saying you would not do that maintenance?
Mr Court: No.
Dr GALLOP: The Fightback program is an attack on the public sector in this country.
Mr Court: This means that your children will be paying for last year's school maintenance
program.
Dr GALLOP: The background to discussions on this issue in Western Australia involves the
all important report of the Western Australian Advisory Committee on Hazardous
Substances which was released in August 1990. That report is recognised as being the most
comprehensive one on this issue, not only in this State but also internationally flat
committee was chaired by Dr Bruce Armstrong, who is known to be the foremost authority
on this subject.
After that report was released the Building Management Authority conducted a
comprehensive survey of all asbestos cement roofs in schools which involved empirical
measurement of the physical characteristics of each roof to provide an objective assessment
of the roof's condition, including the thickness of the weathered layer and intact material,
and the age of the roof. Those factors were integrated and a points score of between 20 and
110 was calculated. from that points score a specific grading from one to five was
determined. In the case of Deanmore Primary School the scale ranged from 2 to 4. When
the roof encapsulation program was developed for those schools with a higher priority owing
to greater roof deterioration the schools chosen in 1991-92 were those in category 5 in non-
metropolitan areas. In the metropolitan area the schools chosen with category 5 roofs also
had their category 4 roofs encapsulated. As none of the roofs at Deanimore Primary School
was rated as category 5 it was not included in the program.
fle member for Scarborough mentioned air monitoring. He did not point to the fact that
significant air monitoring was performed as part of the advisory committee's work and was
mentioned in its report. The investigation by the working party led to the detection of only
one asbestos fibre in each of two schools despite 700 hours of testing on nine school sites.
As a result of the level of concern expressed by teachers at Deanmore Primary School, the

inistry of Education arranged for sealing of the ridge vents at the school. The ministry has
not carried out testing for airborne asbestos fibres at the school as there appears to be no
reason for such monitoring to be undertaken.
Mr Strickland: That has now changed.
Dr GALLOP: I will come to that. I remind members of the conclusions reached by the
Western Australian Advisory Committee on Hazardous Substances, as follows -

...negligible risk to health from asbestos cement products.
That is, in roofs. That lead to the following recommendation -

An asbestos cement roof which has not deteriorated to an extent where physical
safety or structural integrity is of concern, should not be replaced. In addition, an
asbestos cement roof should not be treated with a coating on the basis of risk to
health.

In other words, the committee says this is a maintenance issue. From that conclusion it
developed the encapsulation strategy.
It must be emphasised that the health risk associated with asbestos cement roofs is negligible
and that the encapsulation program is a maintenance strategy designed to extend the service
life of the roofs. The roofs at Deanmore are no different from those at many other schools.
The Building Management Authority will continue to monitor the state of the roofs in our
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schools to determine whether the encapsulation strategy should be taken to a replacement
strategy. That will be determined by physical safety factors and the structural integrity.
The member for Scarborough also referred to work done, I think, by Bruce Horgan. He
looked at gutters and the playground and reached the conclusion that the roof at Deanmore
Primary School should be replaced. I am not aware of the precise arguments he gave for that
in his report. However, one would want to look carefully at the original report of the
Western Australian Advisory Committee on Hazardous Substances along with what Mr
Horgan says and ask whether he was referring to the structural integrity of that roof or to the
physical safety of the students involved. If he was referring to the health hazards involved
then he immediately comes up against the conclusions reached not only by that committee
but also currently by the Commissioner for Occupational Health and Safety, whose record in
this area is well known by all members of the House.
A commitment has been given by the Ministry of Education that it will attend the public
meeting to be held on 2 September where it will provide information to parents as to the
present state of affairs. I am sure that it will then also be in a position to provide a Cull report
ott the nature of the advice given to the school by the consultant it employed and will be able
to respond on this issue. This has been a matter of concern in Western Australia because of
our historical- background with the mining and milling of asbestos and because of the use of
asbestos cement products not only in our schools but also in our housing and industry
generally.
The Government is relying greatly on the report of the advisory committee as it believes the
best people available were brought in to study this matter. The member is obviously
responding to fears expressed by the local parents and citizens association. The next stage of
this development is for the public meeting to be held and the Ministry of Education to
respond not only to the fears of parents at the school but also to the specific issues raised in
the report. It would not be appropriate for me to commit the Ministry of Education to
anything more than that.
Mr Strickland: What is difficult is the fact that people are reading in the newspaper that you
are bailing out of the school maintenance program, so there is a fear that there is a problem
and that there will not be any money to fix the problem.
Dr GALLOP: Those fern are raised in newspapers from time to time. The real issues must
be addressed. We plan to hold that public meeting, at which parents will be able to air their
concerns and the ministry will be able to respond.
Mr Strickland: Will you listen to them?
Dr GALLOP: The public will be listened to. The member for Scarborough should look
carefully at what he has said today, and he should look at himself in the mirror tomorrow and
ask whether he has been fully responsible on this matter.

GRIEVANCE - HOLLYWOOD REPATRIATION GENERAL HOSPITAL
Returned Services League, Closure Concern

MR READ (Murray) [12,21 pm): My grievance to the Minister for Health is about a
situation that is of concern to me, and arises from an article in yesterday's Mandurab
Telegraph headed "Veterans in battle over beds crisis". Last week, the Returned Services

-League held a meeting in Mandurah, to which I was invited, to discuss its concerns about the
possible outcome of negotiations that are taking place between the State and Federal
Governments about the future of Hollywood Repatriation General Hospital and of medical
treatment for RSL members. That meetng was attended by Jim Hall, the President of the
Western Australian Branch of the Returned Services League, and others.
Mrs Watkins: He is a very nice person.
Mr READ: Yes. That is the first time I have met him. He pointed out at that meeting that
the RSL was happy with the performance of the Minister for Health and the State
Government in providing a commitment that the health needs of veterans would always be
catered for fully by this Government.
Mr Bradshaw: It has not done too well with the general public.
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Mr READ: I am talking about the RSL, but I will talk about that as well in a few minutes.
Jim Hall pointed out at that meeting that it was not pant of the State Government's long term
health plan to take over Hollywood Repatriation Hospital as that hospital would basically be
surplus to its requirements because it was so close to another hospital. A number of other
people expressed concerns at that meeting, but I will not go into that because I have only a
short time in which to speak.
The newspaper article states -

A desperate lack of hospital beds and specialised services in Mandurab could leave
more than 1300 local war veterans without easily accessible hospital facilities if
Perth's Hollywood Repatriation Hospital is closed down.

There are about 1 300 members of the RSL in the Murray-Mandurab area. My office has
received several telephone calls from veterans who are concerned at the possibility that
Hollywood Repatriation Hospital may be closed down. I have not had the opportunity of
speaking to them, but they wanted some commitment that that would not happen.
Mr Bradshaw: The Federal Government has been trying to do that for five years.
Mr READ: What the Federal Government tries to do and what this Government gives a
commitment to do are often two different things. Nevertheless, what I seek today is an
assurance from the Minister to reiterate what Jim Hall said on behalf of the RSL; namely,
that the State Government is fully committed to providing, obviously in cooperation with the
Department of Veterans' Affairs, a quality health service for veterans, and that Hollywood
Repatriation Hospital will not be closed down in the foreseeable future.
The RSL called that public meeting because it was concerned that if the repatriation hospital
were closed down, the Murray-Mandurah Health Service would be required to meet the
specialist health needs of some 1 300 veterans in the Murray-Mandurab area. Before going
any further, I place on record that I have a great deal of confidence in the health services
provided by the Murray-Mandurab Health Service, and in particular in the administration of
the board of that service, which is chaired by Brett Clement, and in its philosophy of
providing a regional approach to health services. The Murray District Hospital and the
Mandurah District Hospital have 85 public beds between them - 64 beds at Murray District
Hospital and 21 beds at Mandurah District Hospital. Mandurah District Hospital was opened
in December 1988. Murray District Hospital has been around for a long time and historically
is the major regional hospital in the Murray-Mandurah area. It provides general medical
care, and also has a permanent care wing, which provides respite beds for sick and elderly
people. Both hospitals provide accident and emergency services. Murray District Hospital
provides overnight major surgery, and Mandurab District Hospital provides day surgery.
The services that are provided include gynaecology, urology, orthopaedic surgery,
gastroenterology, ophthalmology and dentistry. Itris worth noting that the orthopaedic and
gastroenterology services were introduced this year by the Murray-Mandurah Health Service.
However, the Murray-Mandurah Health Service, like every other health service in the State,
has had to tighten its belt over the past few years. It was required to build into its budget a
two per cent efficiency saving, and it was able to accommodate that requirement. The
Chairman of the Murray-Mandurab Health Service acknowledged in his annual report that
that has made the health service a leaner, more efficient, operation but that Mandurab is a
very busy and rapidly growing area and the health service will not be able to accommodate
further cuts in its budget-
Mr Bloffwitch: What is your grievance?
Mr READ: My grievance is about the repatriation hospital.
Mr Bloffwitch: It sounds to me lie a public relations exercise.
Mr READ: I would like now to take a leaf out of the member for Marangaroo's book and
pay tribute to the administrator of the Board of the Murray-Mandurah Health Service, Mr
Don Pember, who has been able to build these efficiencies into the budget.
Mrs Watkins: He is formerly from Wanneroo.
Mr READ: Yes. As a result of the rapid growth in the population of Mandurah, which is
now approaching 30 000 people, there is an increasing perception in the area that despite the
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Murray District Hospital being only 10 to 15 minutes from Mandurah, it is necessary to
review the services provided at bath hospitals in the area, and particularly at Mandurab
District Hospital in order to make available additional beds and to upgrade the accident and
emergency centre at that hospital, which is often overloaded at peak times. Members would
be aware that the number of people in the Murray-Mandurab area increases dramatically
during the holiday season.
The two matters that I have mentioned were raised with the Premier when she visited
Mandurab, and they should be taken into consideration in the overall context of the Budget.
I am aware that the Budget will not be handed down until next week and that the Minister
will not, therefore, be able to make decisive comments about that. Also, perhaps the time has
come for the Health Department to examine the overall health service in the Mandurah-
Murray region to determine where our priorities as a Government should lie and how the
service could best be delivered. That is not an indictment of the board and the way in which
the service has been delivered to date, but in view of the rapid population growth that has
occurred in Mandurah and the expected rapid growth in the future, not to mention the growth
expected in the Murray area, it is time we looked closely at this matter.
MR WILSON (Dianella - Minister for Health) [ 12.30 pm]: In response to the member for
Murray I will first address the issue of the Hollywood Repatriation General Hospital and its
future. This matter has been ensuing for some time, and since the proposal by the
Commonwealth Government, and the Department of Veterans' Affairs in particular, to
integrate repatriation hospitals into the State health systems of Australia, the State
Government and I as Minister have had regular and continuing contact with the President of
the State branch of the Returned Services League, Mr Jim Hall. Our policy all along has
been that we would not take any action which was not approved by the RSL in Western
Australia, which represents the interests of veterans. We have held that line strongly.
However, in April this year the RSL nationally adopted a new policy which supported in
principle the Commonwealth Department of Veterans' Affairs proposal for the integration of
veterans' health services into the State health system. The Department of Veterans' Affairs'
pmoposal essentially encompasses, firstly, the integration of repatriation hospitals into the
State health systems; and, secondly, the priority of access for veterans and entitled
dependants to State public and private hospitals where that priority is medically justified.
We then met the RSL in Western Australia and confirmed the State Government's position;
namely, that the Government was not interested in acquiring the Hollywood Repatriation
General Hospital, that it was not suitably located to fit in well with the provision of State
health services, and that it was unlikely that we could reach a satisfactory agreement with the
Commonwealth with respect to any takeover of that hospital as part of the State hospital
system- However, we were not averse to the Commonwealth department's entering into any
tender negotiations with private interests for that hospital to be sold and to be operated in
future as a private hospital. We were concerned with satisfactory commitments for the
veteran community, and we were concerned for community patients who are not veterans
and who utilise Hollywood Hospital, and there are some of those. We were concerned with
the impact of any change on metropolitan public hospitals and regional and country
hospitals, particularly with respect to veterans' utilisation of public hospitals, and we, with
the veterans, were concerned to ensure the maintenance of the services at Hollywood
Hospital, which include the palliative care unit, the extended care department and the
teaching hospital standards. Mr Hall then had subsequent meetings with senior officials of
the Department of Veterans' Affairs in Canberra and satisfied himself about the
arrangements that are to ensue.
However, veterans in Western Australia need have no concerns about any such transfer,
because they have a guarantee from the Department of Veterans' Affairs that that department
will be responsible for purchasing their health care from either the public or private hospital
system. In fact, in my view that deal should be offered to all pensioners in Australia, not just
to veteran pensioners - that is, if they cannot be accommodated accessibly in the public
hospital system the Commonwealth Government should purchase services for them in the
private system - but we have not yet reached agreement about that. Nevertheless, that is a
guarantee from that Commonwealth department for veterans, so all veterans in Mandurali
and Murray, and throughout Western Australia, have that guarantee: The provision of their
health services will not be adversely affected. They will be guaranteed care on clinical need,

[ASSEMBLY]3908



[Wednesday, 26 August 1992] 30

in either the public or private hospital system, once changes occur to the Hollywood
Hospital. I am happy to give that guarantee to the pensioners, particularly the veterans, in
the Mandurah-Murray region and to veterans throughout Western Australia.
With respect to the general provision of hospital services in Mandurah, I think there is
justifiable concern, with the rapid growth in population in that city, for an urgent addressing
of the increasing need in that locality. I am very hopeful that within the Budget context
announcements will be made that will bring some relief to the local member, and particularly
to his constituents, in that regard. That is in the more immediate term. In the longer term we
must look at a process which will allow for good community representation in a
thoroughgoing review of the appropriate allocation of resources for health services in the
Peel region. That will include, of course, a review of the way in which those resources are
allocated around the region and to ensure that the major population centres of the region have
their needs addressed so that services will be accessible to them as the need arises.
In all those respects [ think I can give positive assurances to the member for Murray chat
those concerns are understood and are being addressed, and will continue to be addressed.
On my behalf and on behalf of the RSL in Western Australia, he can give thoroughgoing
assurances to veterans in Mandurah and the Peel region chat they will not suffer in any way
from any transfer of operations at Hollywood Hospital, but will in fact have a guarantee from
the Commonwealth Department of Veterans' Affairs to purchase those services and make
sure that they remain as readily available as they are now, and perhaps more so than they are
now.

GRIEVANCE - NARROGIN REGIONAL HOSPITAL
Laparoscopic Cholecyseectomy

MR WIIESE (Wagin) [12.38 pm]: My grievance is addressed to the Minister for Health and
concerns a problem that has arisen at the Narrogin Regional Hospital over the past eight or
nine months in relation to the introduction of a procedure known as laparoscopic
cholecystectomy. Although I am sure the Minister is well aware of this procedure, I will
give the House some background. Laparoscopic cholecystectomy is a procedure whereby
the gall bladder is removed using a laparoscopic procedure rather than open surgery as was
used in the past. This procedure has been developed and adopted in recent years and is now
commonly practised in the metropolitan area.
This procedure has enormous advantages over open surgery. It is non-invasive; it is carried
out through a tiny cut in the abdomen, and the patient is discharged from the hospital within
two days. Open surgery requires a major cut in the abdomen and the patient remains in
hospital for six to seven days, followed by a longer postoperative recovery after leaving
hospital. Obviously, the laparoscopic procedure has enormous advantages for the patient.
This procedure also offers substantial benefits for the hospital system because, when using
the laparoscopic procedure, hospital beds are tied up for two days compared with six or
seven days as a result of open surgery. In anybody's language that represents a substantial
saving of hospital resources. It also represents for the patient a substantial financial saving
on the hospital bill of between $1 000 and $1 500. An additional advantage is that savings
are made in the use of requisites in the operation. No disposable instruments are involved.
Approximately seven endoscopic clips are used at a cost of 900 each as against 10 sutures at
a cost of $3.50 with open surgery. Occasionally endoscopic loops are used at a cost of
approximately $12 but, overall, substantial savings are made as a result of the laparoscopic:
procedure. Substantial savings are also made because there is no requirement to use
expensive postoperative waterproof dressings. The laparoscopic procedure does not require
extra theatre staff;, further savings are made in the postoperative period involved with the
extra five days when a person must stay in hospital following open surgery.
Dr Lai, at the Narrogin Regional Hospital, is a Fellow of the Royal Australasian College of
Surgeons. He has been operating in Narrogin for 12 or 13 years and has wide experience in
all forms of surgery. He has a long record of performing extremely complicated surgery very
successfully. His qualifications and ability as a surgeon are above reproach. This surgeon
has been using laparoscopic procedures since 1979 at the Narrogin Regional Hospital. He
has been regularly undertaking tubal ligations, division of adhesions, biopsy and cautery of
endometriosis, ovarian cystectomies, removal of tubal pregnancies, and ventral suspensions
using the laparoscopic procedure. This surgeon is extremely skilled already in laparoscopic
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procedures. In Perth, he went through a series of schools and performed in 15 operations at
St Anne's Hospital and had hands-on experience in nine of those operations. Therefore, he
has gained the skills necessary to perform the laparoscopic cholecystectomy procedure. He
returned to Narrogin and purchased the equipment necessary-to do these operations at the
Northam Regional Hospital. The expenditure incurred was about $20 000. He was
prevented from using that equipment as a result of an instruction from the Health
Department.
Dr Lai has already performed two laparoscopic cholecystectomies at the Narrogin Regional
Hospital. He had also performed one appendectomy using the laparoscopic procedure at that
hospital before being stopped by the Health Department. The hospital staff has been
threatened that if they assist in the performance of such operations at the hospital by assisting
in the operating theatre they will be sacked on the spot by the Health Department. That is the
only reason that Dr Lai stopped using the procedure at Narrogin, This problem has been
going on since last November. We have been trying for nine months to have this procedure
adopted in the Narrogin Regional Hospital to allow Dr Lai to perform these operations. All
along the line the Health Department has attempted to prevent this happening. Soon after
Dr Lai brought the equipment to the hospital the Health Department issued an operational
instruction which, among other things, required a series of conditions for accreditation, If
these requirements for accreditation for the performance of laparoscopic cholecystectornies
were adopted in regional hospitals for the performance of any other surgery, all surgery in
regional hospitals in Western Australia would cease because, among other things, the Health
Department requires between 120 and 130 operations a year in a regional hospital before the
hospital can be accredited. That does not happen with common type operations such as
appendectomies, but the Health Department has applied that operational instruction to the
laparoscopic procedure for all hospitals. Of course, city hospitals can meet those
requirements because they have the necessary number of patients.
We have asked the Health Department to reconsider the situation, and to modify the
operational instruction so that it. realistically takes account of the requirements for the
performance of surgery and the number of operations that can be done in regional hospitals.
We have also requested that the Health Department review the manner in which it has treated
Dr Lai in an effort to allow the doctor to perform in the Narrogin Regional Hospital the
procedures for which he has the skills. The situation is totally untenable. Dr Lai has spent
$20 000 on equipment for the hospital. He has also spent $40 000 privately on other surgical
equipment used at the hospital. The community at Narrogin has spent $5 000 to $6 000
putting an operating table into the operating theatre. If it were not for these community
activities in country towns such as Narrogin we would not have the health services in the
region, or in many other country regional hospitals. I hope the Moinister will consider the
matter realistically and sympathetically.
MR WILSON (Dianella - Minister for Health) [12.48 pm]: I appreciate the forceful and
passionate representation of the advantages of laparoscopic procedures put by the member
for Wagin. He has made his point strongly. However he might have oversimplified some of
the factors, and I need to go through them thoroughly to indicate the problems. Like the
member, I have been following the situation carefully and have been receiving regular
reports.
I have been concerned that advanced procedures, which offer many benefits both regarding
efficient operations and less intrusive surgery, should be made available at not only Narrogin
but also other hospitals. These procedures offer advantages for patients and for efficient and
less costly administration of hospitals. However, until recently doubts were held within the
surgical profession itself about the standards that should pertain, and about the level of
training that should be required. It has taken the Royal Australasian College of Surgeons
some time to resolve this matter.
Mr Wiese: The college has always adopted the attitude that if the guy has the skills, he
should do it.
Mr WILSON: Does the member for Wagin want me to answer his question?
Mr Wiese: Yes, and truthfully.
Mr WILSON: I ami answering the member truthfully; I can quote from documentation to
show that I am doing so.
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Mr Wiese: I can provide a letter from the college of surgeons.
Mr WILSON: I have a letter too; the member should not worry. This letter arrived only last
week.
Mr Wiese. I have a letter going back to December last year.
Mr WELSON: I refer to the definitive letter in response to the Health Deparnment's amended
regulations. The Health Department does not set regulations for the fun of it or for same
obscure or pernicious purposes; it tries Co relate its operative instructions to the advice it
receives from the learned colleges and the medical profession. The department has been
seeking that information and it submitted a revised policy to the college on 8 June. It
received a formnal response to that policy from the college last week in a letter dated 21
August - only a few days ago. The letter is addressed to the Health Department and is from
Mr Wisniewski, who is the Western Australian President of the Royal Australasian College
of Surgeons, and reads -

I have read the amended operation instruction regarding percutaneous laparoscopic
cholecystectomy and from the point of view of clinical privileges I believe that these
reflect the recommendations of the Royal Australasian College of Surgeons.

The Health Department's amended operational instruction is as follows -

Application of the requirements of the current policy for PCCs has caused some
concerns to be raised. These concerns relate to two main areas: - a) accreditation of
surgeons and hospitals and b) equity of access of patients to the benefits of the
procedure.
The increasing utilisation of the techniques of minimally invasive surgery require a
broadening of the applicability and appropriateness of such techniques in
metropolitan non-teaching hospitals and country regional centres. At the same time,
safeguards must be retained to ensure that the duty of care to patients is not
compromised.
Following further discussions with the Royal Australian College of Surgeons, WA
Branch and the Australian Medical Association, WA Branch, the following policy
will apply forthwith:-
I. Clinical Privilege

Surgeons may be considered for the granting of laparoscopic cholecystectomy
privileges by the relevant Clinical Appointments Committee, with the
following pre-requisites:-
a) Fellowship of the Royal Australian College of Surgeons or a

recognised equivalent qualification and registration as a specialist
surgeon in WA.

b) Biliary surgical experience.
c) Diagnostic laparoscopy experience.
d) Have attended an accredited training course including hands-on

training in animal laboratory work and have performed 10 PCCs under
direct clinical supervision
or
Have performed 15 PCCs under the direct, formal and documented
supervision of a specialist surgeon clinically experienced to perform
PCCs and who has fulfilled the recommendations of the RACS.

e) Written agreement to submit details of all PCCs to the RACS
laparoscopic cholecysteccomy audit.

2. Accreditation of Hospitals
a) Hospitals will need to demonstrate an annual current operative

throughput of 130 cholecysteccomies to receive automatic PCC centre
accreditation.
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b) Hospitals performing less than 130 cholecystectomies annually may
apply to their appropriate Regional Director for approval.

c) In considering individual service unit applications, the Regional
Director will be able to make a decision appropriate to local
circumstance which may include:-

availability of PCC elsewhere in the region;
development of regional health service plans in response to
demographic changes;
individual commitment by an accredited surgeon or a local
community to fund and maintain the necessary equipment;
available resources to ensure maintenance and development of
relevant skills.

Therefore, the amended instructions will broaden the capacity for the approval of the services
at hospitals such as Narrogin. From now on Narrogin Hospital may formally seek approval
for Dr Lai to perform this specific operation, and the regional clinical appointment
committee will consider that application. The appointment committee will comprise four
representatives: A practitioner, a senior medical practitioner nominated by the
Commissioner of Health, a hospital administrator, and an Australian Medical Association
representative, which is a suitably representative group to consider the application.
I expect that this will allow for a speedy resolution of the long standing problem at Narrogin
Hospital. That pleases me because I have been concerned about the delays and the situation
that prevented the organisation of this service at that hospital. The service is efficient and
will be advantageous to the patients in the area. I hope the member is assured that from now
on the issue will be resolved to the satisfaction of all and to the benefit of the people in his
electorate.

Sitting suspended from 12-58 to 2 .00 pm

GRIEVANCE - SUPERANNUATION
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [2.01 pm]: I wish to grieve to the Minister for Consumer
Affairs on matters which pertain to superannuation. By way of a preamble. I would like to
make a few general comments on the importance of superannuation to the people of Western
Australia and particularly to the people of Nollamara and other parts of my electorate, which
has a large number of people who are either in their retirement or moving towards retirement.
It is clear to most members that Australia faces a particular problem with the demographic
changes which it is presently confronting. Today in Australia seniors - deemed people of 60
years of age or more - comprise approximately one in seven of the total population, but when
we look to the year 2020 that figure will be one in five. The consequences of maintaining an
adequate level of retirement income for such people is a national issue which must be faced.
Since the Whitlam Government in the 1970s Governments have talked a great deal about the
need for the provision of superannuation, and we are fortunate with the present Federal and
State Governments that the matter has actually been attacked and we now have in place
provisions which will help to address that problem. Of course, the size of the problem is
immense with a reduced percentage of the population involved in the work force having to
try to cater to the needs of a growing percentage of the population in retirement, and to
maintain those people at an adequate standard of living. Although the basic schemes have
addressed the problem and are a big step forward, we need to ensure that the effectiveness of
the schemes is such that those people receive an adequate level of income when they retire.
A number of matters impinge directly on that, and it is not for me to grieve to the Minister on
those now, but one worth mentioning is the management of superannuation funds. It must be
sufficiently prudent management so that in 20, 30 or 40 years' time one could be assured of a
reasonable return on the investment that was made into a superannuation fund. Another
matter, of course, is to ensure that the funds contributed are accumulated in the most efficient
way possible to maximise. the payout to those individuals in the superannuation funds. These
matters raise the problems which confront employers and workers in deciding upon the fund
into which they place their contributions. One of the points I am hoping the Minister will be
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able to clarify today is the availability of information to help people to make those decisions.
What provision is there for low income earners to ensure chat the fund into which their
contributions ame made is efficient in mnaximising the return to them when they finally call on
that superannuation? I am particularly concerned about examples that have been brought to
my attention of low income earners who are now above the threshold of $250 a month, but
nonetheless on a very low wage. In those cases, of course, three per cent of $250 a month is
a fairly small amount of money, and I am concerned that the actual management or
administration fees required to maintain that fund may be so large as to eat away at the
contributions that are being placed into the fund. A problem exists for low income earners
who may have several jobs. The contributions in one month may come from working, for
instance, in a Government department on a casual basis, and in the next month from working
in a small firm; so month about different employers are contributing possibly to different
funds. To ensure the efficient management of those funds which are being put away there
should be no wastage of money between various funds or in the management of the money,
so that it finds its way to the fund and accumulates to the benefit of that worker.
I place before the House an example of a single mother with two young children who came
to see me. She worked for some years in the catering industry and her employer paid into a
superannuation fund over a five month period. This year her employment was terminated
and she was able to make a claim on the money that had gone into this superannuation fund.
My comments should not be construed as being critical of the AMP SuperLeader Plan, and
we must take into account that hers was a special case in that she had been with that fund for
only a short time; but it is an example of the problems which we need to address so that
money does get put away for the retirement of low income workers. This lady's employer,
over five months, contributed $122.62 into the fund on her behalf. The fund's administration
fee was $23.05, the insurance fee was $17, which appears to go towards a general insurance
as a death benefit, the contribution tax was $12.48 and the amount deposited in the fund
earned interest of $1.23. This meant that at the end of the five months the balance was
$71.32; that is, over a five month period there was retained in the name of the contributor
only 50 per cent of the total contributions. Obviously that is a matter of concern, and it raises
quite clearly the point that for low income earners the costs of maintaining these funds leaves
only a small fraction of contributions on behalf of the employee. The lady was not able to
continue in her work, which is another story again, so she sought a payout of the
contributions. Of the balance of $71.32 a further administration fee of $3, an insurance fee
of $4, a claim fee of $20 and tax of $21.58 were charged, leaving a payout to my constituent
of $23.16, less than 19 per cent of the contributions made by her employer. I give that
example simply to point out the real difficulties which exist in managing these funds for
people on very low incomes and in the hope that the Minister will be able to point out a way
in which both workers and employers can ensure that the funds to which they are
contributing maximise the return to ordinary workers.
For this purpose it is necessary to make sure that this information is clearly available in the
community. Superannuation is a very complex issue and the provision of appropriate
information is not a problem which can be easily overcome. An ongoing program will be
necessary to ensure that it is available and conveyed in the simplest form to those people who
must make decisions about superannuation. The effect of the decisions made will be seen in
many years' time when these people will call on the fund. The Government must ensure
throughout the period in which the funds accumulate that guarantees are provided as to the
efficiency of the scheme and that the money is available. It must also ensure that there is a
connection between various funds so that people on low incomes who may move from one
form of employment to another are able to accumulate those funds in a single superannuation
fund with maximum efficiency and for the fullest possible benefits in their retirement.
MRS HENDERSON (Thornlle - Minister for Consumer Affairs) [2.11 pm]: I thank the
member for his grievance. Since the Federal Government has taken a very strong interest in
superannuation benefits and made greater provision by the superannuation guarantee charge
for people's retirement from the work force, a great deal more interest has been expressed by
the community in superannuation. It is true that people are scrutinising the various schemes
more closely. The issues raised by the member for Nollamara relate to how people decide on
the best scheme in which to invest their money. A great deal of misunderstanding exists in
the community about the difference between some of the so-called personal superannuation
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schemes and some of the industry superannuation schemes. The example referred to by the
member for Nollarnara was a personal superannuation scheme. From my experience it is
true that a number of those schemes have very substantial charges. For example, if a
contributor wishes to withdraw money from the scheme early the penalty charges can impact
severely on the amount of money the person ultimately receives. It is very important that
people understand their policy and read the documents when they sign a superannuation
scheme contract in order that they are clear on the penalties they will suffer if they seek to
withdraw their money early.
More importantly, at the end of the day those superannuation schemes are intended to be
preserved in order to be used in retirement. Therefore, it is not anomalous for a
superannuation scheme to apply a penalty. However, of much greater concern to me are fees
which are charged as set percentage fees of the fund assets. They are often called asset
charges and are usually expressed as one per cent or 1.5 per cent of the value of the assets.
That appears to be a very low figure, but it can be extremely misleading for people
examining that kind of documentation. In fact, that charge is a percentage of the asset,
multiplied by the number of years the person will not remain in the fund. In other words, if a
person withdraws his funds early he will suffer a penalty in many cases, a charge based on
the asset charge, which may be one per cent or 1.5 per cent of the assets, multiplied by the
years he should have remained in the scheme. When that kind of formula is applied it is not
unusual for people to receive a lesser payout than they have contributed into the scheme.
Mr Bloffwitch: Those things have been around for a long time.
Mrs HENDERSON: They have; this scheme is nothing new. It is a personal superannuation
scheme. In many cases they are high cost schemes involving a network of literally thousands
of independent commissioned agents selling them, each of whom receives a commission on
the scheme he sells. It is, therefore, a very expensive method of establishing these
superannuation schemes.
In addition to the question of early withdrawal of funds, which is of concern, is the issue
raised by the member for Nollamara of the return on people's money. The asset charge I
referred to earlier is an administrative fee and is shown as a percentage of the assets of the
fund - in the case of the example referred to by the member for Nollamara, the AMP
SuperLeader Plan. Evidence was provided to the Senate Select Committee on
Superannuation earlier this year which indicated that the interest paid to Superueader policy
holders is discounted by the asset charge of 1.5 per cent. A person contributing to a
superannuation scheme who may pay $1 200 in the first year, would pay only $18 as the
asset fee. That sounds reasonable. Most industry schemes charge about $1 a week, which is
about $52 a year. People may consider that the personal scheme is better value than the
industry scheme because they may be required to pay only $18 for the first year. However, it
is important to remember that that one per cent or 1.5 per cent is payable every year.
Therefore, as the contributions accumulate the contributor is paying 1.5 per cent on the total
accumulated amount each year. In other words, in the first year the asset charge of $18 is
paid on the contribution of $1 200; in the second and third years an amount is paid on that
$1 200 in addition to paying an amount on the further contributions that the contributor
makes in those second and third years. Therefore, he can pay the asset charge over 30 times
on that original contribution. The asset fee of 1.5 per cent is very misleading because people
think the fee does not cost much. Based on that example, after 40 years in that scheme, 60
per cent of the $1 200 contribution has been taken by the scheme in administration fees. The
initial contribution has been eaten up and that does not include the second, third and fourth
year's contributions, some of which are also absorbed by the asset charge.
The following is a dramatic illustration of the enormous difference fees can make: If a
contributor begins to contribute to a superannuation scheme this year and retires in 45 years,
based on the figures 1 gave in the example - that is, if he paid a flat fee of $1 a week, which is
the general industry standard - in 45 years he will be able to withdraw $1 663 000. That
amount is approximately six times his final salary. If he contributes to a scheme which
requires a 1.5 per cent asset charge, he will take away $500 000 less at the end of that 45
years. In other words he will take away about $1 163 000 or four times his annual salary.
The comparison between two people contributing $1 200 a year for 45 years, one using the
flat fee of $1 a week and the other using the 1 .5 per cent asset charge, indicates that one will
receive $500 000 less at the time of retirement.
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Mr Bloffwirch interjected.
Mrs H-ENDERSON: I have talked to my constituents and I know how they sell those
policies. Many people have no idea with what they are becoming involved. They do not
understand the one per cent or 1.5 per cent fee and what it will add up to. I seek leave to
table a chart and have it incorporated in Hansard. The chart shows very clearly the
difference in the outcomes of the two schemes referred to by the member for Nollamnara.
[The material in appendix A was incorporated by leave of the House.]
(See page No 3987.1
The SPEAKER: Grievances noted.

CENSURE MOTION - MINISTER FOR HERITAGE
Handling of Swan Brewery Redevelopment

MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2. 18 pm]f: I move -

That this House censures the Minister for Heritage over his handling of the proposed
redevelopment of the old Swan Brewery on the grounds that -
(a) the project was not awarded on the basis of an open and competitive public

tender;
(b) the Minister failed to reveal vital details of the project when announcing it to

Parliament on 4 June 1992;
(c) the financial arrangements entered into represent a very poor return to the

State of Western Australia; and
(d) the proposed powers to be given to the Heritage Council on planning and

development approvals is a misuse of the Heritage of Western Australia Act.
This motion is about the conduct of the Minister for Heritage. It is not necessarily about the
many other things that have attracted attention on this issue. It is not about the
redevelopment. It is specifically about the conduct of the Minister for Heritage and his
handling of this affair. I draw to the attention of the House some of the things that this
motion is not about specifically but which, nevertheless, are relevant to the motion. First, it
is not about heritage. In passing, I note the heritage quality of those buildings is in dispute.
Twice, in 1983 and again in 1990, the National Trust refused to recognise the heritage status
of the buildings. The only genuine heritage part of the buildings, the stables, was demolished
under the authority of the Minister for the Environment, clearly an act of heritage vandalism.
Little of the original building which had heritage value remains.
This motion also does not relate to the question of Aboriginal culture and heritage.
However, many Aboriginals in our community believe the site is of great Aboriginal
significance. They want the site returned to parkland and have gone to great lengths to try to
achieve that through legal action, protests, all night sit-ins and the lie. This has become a
divisive issue for Aboriginal groups. Today, it was a sad sight to see Aboriginal people
pitted against each other at the site and some 40 policemen standing between them. It is
ironic that this divisiveness has been prompted by a Government which talks about the rights
of Aboriginal people and reconciliation. The old Swan brewery has become a symbol of
racial division within our community. I wonder whether in this debate the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs will have the moral fortitude to present her opinion on how this issue has
affected the Aboriginal people of this State.
Mr Kobelke: You said the motion was not about this issue.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: She will have the opportunity to speak. She is concerned about
helicopters flying over minesites; let us see what she thinks about the Aboriginal issues at the
brewery site.
This issue is also not about the union disruptions and bans that have plagued the site. That
has probably had more to do with industrial power plays between the Builders Labourers
Federation and the Construction, Mining and Energy Workers Union. In saying that, I do not
mean any disrespect to those union members who have legitimate concerns about Aboriginal
heritage Or other issues.
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Although I will refer to financial aspects, the motion is not, at the end of the day, about the
cost of the project. However, it is relevant. In 1985, the Government spent $5 million to buy
the site for public use.
Mr MacKinnon: Off whom?
Mr C.J. BARNETT': A good question. I wonder whether the Government recalls. Since that
purchase in 1985, $14.5 million of taxpayers' money has been spent on architectural work,
etheographic studies, T-shirts and all sorts of things. At the same time, the Government has
scoffed at genuine offers to demolish the building, including an offer by a respected
architect, John Qidham, to design parldand for the area. After seven years of procrastination
and $14.5 million, the problem is still not resolved. The Government does not have the
financial sense to understand that the $14.5 million is a sunk cost. The money has gone and
cannot be recovered. Therefore, today it should decide what is good for the future. It has
squandered that $14.5 million; ic has gone forever. Through this period, the Government has
shown extraordinary commercial naivete and continues to do so. It has been unable to make
sound commercial decisions. It could have spent that money on genuine heritage projects. It
could have spent some of it in my electorate on Montgomery Hall or on the old Swanbourne
Hospital buildings. It could have spent it on the Old Mill in South Perth or a number of other
genuine heritage projects. All of those could have been restored for well under the $14.5
million.
This motion is also not about public opinion on the project. However, we, of all people, as
members of Parliament cannot ignore public opinion. It has been an ongoing controversy,
and while groups including the Swan Valley fringe dwellers and the brewery action group
have been the most vocal, outcries about the development have not been restricted to them.
On 21 August 1992, The West Australian reported a Westpoll which stated -

The June poll found only I I per cent supported retaining the building and 63 per cent
wanted the building demolished for parkland.
Support for turning the brewery into parkland slipped slightly to 61 per cent, while 8
per cent wanted some other form of development, 6 per cent favoured other uses for
the land and 7 per cent did not know.
Some 68 per cent of Liberal voters wanted the area turned into parkland, while 54 per
cent of Labor voters were of that view. Only 23 per cent of Labor voters favoured the
Multiplex plan.

They have a better memory than some members of the Government.
Mr Read: How many of those polled favour your leader as Premier? Do you take notice of
those figures, too?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think members opposite would be well advised to follow the lead of
the Leader of the House and be fairly restrained.
I do not suggest that this is a WA Inc deal. However, we all know that the head of
Multiplex, Mr John Roberts, was a member of the Curtin Foundation and a supporter of the
Labor Party in past election campaigns.
Mr Shave: He said that he would continue to support the Labor Party.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: That is quite right; the member for Melville has pointed out that only
recently Mr Roberts said publicly that he would continue to support the Labor Party. Time
will tell whether this is a WA Inc deal. However, I do know chat it is a very good deal for
Multiplex.
Mrs Beggs: It is also a very good deal for the Government.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will get to that. These are all issues that are relevant to this motion.
I now move on to debate what is contained in the motion. The first point of the motion refers
to the so-called tender process. On 4 June we debated in this House the Town Planning (Old
Brewery) Bill introduced by the member for Perth. That Bill sought to stop any further work
on the site and to have the site made available for public parks and recreational purposes.
The introduction of that Bill threw the Government into turmoil; it panicked. I refer to an
article which appeared in The West Australian on the same day, 4 June, under the heading
"Brewery race on as deal announced". It states -
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The Stare Government is on the verge of finalising a deal with a private company to
redevelop the old Swan Brewery.

The article goes on -

Mr McGinty said that under the deal to be finalised within days, the brewery - which
is on the heritage register - would be renovated to heritage standards and turned into
offices.

The article continues -

In return the Government would give the company - which Mr McGinty would not
name - a long lease on the premises.

I think the word "give" is the operative word and at that stage the Minister was right. During
the debate on 4 June we found out that the deal would involve Multiplex. We also found out
some further details. We found out that Multiplex and one other company - I do not know
which one - approached the Government on their own volition in early March 1992 with a
proposal to redevelop and renovate the site. The Minister made it very clear in the
Parliament that a firm proposition had been received ftom Multiplex on I May. At that stage
the Government became nervous for exactly the same reasons that the Minister for Transport
became nervous today. It knew that the proponent, Multiplex, had a history of WA Inc
involvement and that Multiplex and John Roberts had been heavy contributors to the Labor
Party. What took place? An extraordinary series of events - in fact, a series of events put in
place to cover that very contingency. There was nothing wrong with Multiplex taking the
initiative and putting a proposal to the Government. Good luck to ic for doing so. However,
the way in which the Minister handled this matter was very wrong. Government members
tried to protect their baeksides and they tried to set up an appearance of a genuine tender
process. The Government went through the motions of a sham tender. It was a very tricky
exercise according to one company involved in it. I will not name that company which has
requested me not to do so since it fears the repercussions in the awarding of contracts by this
Government. It has good reason for those fears, given the history of the 1980s. The
company to which I refer documented the whole process.
On 6 May it received a telephone call from the Building Management Authority saying the
Government was interested in involving private companies in the redevelopment of the old
Swan Brewery. On 8 May the company representative met a representative of the BMA,
whom I also will not name because I do not want to embarrass him, and an informal
conversation was held over a cup of tea. The company expressed interest in taking part and
was told that the BMA would follow it up. That is as far as the conversation went. On I1I
May the company received an undated letter and that is an indication of how sophisticated
this sham was, which stated -

Dear Sir
Old Swan Brewery Redevelopment
"Strictly Confidential"

Mr McGinty: The letter has already been quoted in Hansard.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is a different letter.
Mr McGinty: No, it is the same letter.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I intend to read the letter and I ask the Minister to listen. A few
members opposite have gone very quiet and I guess some of them may have a vestige of
honesty left in them. The letter states -

Thank you for our recent meeting on the future of the project. As discussed, the
Building Management Authority is exploring the possibility of the private sector
taking over the redevelopment of the Old Swan Brewery project.

Members should bear in mind that this letter was received on 11 May. It continues -

You are formally invited to submit a brief proposal outlining your company's plans
for this project. This need not be a detailed proposal, but does need to indicate your
plan for uses of the land and the buildings, cost estimates, commencement and
construction time, and the financial viability of your proposal. Please submit this by
May 22 1992.
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The company was given eight working days in which to provide brief details. The company
submitted a brief proposal and said it would like to meet the various Aboriginal and heritage
groups, the Government and the BMA. Another company replied to the information saying
that it wanted more time in which to submit a proposal, and it received no response at all
from the Government. What happened then? The sham continued. In this House on 4 June
the Minister announced that the Government was on the verge of putting together a deal. In
fact, even Multiplex did not know what was going on when that announcement was made. It
read in the newspaper that the Government was on the verge of completing a deal with it.
On 4 June in this Parliament the Minister named Multiplex and outlined some of the details
of the project. It was refreshing for the company to learn what had been arranged. Such was
the panic of this Government in trying to preempt the Bill introduced by the member for
Perth. It was a scurrilous exercise, and a deliberate sham not only to mislead this Parliament
but also to lead property developers up the garden path and to mislead the public of Western
Australia.
Dr Lawrence: That is fanciful stuff.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is a fact, and the Premier may later try to defend the Minister for
Heritage. I come to the second major point as to whether the Minister provided full, fair and
reasonable details to the House. I quote from Hansard statements made by the Minister for
Heritage on 4 June 1992 -

The proposition that has been placed before us - and bear in mind that at this stage it
is still a proposition, albeit a firmn one - is that the primary use of the site will be to
provide commercial office space for the proponent.

At that stage the primary use was for commercial office space. Some time later the Minister
released a copy of the lease agreement. A media release by the Minister on 19 June 1992
stated -

Multiplex Constructions Pty Ltd has signed an agreement with the State Government
to restore the Old Swan Brewery in accordance with heritage principles.
Heritage Minister Jim McGinty said the company would fully restore all existing
buildings for commercial and public purposes at no further cost to the
Government....
The 90-page lease agreement was being released to the media in line with the
Government's wish to maintain an open and accountable process.

Can members believe that? It is unbelievable. The Minister originally said that it would be
used for office space, then released a statement indicating that it would be used for
commercial and public purposes, and in the next stage item 1 of the completion concept in
schedule 3 of the lease document refers to the completion of the restored buildings into any
one or more of the following: Offices, retail premises, residential premises, boutique hotel,
restaurant premises. That is in the agreement and it is quite different from the statements the
Minister made in this House. The sham continues, and what will be constructed at the end of
the day? What will Multiplex build on this site? I quote from an article which appeared in
The West Australian on 14 August as follows -

Multiplex boss John Roberts yesterday unveiled his $40 million plan for the derelict
Swan brewery.. .
The surprise feature is a three-scorey building which would be extended from the
original brewery. Buildings in the planned redevelopment stretch over most of the
controversial site.
Heritage Council Chairman Ian Molyneux said last night the plans complied with all
the ground rules and it was only a matter of time before full approval was granted.

It is significant that the Chairman of the Heritage Council made that statement. He also
said -

the council had yet to approve a 300-bay carpark on the Kings Park side of
Mounts Bay Road, but he was confident the council and Multiplex eventually would
come to some sort of agreement.

The Minister initially said it would be used for office space, and when the lease was released
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we found that the land could be used for residential, retail, hotel, office, ant gallery and other
purposes. That remains the case. Then the proponent, Multiplex, said it would build a three-
storey building, pedestrian overpass and a 300tbay car park. The Heritage Council has said
that sounds pretty good; however, the development will take up the whole site. Is that
heritage protection?
Mrs Beggs: Are you trying to discredit the Heritage Council?
Mr C.J. BARNETFT: I am not impressed by that comment at this stage. Paragraph (c) of the
motion refers to the financial aspects of the deal. I will not say much about that;, I will rely
upon the member for Applecross, who will add further to this point.
Mrs Beggs: I would not, if I were you!
Mr C.J. BARNETT': I do that because the member for Applecross, as members know, has
great knowledge of the property industry, so it is logical for him to respond. Also, in this
party we use people according to their strengths and abilities. I can only assume that when
the Minister for Heritage put together this deal, he got the inister for Fuel and Energy to
help him, because only those two Ministers could have put together such a rotten deal for
Western Australia.
Mr Pearce: How did your investment in the Chamber of Commerce and Industry building
go?
Mr Gil. BARNEYT': All right. We raised some $600 000. 1 remind members of what is
involved in the financial aspects of this deal. This State Labor Government is seeking to
give to Multiplex, effectively free, a prime, if not the prime, riverfront property in Western
Australia, and one of the prime riverfront properties in Australia. The Government is
handing over that property on the basis of a 65 year lease. The Government will charge
Multiplex $1 a year for the first seven years. Admittedly, the charge will then increase, and
the member for Applecross and the Minister can speak about that in due course.
Mr Graham: How much would you get from a park?
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: If the Government put that property up for public sale, it would do a lot
better than it is doing now. It would not take long to get together a syndicate to buy that
property. The Minister for Heritage carried on in this House about the $60 million to
$150 million that would be returned to Western Australia over 65 years, but he was at least
honest enough to show that in today's dollar terms, the net value of that return to the
Government would be between $1.5 million and $2.5 million. Therefore, the Government is
giving away to John Roberts' company Multiplex a prime public property for about $1.5
million. What a terrific deal for Western Australia! It is an absolute outrage, and in due
course the Government will have to explain to the public of Western Australia why it did
that. We want to know, and the people of Western Australia certainly want to know.
Mr McGinty: What about the economic element of the return to Government? Why limit
yourself to just one of the elements?
Mr CJT BARNETT': The economic return is that the Government has lost $14.5 million, and
all it has got at the end of it is a prime piece of real estate on the riverfront and a shambles of
an old derelict ruin. The Government is giving away that property for $1.5 million,
presumably to a supporter of the Labor Party. I do not know why the Government is doing
that. The Minister can tell us in due course, because I am fascinated to know the answer. I
know for sure that if the Government put a simple advertisement in the property section of
The West Auralian to say that this property was for sale, it would get a darn sight more than
$1.5 million for it. I do not know why the Government did nor do that, perhaps the Minister
can explain. The Government should have done what the member for Jandakot said and has
been saying for years; namely, the property was bought for public use as a park, and that is
what it should be used for.
Mr Kobelke: To grow grass on it is the Opposition's way of getting a better economic
return!
[interruption from the gallery.]
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Edwards): Order! I remind people in the Public Gallery that
they cannot participate in the debate.
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Mr C.J. BARNET:. That is the only interjection chat I have enjoyed!
I turn now to the proposed powers to be given to the Heritage Council of Western Australia.
In my opinion, as a lay person on legal matters, those powers not only are against the spirit of
the Heritage of Western Australia Act, but also may be against the letter of that Act. That
matter will surely be tested, if not within this Parliament then in other appropriate legal
forums. Section 38 of the Heritage of Western Australia Act states -

(1) Where any aspect of measures proposed in relation to the conservation of a
heritage place is prohibited or impeded by, or by reason of the operation of, a
written law, the Minister on the recommendation of the Council may, by
Order published in the Gazette, declare that -

(a) that written law, or specified provis ions of that written law; or
(b) any Code of practice, standard, or other legislative requirement..

shall not apply to, or have effect in relation to that place or to any land which is for
the purpose of this Act associated with that place ...

Therefore, if some law impedes or prohibits the restoration or conservation of a heritage
building, the Heritage Council may advise the Minister, and the Minister may have the power
to set aside that law. That provision was put into the heritage Act for the commonsense and
obvious reason, which was supported by members on this side of the House, that heritage
buildings are, by nature, old. It may not be practical, for example, to comply with modemn
plumbing and health requirements. It may not be practical to put in modemn fire extinguisher
systems without destroying the integrity and heritage value of the building. That is the
reason that the Heritage Council and the Minister were given those discretionary powers.
The extraordinary powers that were given to the council and the Minister apply only where
they are necessary to conserve a heritage building.
The Heritage of Western Australia Act defines "conservation" in section 3 as "the
management of that place in a manner that will enable the cultural heritage significance of
that place to be retained; and may include the preservation, stabilisation, protection,
restoration, reconstruction, adaptation, and maintenance of chat place in accordance with
relevant professional standards, and the provision of an appropriate visual setting". I may be
a bush lawyer, but it seems pretty clear to me why the Minister and the council were, given
those discretionary powers. Sure, it may be necessary to bend the rules in order to maintain
the integrity and architectural standards of a heritage building, but this Government has gone
against the spirit of the powers given by this Parliament to the Minister and to the Heritage
Council because it is proposed to give the Heritage Council the power to award liquor and
restaurant licences, and to construct multistoried car parks and pedestrian overpasses.
Mr McGinty: That is not so.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Minister had better have a chat with the Chairman of the Heritage
Council of Western Australia, Mr Ian Molyneux, who has stated that that is what is proposed.
The public notice that was placed in The West Australian on 5 August states what will be the
multiple uses of that site, and refers to the Heritage Council's seeking powers to grant liquor
and restaurant licences, and to override the Health Act and building approvals, etc. We
agreed that the Heritage Council should be given certain powers for heritage purposes, but I
do not think that anyone in this Parliament agreed that the heritage Act, of all Acts, should be
used to approve a multistoried car park at the base of Kings Park! That is pure sacrilege in
the name of the Heritage Act, and the Minister for Heritage and the Government should be
ashamed of it.
[Interruption from the gallery]J
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Members of the public in the gallery, I have warned you
once.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: I remind members of all panics and the Independents in this House that
this motion is that this House censure the Minister for Heritage over his handling of the
proposed redevelopment of the old Swan Brewery on the ground that the Minister had a
public responsibility to insist that there be an open, competitive, public tender. Not only did
the Minister fail to do that, but also he went about setting up a sham process to suggest to the
public that it had been done when in fact it had not. Secondly, given the controversial nature
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of the brewery project and the fact that legislation introduced by the member for Perth has
been before this House, the Minister had the clear responsibility to this Parliament to provide
full details of the project to this Parliament. In that he failed. Thirdly, if there was to be a
deal for redevelopment on the site he had responsibility as Minister - as does the
Government - to make sure the deal is financially sound and in the interests of the taxpayers
and public of Western Australia. He failed to do that. Fourthly, without doubt he has
exceeded both the spirit and the letter of the Heritage Act - an Act passed after much debate
but also with much goodwill through the two Houses of Parliament. I-ts handling of the
issue, and the handling by the Government prior to his time, has been absolutely inept. It has
been full of procrastination and deceit, and a waste of public money.
We saw the culmination of the problem today in that very sad scene at the old Swan Brewery
site; it was not only whites against blacks but also blacks against blacks. It included protest
groups and 40 to 50 police officers. That is what the Government has brought the project to;
that is the scene the Government has created in this State in 1992. I hope that the
Government is proud of the situation. As a member of Parliament, I felt ashamed of what I
saw at the brewery site today. All Western Australians would feel the same. The
Government must take the blame.
Mrs Beggs: What was your side's public statement on Noonkanbah? You hypocrite!
The AC TING SPEAKER (Dr Edwards): Order!
Mr C.J. BARNETT: When members are asked to vote today on this motion they will be
voting not only on the Minister but also in the eyes of the public and of the media. To
whichever side of the Chamber members decide to walk, the public of Western Australia will
witness members voting with their feet. Members will be voting on the integrity, honesty
and accountability of the Government. Members will have a chance to vote on certain
principles, and they will do that with the public and the media watching. The Government
can rest assured that the public of Western Australia will watch all members to see how they
vote today.
MR LEWIS (Applecross) [2.52 pm]: This debate is all about the manifestation of a truly
bad Government. We are debating a censure macion which falls on the Minister for Heritage
because he is the new kid on the block; he is the bunny. He was delegated the task of
eliminating the pain in the backside of the Government - a pain which has lasted for five or
six years. His task was to eliminate the pain before the next election because the longer the
shambles of the old Swan Brewery remains in its derelict state the more it stands as a stark
monument to the incompetence of this non-governing Government.
Who has had a go at the problem? I recall that a couple of years ago the Premier went down
to the site to resolve the problem. She failed; it was too hard. Then the new Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs stated she would do all these you-beaut things. She went to the site; the
television cameras rolled. She failed. Prior to that, the Leader of the House attempted to sort
out the situation.
Mrs Beggs: You forgot me.
Mr LEWIS: I have not reached you yet, dopey.
Dr Lawrence: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has just spoken about standards and so
on, but the member cannot help himself. That is a terrific example.
Mrs Beggs: When the member for Melville calls someone a name, no-one takes any notice.
Mr LEWIS: If a member interjects, that member deserves to receive something in return. I
have sat here for years listening to people whom the Minister admired so greatly - people
such as Brian Burke, David Parker and Peter Dowding. They all threw insult after insult in
this place, so Ministers opposite should not bleat now.
Dr Lawrence: I am not bleating. I am drawing attention to your hypocrisy.
Mr Shave: Why is the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs not saying anything? Why does she
not get to her feet?
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The member for Applecross should continue.
Mr LEWIS: The Government has a serious problem because it will face an election in the
071D9-9
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next four or five months. Ac the brewery site the Government has a monument to its own
stupidity and incompetence. That building is almost like a neon light to the tens of thousands
of people who pass it. It is a disgrace. The Government has failed from the Aboriginal point
of view, and from the heritage and conservation points of view. The Government has failed;
everyone is aware of that. The Government had a problem to solve. The Government could
not pull down the building without losing face. The building represents the Government's
stupidity over the years. The first thing to do was to have the building listed,
notwithstanding that the previous National Estate had refused on two or three occasions after
the overtures of the Government and the previous Minister of the Government to have the
building listed. The heritage of the building was not accepted by the National Estate; so, the
first thing to do was to push for such listing. The Minister for Heritage took over the
responsibility for the Heritage Act; he appointed the Heritage Council. The first job given to
the Heritage Council related to the old Swan Brewery. A decision could not be made in the
negative, so on the basis that the Heritage Council had nowhere to go - because the political
master had appointed the members - the first task was to get the building listed. The
Government got what it wanted.
Dr Lawrence: Does the member suggest that the Heritage Council did not act
independently?
Mr LEWIS: I suggest that it was given a task that was already decided, on the basis of the
requirements of the Government that a certain decision be handed down. That decision was
handed down.
Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: The Heritage Council was given a task; it could not refuse.
Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: The first problem was resolved; the building was listed on the State register at
the end of May 1992. Three months ago, after all those years, the Government finally
pushed through the decision. That was the first hurdle in the strategy leading to the next
election. Within the fortnight the Government had a self-selected proponent/developer
present himself on the basis of the company being the only one which could fix up the site.
I commend Multiplex Constructions ty Lcd; its management is astute and it has the ability
to deal with the building unions to get the task done. Only one building contractor in
Western Australia had the capacity to undertake the project and that company nominated
itself- There was no need to call for tenders bec au se onlIy one com pany could finish the job.
Mrs Beggs: The member for Applecross is contradicting his deputy leader.
Mr LEWIS: No, I am not. I am suggesting to the Government that Multiplex was the only
company for the project and it nominated itself; there was no need to go to tender. Of
course, from a public relations point of view some sort of public process had to be seen to
occur so a tender was called, notwithstanding that the deal was already in the bag. Multiplex
knew how to handle the unions and it could get the job done. No-one could deny that the
company is commercially sound.
Mr Kierath: And it is a member of the Curtin Foundation.
Mr LEWIS: That is another issue with which I do not want to muddy the waters. Multiplex
was self-selecting, so the Government did not have to go anywhere else. Multiplex was the
only company that could complete the task. The two critical factors in solving the problem
pnior to an election were the facilitation of a listing on the Heritage Register and the
appointment of a contractor. However, the interests of the public of Western Australia were
forgotten in the Government's imperative to get the pain sorted out before the election, to
make the Government look a little bit sweet before December Or February - whenever the
election may be. This whole scam was brought to a head in a matter of four or five weeks
from the end of May on the basis of sorting it out before the election, yet the Government
had been stumbling around for five years. The developer picked itself and has the upper
hand. It can dictate terms to the Government. It can say, "1 will spend $20 million and I will
build 6 500 square metres of office space and half a dozen restaurants. I also want an option
to build a hotel, some residences and I might even throw in the odd museum to try to
ameliorate the problem with the Aborigines on the site." That was the deal and the
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Government said, "Yes, will you do dial?" Multiplex, Of Course, said yes, but it dictated its
conditions to the Governiment; that is, it would not pay rent for eight years and that the rent
thereafter would be set by Multiplex. That was on the basis that the Government had
nowhere else to go. Multiplex knew it was the only company that could complete the job
and it said to the Government, "Don't forget, you have to win the election." That is the truth
of it.
The site is 1.85 ha and we should compare its value to property values at the height of WA
Inc. The Central Park site in the city was originally sold for $15 million a quarter, and then
got flicked across for another $15 million and another $40 million after that. At the end of
the day, the Central Park site was capitalised on the books of the Government Employees
Superannuation Board for $145 million. That site is not as big as the old Swan Brewery site,
which is a premium site in Western Australia. Of course, Multiplex was more than interested
in getting this site for nothing for eight years and then having to pay $50 000 in rent and then
for some years after to pay a ground rent for a maximum period of 60 years. The lease
agreement says that after the final rental period Multiplex must pay 1O per cent of the
development's net income. If members do some quick sums on the valuations of the income
they should remember that 6 500 square metres of office space at $250 a metre, which is
probably not even market value on such a unique site, would represent an income of $1.6
million a year. It is planned that the site will have seven retail shops and other bits and
pieces that fit into the development, so a very conservative estimate of rent would be $1.8 to
$2 million a year. If we use Multiplex's formula for rental - a fair rent would be 10 per cent -
on the present day value of $2 million the rent should be $200 000 a year from day one, not
$1 a year. The Government can be castigated not only because it broke its promise, but also
because it paid Yosse Goldberg $5 million in a back to back deal on the sale of Fremantle
Coke and Gas Co Ltd and a hotel at the back of Fitzgerald Street. That was not investigated
by the Royal Commission, and it should have been. The Government spent another
$9.7 million on the old Swan Brewery site while allowing it to turn into the dilapidated mess
it is now.
Mr Shave: The Government told the truth in part; it paid money so that it could give the site
back to the people of Western Australia.
Mr LEWIS: That is right.
Mr Shave: It did give the site to one person for nothing.
Mr LEWIS: That is a disgrace. The Government bought the site for open space.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: Does the member for Applecross think that it could be that the Government
is commercially naive?
Mr LEWIS: It is commercially naive.
Mr C.1. Barnett: It is either commercially naive or corrupt.
Mr LEWIS: We must remember that the Government had nowhere to go because the only
company in Western Australia that could complete the second stage - that is, the construction
of the project - was Multiplex. Multiplex named its own price. It is a disgrace. The deal
was cobbled together in about two or three weeks at the end of May with a deadline to have
it sorted out before the election. When the Minister for Heritage is sitting on this side of the
House he will realise that one of the biggest errors the Government made was to break a
promise and to restore that building. It repudiated previous Government undertakings to
return the site to open space. Even when the Government decided to go ahead with the
development it was so commercially naive it gave it away. That is an absolute disgrace.
Members should look at the capitalised race of return. The rent will go from $50 000 a year
after eight years and if one adds that to whatever it has cost to date, the capitalised rate of
return is .34 per cent. How can the Government talk about commerciality and what a smart
deal it has done? Government members have been taken for pups and arr. seen to be the
greatest commercial wood ducks who ever sat in this Chamber because they have no
understanding of commierciality.
I would lie to talk a little about the disgraceful way that the approval process for the
buildings proceeded. The developer told the Government to sort out all of the approvals so
that the company can get on with the job in order that the Government can win the next
election. Members of the Government went away and scratched their heads and then a smart
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solicitor or someone else turned up the Heritage of Western Australia Act and found that it
gave the Government vast powers to do what it liked. The Government then told a compliant
Heritage Council that it was its responsibility to look after the building problems, the health
problems, liquor licensing and the town planning approvals that would normally go through
the Perth City Council and liquor licensing authorities. Those responsibilities were handed
to a compliant Heritage Council which said, "Okay, we don't want to do it but we will have
to because ow- political masters have told us it is our task. We will also have to do it quickly
because the Government has to win an election.' It is a disgrace that these people have
compromised the integrity of the Heritage Council. Itris all right for the Government to
suggest that I have impugned the council's integrity; members opposite have impugned the
council's integrity by making it bow to its political masters. I am sure the council would
have liked to tell the Government, "We are not falling into line so that you can win an
election. You should get that example of stupidity off the foreshore."
We should bear in mind that this exercise was founded on preserving some of the State's
built heritage. In my opinion, the old brewery buildings are a shambles of different styles of
architecture built in different eras and spliced together to expand the Swan Brewery at the
various times. It is a real mess. It has been said before in this place thac the only building
that had any real heritage significance was the stables, which mysteriously burnt down one
night. The Minister for Planning or the Minister for the Environment at the time could not
get the bulldozers in quickly enough to knock it down.
There are many other buildings of heritage value that have not had money spent on them and
certainly not $14.5 million. The Old Mill at South Perth probably would be one of the most
unique heritage buildings in Western Australia. It has been maintained by the Bristile group
for 40 years. However, because of the harsh economic times and the financial difficulties
being experienced by Bristile, it could not continue its ongoing maintenance of the mill. It
approached the Government and told it that it could not maintain the mill any longer and the
Government is now dallying around trying to get a report done on what should happen while
it spends all of its time and energy trying to sort out that pain in the butt on the foreshore
before the election. Not one pane of glass is left in Montgomery Hall and someone has had
the cheek to go into that building and steal the unique jarrah staircase. That is how much this
Government worries about heritage; it hangs its hat on this excuse for heritage which is why
it had to do something about the brewery.
The record of the Minister on heritage is not a good one. The subterfuge and other goings on
over the Swan Brewery have been pathetic. The Government's record on these matters is
almost nonexistent; the one chapter in a very fat book of heritage in this State which the
Government has read is that referring to the Swan Brewery. It has not bothered with the
other pages of the heritage book. The buildings that sit down there are a disgraceful
manifestation of this Government's incompetence. I can only commend this motion even
though I feel a little sorry for the new guy on the block who was flicked the hard ball because
no-one else would pick it up and run with it. At least he has had some initiative in realising
that keys have to be turned in locks. The irony will be that, although all of this is about
sorting out this problem before the election, it will not do the Government a bit of good
because it will lose it anyway. The other unfortunate thing is that the Minister will be
censured because he is the patsy who will have to take the rap for the Government's
incompetence.
MR MecINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Heritage) [3.13 pmd: I will accept the closing
comments by the member for Applecross as a compliment to the Government for its having
applied its mind to unlocking a number of locks that have prevented development of the old
Swan Brewery site.
Notwithstanding that, this is a grubby, unprincipled motion that has been moved by a grubby,
self-serving member of the Opposition. That is the only way to describe the motion in this
debate. The member for Applecross referred to heritage questions. His comments were
absolutely remarkable when one considers he is a member of a party that has as its policy the
demolition of a registered heritage place. That is what members opposite stand for when
they criticise people -

Mir Lewis interjected.
Mr McGINTY: Members opposite impugned the integrity of the Heritage Council with no
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justification and the member for Applecross should be ashamed of what he said earlier. Staff
members of' the council are diligently and independently applying their minds to their duties,
one of which is to preserve this State's heritage. The problem with members opposite is that
they pick on the easy ones, the ones that are not of any real consequence. They pick on the
Old Mill and other issues of that kind over which there is no dispute. They should apply
themselves to the hard ones, the buildings which, if they are saved, will make a tremendous
contribution to this State's heritage. When they apply their minds to those, they say,
"Demolish them", because that is the easy way out.
Mr Lewis- Sixty eight per cent of people in Western Australia want it demolished.
Mr McGINTY: Will members opposite continually go down the old path of which way the
wind blows pragmatism? They will and I will tell them why. Notwithstanding the views of
the member for Applecross that the National Trust did not register the buildings because it
was not up to it, late last year a very extensive survey, the first survey from a European
cultural heritage point of view, was done on the brewery. It came up with a detailed analysis
of the heritage value of that place. It said that it was a pity that it did not know the facts
revealed in the report and if it had known its attitude would have been different. That is what
the National Trust said and members opposite should not hold it as justification -

Mr MacKinnon: You said something entirely different last time.
Mr MeGIINTY: In The West Australian on 30 January this year it was stated that the
National Trust's Chief Executive Officer, Tom Perrigo, said that the Clive Lucas study had
uncovered information on the brewery which had not been available to the trust when it
twice refused to classify the building. If that is not saying that the building should be
registered, I will go he. To follow that up, when the question of preserving the brewery arose
and entry on the register was tantamount to preservation the National Trust joined with the
other great heritage bodies in this country - the Australian Heritage Commission and the
Western Australian Heritage Council - to take out a half page advertisement in The West
Australian to advocate the case of heritage preservation in the brewery context. Members
opposite should not hold up the National Trust as an example because it admitted it made a
mistake. Every heritage body in this country -

Mr Clarko intrjected.
Mr McGINTY; The member for Marniion would not know.
Mr Clarko: I know as much about it as you do.
Mr McGINTY: If the member wants to dispute these three expert bodies on this question he
may go ahead, but his action will say an awful lot about his taste. It is his values which
caused these buildings to be demolished over the years. The member opposite is a disgrace
to put forward that view when the Australian Heritage Commission, the National Trust and
the Heritage Council have made their comments. Do not give me any nonsense about there
being a dispute concerning whether there is any heritage value. The member for Marrnion is
talking through his hat. We have an Opposition which stands for the demolition of registered
heritage places and it should be ashamed of itself. It should not criticize others when that is
the fundamental heritage premise it stands for.
We have this proposal at a time when the major political issue on everyone's agenda is a
question of jobs. This proposal will create jobs directly on site.
Mr C.J- Barnett: We will argue the unemployment question next week.
Mr MeGINTY: Let us deal with this subject. Everyone is saying that it is the major issue,
but members opposite are saying that they will refuse to allow the opportunity for 250 direct
jobs on site for the next couple of years and five times that number off site. The Opposition
constantly stands in the way of development and investment proposals and it continually
denies these people jobs.
Mr CJ Barnett: You must support the nuclear reactor because it will create jobs. I hope
you are totally behind the Deputy Premier.
Mr McGTNTY: I am not and this Government is not.
Opposition members can say to the 250 families who would benefit from jobs on that site
that they will deny them an income from heritage restoration work which will add
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tremendously to the cultural value and the appearance of our city. The Opposition is playing
cheap politics and there is absolutely no merit to it.
We have an Opposition which does not know what it is talking about because the public
wants the brewery issue resolved. I know that the opinion polls show that the public favours
demolition, but that is the case for one very simple reason: The public wants the issue
resolved and they see the demolition of the brewery as the simplest option to get rid of an
ugly building and the impasse which has occurred on the site - one caused by union bans and
court injunctions. It is a mess, as the member for Applecross said. Until such time as we can
get the key and start unlocking the locks to allow this mess to be cleared up, of course the
public will call for the simplest solution to get this issue resolved.
Mr Kierath: Are you calling the public simple?
Mr McGTNTY: The member for Riverton should listen to what I am saying; I would
certainly call him that, but I would not say that of the public.
The view put forward by the Liberal Party today is a self-serving view; it is not the view of
the public. They are on record as saying that they want -
Mr. C.3. Barnett: Are you going to defend yourself, because your colleagues are not helping
you?
Mr McGJNTY: 1 can handle myself against all members opposite. I have no problem with
that.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You were set up and now you are wearing it.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr McGINTY: What this rabble opposite wants is this quagmire, this impasse and this
monument to indecision and inactivity - as it has been called - to continue up to the election.
They will do everything they can to ensure that no action is taken on that site so they can
achieve short term political gain out of it. They do not give a damn about it. They have
already said they do not care about the heritage value of the place. They are prepared to
stand up and reject that in a quite unprincipled way. They are prepared to deny people jobs.
They are prepared to do all these things for short term political gain because they believe that
if they can drag out this issue for the next six months, and have the brewery standing there in
a dilapidated condition, it will help them in their quest for Government. I advise them they
are wrong because we have unlocked the locks and work is taking place at the brewery. The
building will be restored and will be a great asset to the people of this State.
Several members interjected.
Mr McGINTY: What the rabble opposite fear most is that this Government will be strong
and will obtain the key, unlock all the locks and get the work done. That is what the
Opposition is afraid of. I know a number of people in the Liberal Party and they have told
me that what members opposite are sweating on is that we will get the work done. It will be
bad news politically for the Opposition. Let us not beat around the bush as to the
Opposition's motivation.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr McGIINTY: This mob opposite cannot get their act together and they are not consistent
on this proposal.
Several members interjected.
Mr McG[NTY: Members have sat in this place today and listened to what Opposition
members have said. A most interesting exercise is to compare their comments with what one
of its leadership of six or seven - the mob that runs the Liberal Party -

Several members interjeced.
Mr McGINTY: Or is it the famous five?
Several members interjected.
Mr McGINTY: I will quote the views of one of the great leaders of the Liberal Party on
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what should happen to the brewery. I refer to his comment in the other place on 13 May
1992. Hon Norman Moore represents the Mining and Pastoral Region and he is also one of
the leadership team of the Liberal Party. He put forward the view that the Government
should do the very thing that it is now doing. [ am the subject of a censure motion for doing
what one of the Liberal Parry's leaders requested that 1 do. Can members opposite get their
act together and present a constant view on this? They should ask Hon Norman Moore what
he wants to happen. He said -

Why does the Government not give some thought to leasing the old brewery to a
private company or selling it to a private concern - and selling it would be better, as
the Government might get some of our money back - on the condition that the
building be restored in the traditional way? It could be used for a wide variety of
commercially oriented purposes.

Several members interjected.
Mr McGINTY: I know this hurts members opposite and they can yell all they like but they
will have to face the reality that one of their leaders wholeheartedly supports the proposition
which the Government has put forward.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Me.GINTY: Members opposite should listen to what 1 am saying unless they are
ashamed of what Hon Norman Moore said.
Mrs Edwanles: What are you going to do with Garry Kelly because he does not agree with
some of your legislation?
Mr McGINTY: Carry Kelly is not one of the leadership team in our parliamentary party.
However, Hon Norman Moore is one of the Liberal Party's leadership team.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! There is an old saying to the effect that I may not agree
with what you are saying, but I will defend to the death your right to say it. I am not about to
go that far with the Minister. However, I am chairing -this debate and the level of
interjections over the last five to 10 minutes has been too much for Hlansani to record the
debate with any ease, and for the public to hear. I ask members to reduce the level and
number of interjections so that at least we can have something resembling a rational debate.
Mr MoGINTY: I will continue with the quote from Hon Norman Moore -

It could be used for a wide variety of commercially oriented purposes. Unlike Hon
Mark Nevill, I thought the proposed elevations suggested by the architects on behalf
of the Government were quite attractive and I would not be unhappy to see that
building restored in this context by the private sector at its own expense and used for
such things as shopping centres, a small tavern - although I do not support the idea of
another Steve's - a theatre, cafes and restaurants.

There we have the leadership of the Liberal Parry putting forward an idea which frankly has
a lot of merit. We have heard what the Opposition has said here today. It was absolutely
inconsistent with what one of its leaders is saying. Last night many of us saw the "7.30
Report" and heard the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party say that when it is developed he
will go there and enjoy the river views, the restaurants and the like.

Point of Order
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: The Minister is misrepresenting what I said on the "7.30 Report". I do
not mind his referring to what I said, but he should at least quote me accurately.
Dr Lawrence: He said that in a few years' time he might find himself there enjoying the
development.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The Premier should come to order! I am about to
respond to the point of order. When a point of order is being taken interjections should not
come from any source. No point of order arises. The Minister had not proceeded
sufficiently into his quote to identify what the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said. In any
event, I do not believe a misquotation comes under a point of order. If some reflection is
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made on the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that does come under the relevant Standing
Order.

Debate Resumed
Mr McGINTY: Suffice it to say that [ will join the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party down
there for a meal when the development is completed He also said last night that the project
was not something the Liberal Party wanted to put forward as a WA Inc deal, yet we see the
Liberal Party putting exactly that forward all the time. One sees conflict emerging within the
Liberal Party all the time on this issue. The important commercial question which goes very
much to the credibility of the Opposition is, what will happen to the project if the Liberal
Party comes to Government next year? Would it honour the contract? A direct conflict
exists between the Leader of the Liberal Party and the party's heritage spokesman Richard
Court said on the "Sattler File" on 19 June that he would stand alongside any commercial
contracts that are entered into by this Government. He said that the Opposition had made it
clear that it was not proper for an incoming Government to reverse commercial contracts that
were entered into. He said that the Opposition had not seen that agreement but would have
no option but to carry through with it in Government.
That is the view of the Leader of the Opposition as opposed to the view of the heritage
spokesman, Mr Pendal, who said on 6WF on 21 July that to some extent Multiplex went into
this agreement with the Government at its own risk. He said that if Multiplex wanted to go
down the path of spending money and running the risk of in fact having the program stopped
with a change in Government that was its affair.
Mr C.I. Barnett: That is not the agreement.
Mr McGINTY: It is a disgrace for the Leader of the Opposition to say one thing and the
heritage spokesman for the Opposition to say the exact opposite. Members opposite must get
their act together. It is clear that they are not ready for Government. The people in this State
will make that judgment next year. The Opposition should get its act together, run in a
consistent way and say the same things. It would then have a little credibility with its
approach.
Mr C.J. Barnett: We honour contracts and the law. That will happen in the other place. The
Government cannot stitch up some deal and say it must go through because it has signed on
the line.
Mr McGINTY: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition should make up his mind. Does he
support his leader?
Mr C.J. Barnett: I support absolutely the approach that contracts in place will be honoured
by a Liberal led Government. The question of those powers will be debated in this
Parliament. That is not the contract.
Mr MeGINTY: Then the member should pull Mr Pendal into line.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: There is a "law" and "contract", and it seems that my bush law school
taught me a bit better than the Minister was taught as a lawyer.
Mr McGINTY: The Supreme Court threw out the member's argument yesterday, so he
should not have raised it again today if he wishes to say that the view he is putting forward
has some credibility. I would rather accept the view of a Supreme Coun judge than of a bush
lawyer. Much misinformation has been peddled by members of the Opposition about this
matter. The most blatant of those was when the Liberal Party's heritage spokesman, Hon
Phillip Pendal said on 6WF on 21 July - and he may have been having a bad day - that the
fact is that the Opposition's bottom line remains that it does not want to see more money
squandered on that site. Of course, there will not be. He continued that that was particularly
as the lease agreement allowed for a boutique brewery. We know that the lease agreement
makes no such provision whatever. It expressly makes no provision for a boutique brewery.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The schedule does.
Mr McGINTY: It does not. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has it 100 per cent wrong,
or is seeking to mislead people. It is despicable that people purporting to have read a lease
document go on radio and make statements that a boutique brewery is expressly allowed for
in the lease document. It does not allow for such a boutique brewery and Mr Pendal should
be pulled into line by people opposite for saying that.
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Mr Kierath: Is it ruled out?

Mr McGINTY: Yes, it is simply not there. It is not contemplated. Mr Pendal went on to say
that a boutique brewery for that site was mentioned in The West Australian that morning. He
emphasised and re-emphasised that point and was wrong. One must look at why the
Opposition is adopting this attitude. The first and most obvious reason is that it believes that
by attempting to frustrate this development by throwing up every possible barrier, and by
talking about rejecting the proposed section 38 order which allowed this development to
proceed, it will influence what happens. I think the member for Applecross acknowledged
correctly that we have found the key to unlock all the difficulties presented by this project.
To that extent work is now under way on the restoration.

An element is still missing from all this. Why is there such dogged opposition to the project
from people opposite? Who really stands to gain from frustrating this project? Who stands
to gain financially rather than purely politically?

Mr MacKinnon: Multiplex might gain on the basis of this project's proceeding.

Mr McGINTY: If the Opposition fr-ustrates and kills off the project, clearly Multiplex will
lose because it has no recourse against the Government for money spent on the project if it
fails. To date it has spent $400 000 or $500 000 on the project. That is completely at
Multiplex's risk. It has no recourse against the Government or anyone else if it loses that
money. Clearly, frustrating the project would inflict a loss on the developer. Multiplex. The
Government clearly holds a strong view on this subject. If the project does not proceed the
Government will lose money. It will perhaps incur an additional expense of $3 million to
demolish the building. Apart from the political costs of that happening, the people of the
State would also lose.

Mr MacKinnon: They have already lost $14 million.

Mr McGINTY: They will also lose the chance to recoup that money if the project does not
proceed. Who, apart from the Aboriginal people who have legitimate interests in the site,
stands to gain if the project collapses? I have noticed the vehemence with which the
leadership of the Liberal Party has come out against this proposal. It is interesting if one
goes behind this proposal to ascertain exactly what or who stands to gain from its falling
over. The answer is simple when one thinks about it. One should think about projects
around the river. Where is a comparable development on the books?

Mr Shave: The casino was a good one.

Mr McGINTY: Where is there a comparable development on the books? Come back
towards the city a little more, and the Old Perth Port project is sitting there at the end of
Barrack Street.

Mr Shave: What about the Mosman Park Tearooms?

Mr McGITY: I would not regard that as comparable. The publicity was there in the
Sunday Times, and the lease documents talk about a wide variety of possible uses. Who
could be threatened by the possible application of that wide variety of uses? The Old Perth
Port project includes a residential hotel on the river, perhaps a kilometre away from the old
Swan Brewery. Who is the proponent of that Old Perth Port project? It is a company known
as Hawkins Court Ltd, which used to be known as Court Marine if one looks at its history.
That was the company that stood to lose the most from competition from the possibility of
residential development at the old Swan Brewery.

Point of Order
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Minister for Heritage, in the absence of' the Leader of the
Opposition, is reflecting adversely upon the integrity of the Leader of the Opposition - and,
indeed, his family - and is implying that the motive of the Leader of the Opposition in his
opposition to the redevelopment of the old Swan Brewery is the pecuniary gain of his
brother. I think that is a scurrilous accusation.

Dr Lawrence: It has not even been suggested.

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Of course it has. The Minister is talking about the Old Perth Port
development, Court Marine, and so on. It is appalling behaviour.
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Mr McGFNTY: Is it any worse than the member for Applecross' casting aspersions on the
integrity of honest individuals who are prepared to give up their time to defend the heritage
of this State?
Mr C.J. BARNEflT: We should have moved a no confidence motion - that is the mistake we
made.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! While the Minister has not put his case completely on
this point, I remind him that adverse reflections on another member of this House should be
made by way of substantive motion rather than during a response to a motion or a speech in
this place. If he wants to develop his case I suggest he must be very careful indeed because I
will not tolerate that Standing Order's being broken. I caution the Minister not to go any
further down this path unless he is able to stay within the Standing Orders.

Debate Resumed
Mr MeGLNTY: As you correctly identified, Mr Deputy Speaker, the link has not been drawn
that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition stated.
Mr C.I. Barnett: Only because we stopped you in the nick of time!
Several members interjected.
Mr McGINTY: The fact is that Hawkins Court, the proponent of the Old Perth Port
proposal - a proposal which includes a hotel development on the river - would stand to lose if
competition were introduced one kilometre down the river with a substantially similar
development,
The other fact to which I draw attention is that it is common knowledge that Hawkins Court
has recently met with the Leader of the Opposition and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
and has raised the matter with them, and the answer the company received was that the
Leader of the Opposition and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition could see no personal
reason why the project should not proceed.
Dr Lawrence: Yet we heard all that cacophony about residential development and hotels
around the river. It is a bit inconsistent!
Mr McGINTY: If members opposite want to cast aspersions about motivations on this side
of the House they should look at what the motivation is on their side of the House. The only
people who stand to lose financially from all of this is the family of the Leader of the
Opposition. I will leave that matter there.
Mr MacKinnon: That is the most disgraceful comment I have heard in this Parliament for a
long time.
Mr McGINTY: I have listened to the member for Jandakot often enough, and when it comes
to disgraceful -

Mr MacKinnon: Get out of the gutter!
Several members interjected.

Withdrawal of Remnark
Mr CLARKO: Mr Deputy Speaker, I listened with interest to your ruling on the previous
point of order raised by my deputy leader, and I appreciated the point you made:- I thought
there was a need for the Minister to be more explicit before you could act. However, I
believe he has now made it as explicit as he possibly can. His statement is absolutely
scandalous. In my view it is totally against the Standing Orders of this House and reflects on
the Leader of the Opposition, and I ask that you have him withdraw those remarks.
Mr MacKINNON: The Minister left no doubt by his comments as to what his implication
was. He said words to this effect: That the only motivation of the Opposition was the
benefit to be gained by the Leader of the Opposition's family in this.
Mr McGinty: No, I did not.
Mr MacKINNON: flat was the Minister's clear implication and he should be ordered to
withdraw it immediately.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Standing Order in question is, I think, No 132 on page 51,
and I will read it to the House. It says -
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All imputations of improper motives, and all personal reflections on Members, shall
be considered highly disorderly.

There is a footnote to the effect that reflections on a member are disorderly unless by
substantive motion, which is why I made the comments that I did. Rather than ask for a
withdrawal of those remarks, which I do not think is necessarily appropriate in this
circumstance, I believe that the Minister has crossed the line. I do agree with the point raised
by the member for Mannion and the member for Jandakot and I advise the Minister that he
cannot now pursue that line any further without introducing a separate motion into the
Parliament. Otherwise he is very clearly, in my view, in breach of Standing Orders. In fact,
I think he has already breached the Standing Order.
Mr COWAN: With all due respect to you, Mr Deputy Speaker, you cannot tell a member he
has just crossed the Rubicon and breached Standing Orders and then say that he must not do
it again. Either he has breached the Standing Orders or he has not, and if he has he should
withdraw. If the Minister was the least bit aware of the position of the Deputy Speaker he
would withdraw voluntarily. However, Mr Deputy Speaker, you have said that the Minister
is in breach of the Standing Orders. Having said that, you have no recourse but to ask him to
withdraw.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: In view of the two requests to withdraw the remarks, I appreciate
the point; and there is another Standing Order - No 131 - which has to do with offensive
remarks and the withdrawal of those remarks. It says -

No Member shall use offensive or unbecoming words -

Dr Lawrence: Let us all go home!
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: If the Premier wants to dispute what I am saying -

Dr Lawrence: Not at all.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: - she is open to take a point of order, in the same way as is
anyone else. Quite frequently in this House Standing Orders are breached by members in a
minor or a serious way. I think it is particularly difficult in a case where the member
concerned is not here, and it is unfortunate that the Leader of the Opposition is not here to
put his own case; however, other members have put it quite clearly on his behalf. Usually
when somebody is asked to withdraw a remark it is a mailer of a word or a small phrase, but
here we have a whole argument, if you like. I have already ruled that the remarks are
disorderly and that they cannot be taken any further. However, the Minister who made the
remarks has also been asked by two other members of the House to withdraw them. The
Standing Order for which I was searching is No 145, which says -

When any Member objects to words used in debate by another Member, the Speaker,
or Chairman of Committees shall, if either considers the words to be objectionable, or
unparliamentary, order them to be withdrawn; and, if necessary, an apology made.

So to clear up any confusion over this matter and to prevent the matter being taken any
further, I ask the Minister to withdraw those remarks and to pursue another line of argument.
Mr McGINTY: I am not clear exactly which words you want me to withdraw, Mr Deputy
Speaker.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I am asking you to withdraw the imputation you have made.
Mr McGINTY: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed

Mr McGINTY: I turn now to the specifics of the motion before the House. The first
suggestion is that the project was not awarded on the basis of an open and public tender. The
inclusion of that assertion in the motion shows an appalling ignorance - excuse me if that is
an adverse reflection on the mover of this motion - of the tender procedures adopted by the
State Government It is standard practice for four different approaches to be adopted when
tendering for goods and services within the State Government. The first is one of which
most members would be aware; that is, by placing an advertisement in the newspaper calling
for tenders and having an open tender arrangement.
The second approach is referred to as the restricted tendering process. In this case known
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suppliers of goods and services are asked to provide a tender on a particular job. Therefore,
this would not necessarily go to a published advertisement. The third method is to call for
expressions of interest. This essentially involves a two part process: First, people who wish
to be considered in the tendering process put in an expression of interest -
Mr Cowan: Will you go through the way in which you called this expression of interest?
Mr McGINTY: Yes.
Mr Cowan: Will you tell us exactly how you did it?
Mr McGINTY:- That is my intention. I will indicate how the process works and then I will
explain how this project fits into those methods. 'The third method is to call for expressions
of interesl, and this involves two processes: First, we call for people to register an interest in
tendering for the project, and then we invite those companies to tender depending upon the
way they are registered. The fourth process is the most commonly used and involves a
limited range of suppliers;, that is, a direct purchase with no tendering arrangement
whatsoever. AUl four of these methods are used frequently as avenues by which the State
Government procures the goods and services it needs.
The old Swan Brewery tender was quite consistent with the second and third methods to
which I have referred.
Mr Court: It was consistent with the way you run Government.
Several members interjected.
Mr McGINTY: It is consistent with the restrictive tender and expressions of interest
processes I described. The Building Management Authority, which is the department
administering this process, has registered all builders who are interested in doing
Government work. These companies are placed into various categories, and category A
involves builders who are capable of doing jobs worth $5 million or more. Clearly, at the
time of considering this proposal, it was at least a $26 million job, and if the project as it now
stands is ultimately accepted, the Multiplex proposal represents a $40 million job. Within
the category A builders certain other characteristics prevent some companies from tendering
for such a job. For example, the Geraldion Building Company and Devaugh Pty Ltd of
Bunbury both operate on a regional basis and fall into another category. Therefore, the
Building Management Authority divides the building companies into categories, such as
those capable of doing jobs worth up to $10 million. A limited range of companies had
already registered an interest with the BMA to be considered for any tender above a certain
figure. in this case, independently of me, every builder which the BMA regarded as being
capable of doing this job was visited, and this was followed up with a letter indicating that
the company was already on the register and telling it to come forward.
Mr Cowan: How many did you get back?
Mr McGINTY: We have a letter back from every company approached. I could read them
into Hansard if the member wishes.
Mr Cowan: Please do.
Mr McGINTY: All right
Mr C.J. Barett: They are undated.
Several members interjected.
Mr McGINTY: These were preceded in all cases by a visit in order to discuss the matter
personally, and in many cases also involved a visit to the site and other discussions as well.
Mr C.J. Barnett- They had eight days to get the details together. After eight days you had no
response and then you were suddenly on the verge of a deal with Multiplex.
Mr Lewis: The deal had already been struck!
Mr McGINTY: That is where the member is completely wrong.

Points of Order
Mrs BEGGS: In view of the ruling given by the Deputy Speaker, those remarks should be
withdrawn as they impugn the Minister on his feet and the Premier by saying that there was
some impropriety with the deal.
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Mrs Watkins: Standing Order No 145.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kobelke): A number of interjections were made and I was not
listening closely to the interjection to which the Minister referred. We are obviously sailing
into very difficult waters when people suggest that vague assertions are unparliamentary. I
am conscious of the ruling given by the Deputy Speaker a few minutes ago, when I was not
in the House. I take the point of arder made by the Minister, and I am conscious of the fact
that members must be careful in choosing the words they use when making speeches and
interjecting. As I did not hear the actual interjection, I will not uphold the point of order.
Mr PEARCE: In the circumstances where you have not heard the interjection, Mr Acting
Speaker, I heard the member for Applecross' remarks and they were offensive in the terms of
the ruling just made by the Deputy Speaker. Therefore, I ask you to follow the precedent in
these circumstances and suspend the House until the ringing of the bells so that you can
consult Hansard to see what words were spoken.
The ACTrING SPEAKER: I thank the Leader of the House for his contribution in which he
assisted me by indicating who interjected and made the suggestion that the interjection was
unparliamentary. His other piece of advice was sound and I will suspend the House until the
ringing of the bells. While I am considering what was reportedly said and whether it was
unparliamentary. I would strongly urge all members to reflect on their behaviour during this
debate so that on resumption we may proceed and in a productive way conclude the debate
on this motion.

Sitting suspended from 3.S8 to 4.11 pm
Acting Speaker's Ruling

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kobelke): I have consulted with the member for Applecross
and the Leader of the House on the point of aider. Before ruling on it I remind members that
as members of Parliament we all guard our standing and good name very jealously. When
members make imputations against other members it is obviously a mailer which should be
taken seriously to uphold not only the good name of individual members, but also the goad
name of this House. We had a number of interjections which appeared to imply improper
action by some members. However, as far as I could ascertain the interjections did not seem
to be unparliamentary. On that basis I will not be ruling that the interjections were
unparliamentary.
All members should seriously consider what transpired, including the nature of the
interjections. The motion concerns an issue on which members on both sides of the House
have fairly strong feelings. If members entering into vigorous debate are to make statements
regarding the motives or actions of other members then members on both sides of the House
should be willing to take that in the spirit of debate and should not try to overstep the mark.
We have a very difficult line to draw and I ask members on both sides to co-operate. If a
member is thin skinned when it comes to this issue and feels he should stand and protect his
and his colleague's name, then obviously that same right applies to other members who feel
their reputations have been impugned.
If!I were to rule that the interjection was unparliamentary on some highly technical pround - I
cannot see it outright - we would soon reach a situation where free and open debate in this
place would be very difficult to achieve. Having listened to a fair bit of the debate and while
acknowledging that some members have judged statements made to have transgressed a
certain line, we should be careful not to call points of order during a free and vigorous
debate. I will not uphold the point of order.

Debate Resumed

Mr McGINTY: I was dealing with the question of the tender process involved in the old
Swan Brewery. I had indicated that there are four means by which the Government procures
goods and services. The old Swan Brewery tender was consistent with the second and third
of the standard ways in which Government procurement takes place. It is already on the
record that in March this year two companies - one of which was Multiplex Constructions
Pty Ltd and the other a building development company - made a direct approach to my office
and indicated an interest in private sector redevelopment of the old Swan Brewery site. It
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was not until 1 May that one of those companies withdrew its interest and Multiplex firmed
up its interest in proceeding further with the project. As a result of that, in the first week of
May - and this is consistent with what the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said -

Mr Cowan: What about the responses?
Mr McGINfl': I am putting forward the whole picture in my lead up to the responses. In
the first week of May an officer of the Building Management Authority called on each of the
companies to explain what was involved. The concept put forward was that there would be
no more Government financial capital involvement and the private sector would provide the
funds for the heritage restoration. In return for a long term lease they would recoup their
capital investment plus a reasonable profit. The explanation was followed up by a letter
which, according to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, was not dated but was sent on 11I
May. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition read out the terms of that letter. The most
important component of it was that it was seeking an expression of interest to proceed
further, rather than a detailed proposal. It was expressly stated that details were not required
but they should let the Government know by 22 May if they were interested in proceeding.
The following responses were received from the companies approached and I will take the
liberty of referring to the names of the companies involved so that everyone has a complete
picture of what took place. On 22 May the following reply was received from Civil and
Civic -

Further to our meeting on 11Ith May 1992, we have reviewed the design concept and
feasibility for a development at the old Swan Brewery Site. We have discussed the
development with interested overseas pantics and believe for the project to be viable a
major commitment by the Government to lease the majority of the Gallery portion of
the development would be required.
Ac this stage, being uncertain as to this commitment and in relation to issues
pertaining to Heritage and Land Rights? we decline to provide a more detailed
submission.

This company was saying that it wanted a Government guarantee built into the proposition,
which is something the Government was not interested in. The Government wanted it to be a
sole private sector proposition. As a result of the obvious difficulties of which we are all
aware chat company was not interested in the project.
Entact Clough forwarded an interesting response. Its first response on 22 May reads -

Thank you for the invitation to submit proposals for the above sire. Because of the
unique nature of the site we would be interested in pursuing the possibilities, however
we would require considerably more time.
Should further time be available, we would look forward to hearing from you.

A few weeks later, and after my announcement in this Parliament, Entact Clough advised in
a letter dated 15 June that in view of the controversy that had arisen over the proposal it no
longer wished to proceed.
Saberno Austr-alia Pry Limited, which has already been referred to in this debate, wrote the
following letter on 22 May -

Thank you for considering Sabemo.
Having given the matter further thought following our meeting of May 8, 1992 I must
advise that our position is essentially the same.
Specifically:
1.0 Sabemo would not be prepared to take a developer or investor position with

respect to die redevelopment and would not expect backing from its
traditional business alliances given the history of the project, together with the
currnt marker conditions and the imposed constraints.

2.0 We would be prepared to be part of a raskforce consisting of representation
from key groups such as Unions, 'Heritage and Aboriginal with the purpose of
establishing some tangible development solution in a non adversarial manner
and to fully cost such a solution.
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3.0 We would then be prepared to Construction Manage such a development also
involving key groups in the management team.

Finally, I strongly believe that we have both the management skills and project
expertise required to progress such a sensitive project.
I would be very pleased to progress this concept further.

Basically, it did not measure up to what we were seeking and it rejected the essential
proposition that was involved.
Thiess Contractors Pty Limited wrote to us on 15 May in the following terms -

Further to our meeting on & May 1992 and your subsequent letter, we thank you for
giving us the oppontunity to submit a proposal for the above redevelopment.
After giving the matter careful consideration we regret to advise that we are unable to
put together a scheme which would be financially viable on that particular site and
therefore confirm that we will not be submitting a proposal.

Consolidated Constructions wrote in the following terms on 20 May -

Thank you for your letter and offer of participation in the above scheme.
We have carefully considered our involvement in the project but do not believe we
will be able to provide a response within the time frame indicated. We have enclosed
your drawings accordingly.

A telephone discussion was held with one company and a note at the bottom of the letter
reads -

Currently are stretched doing Midland DOLA and wouldn't take on another major
project this year. Haven't the resources. Would be interested say next year for this
type of project and would look at it seriously.

John Holland Constructions Pty Ltd wrote on 14 May -

We thank you for your letter to John Turner regarding the above development.
Unfortunately, Mr Turner has left our organisation to pursue a separate career.
The project has been considered by our local and Head Office staff, but we feel that
the political profile and minority interests would need to be addressed prior to any
realistic proposal for future use being submitted.
We regret therefore that we are unable at present to take part in any proposals at this
time, but would be very interested should the above problems be resolved.
We thank you for your invitation to submit a proposal and look forward to working
with you on future projects.

Leighton Contractors Pty Ltd wrote on 12 May -

Thank you for your letter concerning possible redevelopment of the Old Swan
Brewery site.
We wish to advise that in this instance, our company does not wish to submit
proposals for the use of this site.

Those were the companies the BMA selected from its category A builders, which are
companies that could do a job of this size, and the BMA advised that no other companies in
Western Australia were capable of carrying out this project.
Mr Cowan: You had one company definitely interested and another company interested but
wanting more time?
Mr McGINTY: Yes, that was the end result on 22 May. The company wanted considerably
more time. We proceeded down the path with Multiplex, and Entact Clough got in touch
with us and said the project was basically too hard and formally withdrew. Members will
recall that from those letters on 22.May, we received a letter dated 27 May outlining the final
proposition from Multiplex which was the subject matter of the report I gave to the
Parliament on 4 June. That set out over three pages the essentials of its proposition. The
details are quite well known, having been fairly fully reported on 4 June. Perhaps the most
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interesting component of that, which relaxes to one of the other paints contained in the
motion before the House, is the proposal from Multiplex in relation to the use of the site.
The earlier paragraphs of the submission deal with the proposal to do preliminary restoration
works. [tern 6 of the Multiplex letter of 27 May reads -

Within a further period of 3 years (or any extension thereof as provided hereunder),
the following scope of work to be achieved:
a) jetty as referred to hereunder
b) landscaping to effectively screen the carpark from the adjacent roadway.
c) carpark adjacent to Kings Park be bitumnised and landscaped
d) the areas within the boundary walls of the existing structures be bought to a

standard suitable for good quality office accommodation ready for tenant
fitout with all necessary toilets and amenities ready for use. Failing
achievement of such, the lease may be terminated at the lessors election.

It continues, and this is important when looking at the proposal by Multiplex at that time to
build an office development -

The above scope of works is a minimum but it is also envisaged that during this
period other uses may be contemplated including residential, boutique hotel and
retail, which uses may be accommodated on site and appropriate fitout installed with
the approval of the architect.

It was quite clear that the proposition that came in at the end of May from Multiplex was for
an office development on that site, but in the future, more than 12 months later, it would look
at other possible uses with clearly no commitment at that stage; but it was seeking a
commitment to the offices. Under the system in place expressions of interest had been called
from builders to register with the BMA if they were interested in doing work at a particular
level. The BMA had a register of category A builders and expressions of interest were used
as the basis for those to go to in order to call tenders. That is exactly the third type of tender
arrangement which I have described today.
Mr Cowan: Is that calling for tenders?
Mr McGINTY: We did in the letters we wrote to the companies asking for expressions of
interest. We wanted to know whether those companies were interested in pursuing the
matter. One was and we pursued that further.
Mr Cowan: That is not a tendering system.
Mr McGINT Y: It is quite common and ordinary to do things like that. One goes to a select
group of companies - in this case we approached seven and one came back and said it was
interested. We then proceeded to finalise the details of that person's proposal.
Mr Cowan: That is not my understanding of calling tenders. We might have different
definitions of the tender process and I prefer my definition.
Mr C.J. Barnett: If that is so common, will you provide examples of where it has been used
previously in property transactions?
Mr McGINTY: That and variations of it were used for the Dawesville Channel, and in the
last days of the Liberal Government an example of such a direct arrangement was the
Karratha Government offices complex-
Mr CJ Barnett: A five page nowe asking people whether they were interested and requiring
an answer in less than eight days?
Mr McGINTY: They were asked whether they were interested in pursuing the matter
further. The member should appreciate this from a commercial point of view. Companies
are involved in massive expenditure in putting together detailed specifications for projects of
this type. In order to save those companies hundreds of thousands of dollars in putting
together a detailed tender specification, we approach them and ask whether they are
interested. If they are, we get a broad outline and, rather than twiddle our thumbs for a
month or two only to find that one company is finally interested, we chat with the company,
provide a letter and ask it to let us know in principle whether it wants to proceed further. I
see no objection to that.
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Mr Lewis: You asked them to put together a proposal for expenditure of $20-odd million
and you did not give them enough time.
Mr McGINTY: It was not enough time for people to provide all the details of their proposal
but it was long enough for them to decide whether they were interested. In fact, a number of
companies got back to us within a few days and said it was too hard or the risk was too
great - all the usual commercial considerations.
Mr Lewis: Because they had only eight working days.
Mr McOINTY: No, because they did not want to do it because the risk was too great, the
proposal did not suit them, or they had other commitments. There were a number of reasons.
Any company that was interested, given that it had access to the site and the previous
drawings done by Gregsons, could have decided whether to pursue the matter further. That
is all we were seeking.
Mr C.J. Barnett: It was an absolute sham.
Mr McGINTY: That is absolute nonsense.
Mr Lewis: No business or building company could put together a proposal of that size in
eight days.
Mr McGINTY: They were not asked to. If the member for Applecross listens to what I am
saying he will understand the concept involved. I then provided this House with the details
of the Multiplex proposal. Members opposite were jumping up and down and out of their
skins, and yelling and screaming rather than listening to me. They became very excited and I
said that if any other company was interested it should let the Government know. That offer
had been made but it had not been accepted.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You did not even reply to some of them.
Mr McGINTY: That is not true. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition should produce one
iota of evidence to prove that. I will swear in this House that not one company came to my
office expressing an interest. That is an absolute fact.
Mr C.I. Barnett: One wrote saying that it was interested.
Mr McGINTY: That is not true.
Mr C.J. Barnett: One wanted to speak to various groups and another said it wanted further
information.
Mr McGINTY: That is simply not true. Who were they?
Mr C.J. Barnett: I will not name them, because of the way this Government behaves.
Mr McGINTY: I am saying, in all honesty, that I did not receive one approach.
Mr C.J. Barnett: That is because they are scared of this rotten Government. It is no wonder
they are scared, considering the way that the Government behaved in the 1980s!
Mr McGINTY: If members opposite are not prepared to name them, they should cut it out.
They know that what they have just said is not true. There was not a single approach. We
held it open, even after I gave the Parliament details of the Multiplex proposition - and John
Roberts was very public in criticising me for standing in this place and saying, "Can anyone
better this offer?" - and not one person came forward. If anyone out there was dinkumn about
wanting to do the job, it would have taken only a telephone call.
Mr Lewis: Was there a written brief in respect of the invitation to tender?
Mr McGINTY: Yes. A letter was sent out to companies, seeking expressions of interest, and
explaining the concept. The member does not understand that we were not seeking to get
intimately detailed proposals. We asked people whether they were interested in the concept.
One company expressed an interest, and having presented the details of that to the Parliament
we then left the way open for other companies to come forward, and not one company did.
We can play all sorts of little semantic games. The bottom line is that only one company in
Western Australia was prepared to take on this project, not because anything was concocted
but simply because that was the only company which thought it could make it work. The
tender process was absolutely standard and regular. There is no way that anyone can criticise
the process that was involved.
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Mr Cowan: It was not a tender process. You called for expressions of interest, and two
companies expressed an interest. One dropped off and you had one left, and it got the job.
You did not call for tenders.
Mr MeGIT4TY: Putting semantics to one side, any companies that could conceivably have
had an interest in this project were given more than adequate opportunity to flag their
interest, yet none did.
Several members interjec ted.
The SPEAKER: Order! I have been out of the Chair for a while but I cannot imagine that
this is the way that we have been proceeding. The Minister is not renowned for having one
of the softest voices in the place, but I simply cannot hear what he is saying and people are
having their own conversations about it. It would be fair if I look after everybody's interests
and say, "Give me an indication of who wants to speak next, and I will give him or her the
opportunity", and if I tell everybody else, "Hang on to whatever you have to say until you
have the opportunity to speak, and I will make sure that no-one interjects on you." I was
actually looking at the Opposition, but I was addressing that comment to everybody. I would
love to hear what the Minister has to say for the next 12 minutes.
Mr McGINTY: Thank you, Mr Speaker. The second paragraph of the motion is that the
Minister failed to reveal vital details of the project when announcing it to Parliament on 4
June. I suspect that may arise out of some misunderstanding of what the project comprises.
At the moment, there is no approval for a car park to be erected on the Kings Park side of the
road.
'Mr MacKinnon: Are you saying there will not be a car park?
Mr McGINTY: I am saying there is no approval.
Mr MacKinnon: But there will be a car park?
Mr McGINTY: I expect that there will be because of the great amount of public use to
which the ground floor will be put.
Mr MacKinnon: A multistoried car park on the Kings Park side?
Mr MeGINTY: I would not say yes to that at all. I will tell members opposite for their own
edification what are the procedures involved in this. The Heritage Council of Western
Australia has the responsibility to determine all the issues in relation to the development. It
has given no approval for a car park on the Kings Park side of the road. Perhaps at the end of
the day the Heritage Council will give that approval, but it certainly has not done so to date.
The Heritage Council has been discussing the question of car parking facilities.
Mr Donovan:, That is provided for in the plans, and today it is looking at the revised
drawings.
Mr McGINTY: I have not seen any revised drawings so I do not know what the member is
talking about. Multiplex has put forward a proposal for a multistoried car park on that side
of the. road. As I understand it - and I am not privy to the discussions of the Heritage
Council - it has not been approved and there is considerable debate within the Heritage
Council about whether it should be approved.
Mr Donovan: There is considerable debate within the community about whether it should be
approved.
Mr McGINTY: Sure, but the Heritage Council has been given responsibility for the approval
process. I simply make the point that, while approval has been given for the restoration of
the existing building, and while it has been endorsed in principle that a new building can be
erected between the existing building and the river, there has been no endorsement by the
Heritage Council of its scale, height, or anything of that nature. Therefore, we are still
talking about what was derailed to Parliament on 4 June. 1 detailed an offer that we had
received. It is important to bear in mind that it was just an offer. A number of the derails in
the offer were changed in the contract that was ultimately drawn up, and members opposite
would appreciate that the contract was far more derailed than the original offer.
Mr Cowan: Has the contract been signed?
Mr McGINTY: Yes, it was signed a month or two ago. It preceded the debate in the
Parliament.
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Mr Lewis: I think it was 16 June. It was done pretty quickly, was ic not?
Mr McG[NTY: If one gets competent legal advice, there is no reason why these sorts of
things should take forever. It is a complicated, 95 page document, which put together all the
essential elements. Its drafting is a delight, and it spells out clearly the rights and obligations
of a the parties, which is absolutely necessary. The day after that contract was signed, I
made it public so that everyone would have the opportunity to read through it and to be fully
aware of what was negotiated and proposed, and it was released to anyone who wanted it. A
number of people came to my office to pick up a copy of the contract because they were
interested in it.
Mr Court: Is there sewerage to the site?
Mr McGINTY: Part of the proposed works is to run a sewer line from the brewery buildibng
around to the corner near the Mount Hospital. The estimated cost of those works is
$400 0100. At the moment there is no deep sewerage.
Mr Cowan: Are you prepared co table a copy of the contract?
Mr McGINTY: Sure. I have made it publicly available, and I am happy to table it.
Mr Wiese: Who will pay the headworks charges on that sewerage line?
Mr McGINTY: The developer will have to meet all the capital works costs associated with
the project, on a non-recourse basis so that if the project falls over after Multiplex has spent
$500 000 or $1 million, the Government will have no exposure to any financial risk involved
with the proposal.
Several members interjeced.
The SPEAKER: Order! Ir is particularly unreasonable to expect the Minister to speak in this
House when there is a constant flow of interjections and questions. During the past five
minutes that I have listened to the debate, the Minister has not been able to finish the answer
to one interjection before the next interjection has started. That is unfair and improper, and it
bites into question time, which will take place in the very near future.
Mr McGINTY: To the best of my knowledge and ability, I accurately reported to the
Parliament on 4 June the details of the Multiplex offer as it stood at that time. The precise
details, including car parking and the scale of the new building, have not been resolved, so I
am not able to say that is the precise scope of the works to be performed on that site. The
question of use has been resolved, and from what I have seen of the plans, which have been
distributed widely, they have been well received in the community, particularly with the
great emphasis that they place on public access to the ground floor of the building. It cannot
be said in any sense that I failed to reveal vital details of the project when I announced it to
the Parliament, because at that stage it was in the nature of an offer and a lot of the details
which I presume have been alluded to were not there. I reported the details as they were at
that time to the best of my ability, and I think members will find from Hansard that those
details were reported accurately. I hope that within the next few months I will be able to
present the final proposal, including a pedestrian accessway, an accessway to the river, and
other details.
Mr MacKinnon: The car park!
Mr McCINTY: Sure, when that issue is resolved. The issues have not been resolved so I
cannot be criticised for not giving details.
Mr MacKinnon. You cannot give details of a building to which you have committed this
State?
Mr McGINTY: We gave those details.
Mr MacKinnon: Tell us about the car park - you expect us to support it.
Mr McCIINTY: The member should clean the wax from his ears. He should listen to people
when they talk, rather than shake his head. It is a bad human trait. If the member listened he
would understand exactly what is going on.
Several members interjected.
Mr McGINTY: The third point in this motion; namely, that the financial arrangements
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entered into represent a very poor return for the State, is wrong. It is as simple as that. Any
independent observer would verify that view.
Mr Court: We have asked a few.
Mr McGINTY: It is unfortunate that the Leader of the Opposition does not have any people
who are prepared to be quoted on that. Other people eminent in the property area rake a
different view. I refer now to "The 7.30 Report" on 5 June where a number of key property
developers around town were asked what they thought of the proposal. David Mortimer
from London House Capital was interviewed. He said -

Developers of quality are very thin on the ground should I say, and it's really a buyers
market. I mean, the Government, if you consider them a seller of a project, to get a
quality developer to engage in it, I think they're very lucky to have Multiplex.
So I think Multiplex are quite courageous in their assessment of the project.
Obviously John Robents is a very astute man, so he has done his sums. But looking at
the figures and data that's available to us, at this stage, it looks a bit lean.

Mr MacKinnon interjected.
Mr McGINTY: Be quiet!
Mr MacKinnon: Has he done his sums?
Mr McGINTY: The member is an empty vessel. Warren Tucker, who would be well known
to many members, is a well known property consultant around town. He said -

Most developers in this town and investors have entered into long lease terms well in
excess of 65 years, because it is generally accepted, by financiers and developers, that
you really need closer to 100 years -

Mr MacKinnon interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I apologise for the interruption, but if the member for Jandako:
continues with that sort of behaviour I will have to take action under Standing Orders. I amn
reluctant to do that. I have asked nicely for cooperation on a number of occasions. I think
this now is the time to come to order.
Mr McGINTY: Warrn Tucker said -

If I was an adviser to the Government on this issue, I think what the Government has
done is the right thing. They've selected those that they believe locally are capable of
doing the job, and out of it has emerged one group who said yes, we'll go it on the
terms and conditions that they have stated.

Gerald Major of the Building Owners and Managers Association said -

BOMA supports the re-development or other-wise of the site where it doesn't cost the
taxpayer any mon~rey-

These are commercial property people around town who know what they are talking about.
Mr Court: Have they seen the lease?
The SPEAKER: Order? That is not the way to interject. It is rude, aggressive and
unparliamentary. The member should wait until the appropriate time if he wants to interject.
Mr McGIiNTY: All the independent commercial advice is to the effect that the Government
has made a very good deal- I would rather take people of that calibre andI others who have
praised the deal ahead of members of the Opposition who axe simply trying to make political
points. Another factor that members should bear in mind is that the Valuer General gave the
site - if it had attached to it the requirement of heritage restoration - a value of negative
$9 million.
Several members interjected.
Mr McGINTY: Members opposite do not understand, so they can laugh all they like. If
members opposite had $40 million to do the redevelopment they would be most welcome to
put in a submission. They have missed the boar.
The proposal has been warmly welcomed by financial and property commentators around
town. It is a good deal. Members opposite should understand that very few people are
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prepared to take a risk. If the one who chooses to take the risk happens to make a profit,
good luck to him. It has been accepted that it is a risky project. If we can get out of it what
we want - that is, a restored heritage building and some return to the Government - then good
luck to the Government. The other component that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
glossed over very readily is the nature of the return to Government. It is a rental return
during the life of the lease. On each and every assignment of the lease, there will be a 20 per
cent capital gain which will accrue to the developer and return to the Government. That will
represent the most significant source of cash flow during the life of the project. At the end of
the lease period we will have a fully restored heritage building which will be an enormous
asset for the people of this State. In economic and financial terms, that is better than asking
people in this State to inject another $3 million to return the site to blades of grass which no-
one will use.
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [4.46 pm]: I seek this early opportunity to speak
during this debate to make a few points because the last time this question was before the
House I was denied the opportunity to make a reasonable presentation. Bearing in mind that
I have something of a pivotal role in this issue I suggest it is only fair that I have a reasonable
opportunity to express my point of view.
The Government should not have bought the old Swan Brewery. The Government has done
the wrong thing by the people of this State in spending $14.5 million on what is now an
absolute eyesore. When the late Pamn Buchanan moved her motion in this House, the effect
of which was to have the brewery demolished, two options were presented. The first option
was to support the motion and hopefully see the building removed. The second option was
for the building to be refurbished at considerable additional cost to the taxpayers. I was not
prepared to support the proposition that the long-suffering taxpayers of this State put one
extra cent into the building. That is still my point of view. The long-suffering taxpayers of
this State should not be required to pay any more for that building. I do not have any strong
regard for the building. I do not subscribe to the view of architects and others in this town
that it is a building of great heritage value. That is my personal judgment. However, others
see it differently. I took the trouble today to spend an hour with the architects for the project.
When it is completed the project will be a facility of value to the community.
I return to the situation that presented itself when last this matter was before the House. It
was a proposition by my colleague, the member for Perth, the effect of which was to have the
building demolished. At that point members were faced with a couple of alternatives: The
first was to support the member for Perth's proposition, the upshot of which was that it
would cost more than $3.5 million to obtain another couple of hundred metres of river
foreshore, a commodity of which we are not very short; the second was to accept that private
enterprise be involved and at no cost to the taxpayers to refurbish the building to satisfy a
significant number of people in the community who wanted to see it preserved. I do not
care, frankly, whether it is preserved or whether it is knocked down, but I am not prepared to
see the taxpayers of the State put another dollar into the facility.
Mr Cowan: What about getting a dollar back?
Mr THOMPSON: I will address that in a moment. I invite members of this House to look at
the plans. I am sure the architect would be pleased to make a presentation to members.
Mr MacKinnon: Does the plan show a car park?
Mr THOMPSON: Yes, there is provision for a car park. The architect pointed out that the
proposal had not been accepted by the Heritage Council of Western Australia. He took the
trouble to see me today although he had only last night returned from the Eastern States
where he had spent some considerable time with the foremost heritage architect in Australia,
who has been retained by the Heritage Council. Following discussions with the architect
commissioned by the Heritage Council to look after its interests, Multiplex's architect is
going back to the drawing board to design a car park which will be more acceptable to the
Heritage Council. Before members make any comment about the plan they should have a
look at it. They should pay this House the respect of not talking about something that they
have not seen and discuss the plan with the architect. I questioned the architect on some
references in the drawings to additional facilities and the office space that is planned for the
building envelope on the river side of the road, why it was there and whether the space
designated for offices was being increased. He said that it was needed for two purposes;
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first, to make the development commercially sound and, second, that architecturally it would
add to the features of the building. The other significant point is that no new buildings will
be constructed on a site which has not already had a building on it. Pan of the work that has
been done by the Government so far was to demolish part of the old Swan Brewery complex
on the university side of the site; so no more space has been created than was not there prior
to this refurbishment program caking place. The Heritage Council, which is in charge, has
accepted the proposal for that building.
Mr Wiese: It has destroyed its credibility totally.
Mr THOMPSON: That is the opinion of the member for Wagin; however, the Heritage
Council is a body set up under an Act of this Parliament.
Mr MacKinnon: Was its job to be a planning approval authority?
Mr THOMPSON: The Act makes provision for that.
Mr MacKinnon: Was that its job?
Nfr Pearce: Why did you support it?
Mr THIOMPSON: The Act makes provision for planning approvals, and I see absolutely
nothing wrong with that provision. If the member for Jandakot did not want that provision in
the Act he should have knocked it out.
Mr Clarko: When [ read the Bill it did not appear to have the extended connotation we have
today.
Mr THOMPSON: I find it strange that the party of which I was once a member, which said
it would set up mechanisms to fast-track projects and to get rid of this nonsense of being held
up by bureaucratic red tape when presented with a proposition that does precisely that,
grizzles:.
Mr Ciarko: What qualifications has the Heritage Council?

Mr THOMPSON: The architect Ian Molyneux commands the highest respect and has
engaged the most prominent architects and engineers on the project.
Mr Clarko: And has-overridden the powers of the City of Perth, that I would rather trust than
this mob.
Mrt THOMPSON: If the Government were to build a school on this site it would not have to
go near the City of Perth for planning approval.
Mr Clarko: But it probably would.
Mr THOMPSON: So would the Heritage Council, but it will not allow the sorts of delays
that have occurred in similar projects. I do not see anything wrong with getting on with the
job.
Mr Wiese: What do you think about adding to the building that you are supposed to be
preserving?
Mr THOMPSON: It is an integral part of the overall development.
Mr Wiese: It is an integral new part of our heritage?
Mr THOMPSON: An architect said to me today that if that building were not there it would
detract from the aesthetic feel of the whole. project. I am prepared to accept what the
architect said because he is an expent in the field. It is not just his view, but also the view of
the Heritage Council.
Mr Strickland: What about the other points of view?
Mr THOMPSON: I have spoken to the architect involved and I have heard the views of the
foremost heritage architect in Australia, who has been commissioned by the Heritage
Council to represent its view.
Mr MacKinnon: He has a vested interest.
Mr THOMPSON: I suppose if one has this conspiratorial mentality one can find dirt
anyway, I am prepared to make a judgment based on long experience. I am not simply
going to jump to the conclusion that some people want me to jump to because it is self-
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serving for them to have me do so. I make my judgments on what I perceive to be the
situation. I am prepared to accept that the Heritage Council is doing the job in accordance
with the legislation passed by this Parliament. In assisting it to do that job it has engaged the
foremost architects and engineers for the technical requirements and they will ensure that the
planning is designed to the appropriate standards. I have met other Independents and
members of the Brewery Action Group. I have had to tell them forthrightly that I did niot
subscribe to the view that, for instance, health issues will be overlooked simply because the
Heritage Council will be the approving authority. No-one will convince me that the Heritage
Council, the architects and the engineers will not consult the Perth City Council, the Health
Department and a range of other people. I am absolutely convinced that all the architectural
and technical standards will be more than met on this project and I reckon that anyone who
suggests that they will not be met is not prepared to be dinkum. Let us be up-front.
Philosophically, the Opposition is opposed to the redevelopment of the old Swan Brewery
site and that is its business; that is fine.
Mr Strickland: That is condescending of you.
Mr THOMPSON: It is not condescending, it is a recognition of the fact. However, members
of the Opposition should not expect me to share their view.
Mr MacKinnon: The Opposition has not changed its position;, it is being consistent.
Mr THOMPSON: I am not saying that the Opposition has not been consistent, all I am
saying is that I have a different point of view. There is a need for people in this place to take
action. I suggest we try every day to create more jobs for the one million Australians who
are at home looking at their ankles. A result of this projec going ahead immediately will be
that some of those people -will obtain a job. That is a significant factor in this proposal.
In relation to the commercial aspects of this proposal I have heard all sorts of suggestions
about what it is worth and the rest of it. I heard the Minister read the transcript of interview
conducted with people from the commercial world. I am aware also that the Minister
decided to adopt an arm's length approach to this proposal and engage people from the
commercial world and a firm of solicitors to do the negotiations.
Mr MacKinnon: Who were they?
Mr THOMPSON: I do not know.
Mr MacKinnon: Who were they, Minister?
Mr McGinty: The Capital Management Group.
Mr THOMPSON: Which firm of solicitors was involved?
Mr McGinty: Mvallesons.
Mr THOMPSON: Someone will probably walk up to me during the dinner break and say,
"Do you know this and that about MallesonsT' I am prepared to accept the word of the
Minister that the best commercial deal possible has been wrung out of this crowd.
People keep telling me that no-one else had an opportunity to put in a proposal. I have been
in touch with some of the people who were invited to do so and a number of them who
wanted to chose not to for a variety of reasons. I have asked the Government why, when
there are half a dozen builders around the town that it could have dealt with, it chose to deal
with Fatty Roberts. I recognise the political downside of that and the Government is not
stupid - it would have recognised it too. I am not here to denigrate Roberts. All I am saying,
is that I am sure the Government would have embraced any other builder in this town had he
been interested in the development. The fact is that no-one else wanted to have a go at it.
I have also listened to people who criticise the fact that there will be a quid in this for
Roberts. I was a member of the Liberal Party, but I am still a supporter of the free enterprise
ethic and am someone who does not believe that "profit" is a dirty word.
Mr Bloffwitch: But not at public expense, surely?
Mr THOMPSON: Okay. However, the deal was organised by commercial people with
guidance from a well known firm of solicitors.
Mr Shave: Would you agree that Laurie Connell had good solicitors representing him who
were also ethical?
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Mr THOMPSON: Yes.
Mr Shave: A number of people around this town do not think he was ethical.
Mr THOMPSON: I am talking about the arrangement which was done by commercial
people commissioned by the Government to look after its interests with a firm of solicitors to
oversee that arrangemlent. There is no doubt in my mind that the deal is as good as could
have been extracted. I do not deny that there will be a profit in this for Multiplex. Why else
would it want to be involved?
Much has been said about the traffic situation in that area. The plans that I saw today reveal
that traffic travelling towards the brewery from the city will move into a left hand lane and
go onto the brewery site, where there will be a set down area for people who want to alight
from taxis and the like. Cars will then proceed through a tunnel under Mounts Bay Road and
come up on the other side of the road to a car park.
Mr MacKinnon: A multistoried car park.
Mr THOMPSON: What is die hang-up about multistoried car parks?
Mr MacKinnon: I strongly oppose multistoried car parks on the edge of the river and on the
edge of Kings Park.
Mr THOMPSON: The member is entitled to that view. However, one of the criticisms by
the Opposition when the proposal was first put up related to traffic. We cannot have a
development like this if we do not have a car park. I am convinced that the architects
looking after the project will make that car park as sympathetic to the environment as
possible. The architect proposes continuing the avenue of trees that now goes along Mounts
Bay Road but which stops far short of the development. Mature trees will be put in and they
will, to a large extent, hide the car park. The building that will be put there will not be like
the car park at Royal Perth Hospital, which looks like a concrete jungle. The building will be
the same architectural design as the buildings on the brewery site. It will blend in with what
is there already. I see absolutely nothing wrong with the provision of a car park to cater for
the people who will go there. I am critical of what happened at the Superdome. I do not
think enough car accommodation is provided. When a show is held there, one cannot park
within a reasonable distance of the building.
Mr MacKinnon: That place was developed on the same terms as this one.
Mr THOMPSON: Okay, but they did not put in enough car parking facilities.
Mr MacKinnon: Do you know that there will be a bridge linking the development and the
car park?
Mr THOMPSON: Yes, I will come to that. When a car enters the mnultistorey car park
which is so offensive to so many people, there will be a place for people to alight. They will
then enter a lift which will rake them to the level of their choice and they will walk across a
bridge over Mounts Bay Road.
Mr Clarko: An ugly bridge. It is not good heritage stuff.
Mr THOMPSON: It may not be good heritage stuff, but it will be much better than squashed
humans. If this proposal is to go ahead, it will have to have these bits and pieces attached to
it to make it work.
Mr Clarko: All you have done is prove why we should not have that building.
Mr THOMPSON: In the member's mind. Has the member seen the plans?
Mr Clarke: I have seen hundreds of plans. Most of the plans drawn by architects do not
resemble the finished product.
Mr THOMPSON: The member should not allow me to interpret them for him. He should
have a look at them.
Mr Clarke: I am totally opposed to it. If the Taj Mahal were built on that site, I would
oppose it too.
Mr THOMPSON: The member and I differ on this matter and we are entitled to differ. I
said to him earlier that I do not care whether the building stays or goes; I do not want to see
taxpayers put in any more money. This is a free enterprise solution to the problem and it is
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supported by the third in charge of the member's outfit. It was he who put forward the
proposition.
Mr Clarko: At a quarter to six on the morning chat the Government announced char it had
bought the site, I spoke to the member for Jandakot and we agreed that the building should
be demolished, That is where our policy began.
Mr THOMPSON: Is that how the Opposition arrives at all of its policies?
Mr Claz-ko: That was our first discussion. I rang him and asked him what he thought.
Mr THOMPSON: Many more issues are involved in this matter than can be decided by two
members of Parliament saying at 6.00 am one day that the building had to go. A number of
people on this side of the Parliament do not share the view held by the member for Marmnion.
I will not be explicit about who those people are as I do not wish to dob them in. Hon
Norman Moore is clearly on the record as saying that not only should this building be
refurbished and retained, but also that it should be done in the way the Government is doing
it.

Mr Kierath: He is not the 31C, he is the 71C.
Mr THOMPSON: Ali right, he is the 7IC. However, he came forward with a proposition. I
do not think the Government copied him, but it was probably pleased he said what he did. I
have no strong feeling for the building. If it could be removed without costing taxpayers
anything I would hold a different point of view. However, the fact is that it can be
refurbished satisfying a number of people in the community who want it refurbished. Those
are not people of inconsequence. Many architects and planners have contacted me saying
that the facility should be retained.
I am prepared to concede to the Opposition that the majority of people in Western Australia
would like to see the building demolished. However, I place the people in three categories in
relation to this matter: Firstly, those who vigorously support retaining the building and
refurbishing it - a not insignificant number of people; secondly, those who want the building
demolished - also a not insignificant group; thirdly, the majority of Western Australians
who, like me, want to see this shemozzle come to an end. The perception of the people in
that third category is that the only way to get rid of this problem is to demolish the building.
However, I am convinced that once the building is refurbished and up and running it will get
their support.
A couple of years ago the Kalamunda Shire decided to redevelop the centre of Kalamunda.
All hell broke loose. Members of the community said they did not want the development,
that no-one would support it, and that it would be a white elephant. After the building was
completed people said it was not bad and that they now had more shops and a nice facility to
use. People who had said, "I will never shop there," could not get back into the place quick
enough to do their shopping. People's views change once they see something. It is
impossible for many people to imagine that this derelict building could ever look beautiful
again. However, when it is refurhished and looks beautiful a high percentage of the people
who presently say it should be demolished will say it was not a bad idea to refurbish it.
Many people who were diametrically opposed to the establishment of the casino - of which I
am not a lover -have changed their minds about it, particularly those who have derived an
income and activity from it that otherwise would not have existed. This new facility will not
cost the people a penny to complete. In the process of reconstruction it will generate some
much needed jobs for people who cannot presently get them. It will satisfy a number of
people in the community who believe the building should be refurbished. Unfortunately,
there must be losers such as the people with whom I sympathise; that is, Robert Bropho, Bill
Ethel] - even though he runs around saying nasty things about me - and Shirley Delahunty. I
respect their views and understand their passion about this matter. However, we cannot all
be winners in this situation; some must win and others must lose. My judgment is that the
proposal the Government has put forward is a commonsense solution to a problem this
Government got us into - and I castigated it for having got the people of the State on the
hook - and I will do whatever I can to help get this blot on our landscape out of the way at no
cost to taxpayers.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [5.15 put]: The National Party has
not changed its view or policy on this matter; that is, that the brewery should be demolished
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and the site returned to public open space as part of Kings Park creating a river foreshore
access to those parts of Kings Park around the War Memorial which already provide
commercial facilities. That has always been the policy of the National Party; that is, that the
only development in that area should be associated with public open space and not the sort of
development put forward by the Government.
One must examine the reasons the Government put this proposal forward. In doing that, I
will take issue with the Minister about a number of remarks he has made. He stood in this
place today saying that he did not approach any company about this development. H~e then
commented that he had approached a number of companies and in that instance he got it
righL. A process was entered into under which eight companies were approached and asked
to express an interest. Two companies expressed an interest, one conditionally. Of the two
companies that expressed an interest one finally said it was prepared to redevelop the site.
The Minister said that by doing that the tendering process was followed. That was not a
tendering process. The Minister can call it what he likes, but it certainly was not that.
The Minister may have had the safeguards implemented that were addressed by the member
for Darling Range, in that he handed responsibility to a select group of people with expertise
in the area who introduced some of the conditions the Government wanted and saw to it that
the final contract, even though not tabled - and I would still appreciate a copy of it - was
reached- I accepted that as an accurate narration by the Minister of how Multiplex secured
the contract to redevelop this site. However, that does not coincide with the comments he
made in June when he said, "The companies approached us."
Mr McGinty: Back in May two companies approached us.
Mr COWAN: No, the Minister approached them.
Mr McGinty: No. In May we went out to the eight companies. That was a separate exercise
triggered by Multiplex and another company whose name I cannot recall but can find out if
the member wishes.
Mr COWAN: The Minister is talking of two separate instances.
Mr McGinty: Yes. I will explain briefly what happened. The Government received two
approaches in March from people saying they were interested. I think on I May Multiplex
camne back saying it was positively interested and the other company said it was not
interested. We then went to the seven or eight companies on the list.
Mr COWAN: I am pleased that the Minister has clarified the matter, because the way he

-debated it seemed to be in complete contradiction with what he is recorded in H-ansard as
saying on 4 June. He has now clarified the matter; that in the first place an approach was
made to him and in the second place he made an approach to the other companies. The way
the matter was explained originally it seemed that both actions were related.
Mr McGinty: I am sorry.
Mr COWAN: It should be I who said that, because I thought the Minister was contradicting
what he said on 4 June.
I turn now to the motion itself. The project was not awarded on the basis of an open and
competitive tender - I think, from the words of the Minister for Heritage, that that is the case.
Expressions of interest were called, two positive responses - one donditional - were received,
one final expression of interest was retained, and from that expression of interest the
Government then entered into a negotiated contract. It was not a tender, and it was not a
public tender - and there is a substantial difference. I think most members of Parliament and
most members of the public would acknowledge the difference and would- say that when
dealing with an asset of this nature it would have been far more appropriate for the
Government to go through the formal processes of public tendering. It is not an adequate
defence for the Minister to say, "We went through it by these means and nobody showed an
interest when, by waving a piece of paper in this place, I invited people to submit an
alternative proposal." That is not good enough when we are talking about the most prime
piece of real estate in Australia. It is a piece of foreshore with 400 ha of bushland behind it;
it is an absolutely beautiful piece of real estate and the Minister certainly did not call public
tenders for the development of that property.
The details of the project were not announced or revealed in June; they were revealed only
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after the contract was signed. Let us talk about the project. I do nor bear John Roberts of
Multiplex Coinstructions Ply Ltd any grudge at all - I salute him for his acumen and his
preparedness to take on all the difficulties associated with the redevelopment of the old Swan
Brewery site. My personal view is that it is a terrible building, and I have some reason for
saying that: When I was a schoolboy I used to walk past it every day, and past the other
brewery, which fortunately has been knocked down. I see no aesthetic quality in that
building, and above all there is very little heritage value. That is a personal opinion, and
people will tell me I am wrong about that.
Let us look now at the priorities of the Government: Up until now the Government has sunk
a vast amount of money into that site - someone said $14 million and I think that is about
right - yet in my view the site has no heritage value at all. Mvembers should compare that
with the heritage value of the Swan Valley, where a Government department is letting
everyone know that it has a plan that will take 8 500 ha of land from the Swan Valley and
destiny its heritage value completely. So, if we are talking about heritage, where are the
comparative values of this Government? Perhaps if we look at these issues we might make a
determination as to why the Government has followed this path - and it is a very simple path.
If ever there was a memorial to the failure of this Government to make decisions, it is the old
Swan Brewery. It is the most visible memorial to the inertia and the folly of this
Government and its predecessors, and something had to be done. Notwithstanding the fact
that 60 per cent of Western Australians want to see the brewery demolished and the site
returned to public open space, and want that foreshore linked with the Kings Park
development up by the State War Memorial, the Government sought to choose an alternative.
It has given a contract to a person who has a record of restoration which I believe is second
to none in Western Australia. All of us have visited one of the sites where that restoration
has taken place - and I refer to the farm he has at Ellen brook, Bishop's House, the property
on the corner of Mount Street and St George's Terrace, and Forrest's home. There are a
number of places where restoration has been done which demonstrates that Multiplex has the
capacity, and its proprietor the desire, to restore buildings to a standard which is quite superb.
Mr C.J. Barnett: There is no doubt of that at all.
Mr COWAN: He had the guts to take on some of the vexatious issues - the Aboriginal issues
which relate to that area of land - and he will undoubtedly do very well out of it; and good
luck to him. However, I would like the Government to acknowledge just once that the
reason it is proceeding with this site in this way is that it wants to remove the memorial to its
own inadequacies and put in its place something which might say to the public, "Look, we
are getting a little better. Your confidence in us should be restored and you can vote for us
come February." That is what it is all about. If we were to remove the old Swan Brewery
altogether and return the site to public open space there would be no testimony. There would
be proof that the Government had acted but there would be no memorial to the fact that the
Government had something which the public might be able to use. I do not think I would
join the Minister for a meal down theme but certainly I would not be the least bit frightened to
be seen in the same restaurant as he, enjoying the facilities if they were provided. Much as I
am opposed to it and do not agree with it there is no question that if the facility is built
people will use it. However, the Government should be honest about this and admit that the
decision was made not because of the heritage value of the property, nor for any purpose
other than that this Government wants to turn a building that is a memorial to its inadequacy
and its inability to make decisions and govern this State into a building which is a memorial
which shows that it has been able to do something.
One or two other issues associated with this motion should be dealt with. Paragraph (c) of
the motion states that the financial arrangements entered into represent a very poor return to
the State of Western Australia. I suppose that is true but when one is desperate, as the
Government is, we could not really expect any return. The only return will be in the
utilisation of the facilities and my view is that, irrespective of what is there, that facility will
be utilised. If it were public open space and the buildings there were commensurate only
with the use of public open space it would still be used and the return to the State would be
what the people who made use of it got out of it. There is to be no financial return and, as
the member for Darling Range said, the fact that the State has no mote financial commitment
to that area would be something of a relief to the taxpayers of Western Australia.
Finally, I refer to the Heritage Council of Western Australia. I am as aware as anybody that

3947



3948 [ASSEMBLY]

the Act contains those provisions, and I think the Minister would also be aware that those
planning powers can only be transferred to the Heritage Council subject to the Parliament's
approval. I would suggest to the Minister that it is most unlikely that he will receive
parliamentary approval for that; he will have to go through the proper planning processes,
which is exactly as it should be.
I want to reaffim the position of the National Party. We strongly oppose the redevelopment
of t old Swan Brewery site. We bear the person who was successful in negotiating that
redevelopment no grudge whatsoever. We deplore the way in which the Government entered
into the contract with that developer because it was not done via the public tendering system
as the Minister claimed it was. We feel that the reason behind this is that the Government
wants to remove a memorial to its own inadequacies. Those are the facts of this case. We
support the motion moved by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Donovan.

[Questions without notice taken.J
Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT (FINANCIAL INTERESTS) BILL 1989
Cormmittee

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Chairman of Committees (Dr Alexander)
in the Chair, Dr Lawrence (Premier) in charge of the Bill.
Clause 1: Short title -
Progress was reported on the clause after the following amendment had been moved -

Page 1, lines 4 and 5: To delete "Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Bill
1989" and substitute "Financial Interests Ace 1991 ".

Mr WATT: Although strictly speaking the amendment proposes to delete certain words, to
focus on the matter and consider it in the proper context we should also consider the words
that are proposed to be inserted in their place. The Premier made a number of remarks in
reply, to which I should respond. Among other things the Premier suggested that the move
by the Opposition to include others, such as chief executive officers of departments and the
like, within the ambit of this legislation was in some way premature because nobody had
spoken to them about it. However, the amendments have been on the Notice Paper for
approximately three years, and it is an absolute farce to suggest that a reason for not moving
in this direction is that the people who would be affected by them or the Government had not
had a chance to consider them, or that nobody had canvassed their views about whether they
should be included. This Bill is not about whether those people or anybody else wants to be
included but rather about whether they should be included. As I said in my introductory
remarks, if we are to enact this legislation we should include decision makers and those who
influence decisions. Chief executive officers will have far more influence on many more
decisions than will many members of Parliament. The member for Marmion made that point
quite well. I do not sign cheques for the Government or decide where Government money
will be spent. I have enough trouble trying to convince Governments of all political
persuasions that they should spend money in my electorate. I would like to think that
members of Parliament have influence but they do not have individual and direct power.
Clearly, some of the people in senior positions have the capacity to influence the decision
mating process in a very significant way. When the Premier responded she said the
Opposition wanted to prevent this legislation from applying to members of Parliament. The
Opposition does not want to prevent that, and it is very clear from the nawure of the
amendments it is moving that not only does it accept the legislation, but also it wants to
expand it.
In the process of enlarging the legislation one gets into the area of confidentiality, If one is
to include some of the other people mentioned, the process we are espousing - that is, that
there should be a rather more confidential method of recording and keeping this information
through the Supreme Court - is more appropriate for people who are not members of
Parliament. Members of Parliament by the very nature of the campaign they must conduct to
be elected run the gauntlet of public scrutiny pretty thoroughly. If one were a bit slow
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paying one's debts, owed a lot of money around town or had special interests in a company, I
doubt whether one could stand for an election to Parliament without that information
becoming well known in the community.
Mr Graham: What if, for example, a mining company gave the Minister for Mines a parcel
of shares? Would that be scrutinised publicly?
Mr WATT: Shareholdings in public companies are public knowledge; no screy exists
about that sort of information. My point is that the public have many opportunities to find
out the sont of information that I am talking about. The purpose of this amendment is simple;
it is to widen the net and provide a discreet mechanism for members of Parliament and others
to be involved in the same situation so that their affairs can be scrutinised in a discreet way
should there be any reason to suspect a conflict of interest.
Let us, for example, look at some of the revelations which have come from the Royal
Commission in particular, matters related to Kevin Edwards and Len Brush, two prime
examples of the sort of people who were heading up Government agencies. Clearly those
two people had the capacity to greatly influence Government spending. I do not make any
accusations, but they could possibly have benefited themselves in the process. What about
the Midland Saleyards business?
Clearly the Premier has indicated that technical advisers to Ministers should not be included
in this legislation. She complains that that matter is not clearly defined. That could be
overcome easily. I again am not making any accusations, but technical advisers to the
Minister at the time of the sale of the Midland Saleyards could have easily entered into a
scheme or an arrangement to benefit themselves or someone close to them. If this legislation
is to have any sense, integrity or worthwhile purpose and is to cover, as stated in the second
reading speech, decision makers in the political arena, the net must be widened to include
these people. If it is widened, the title of the Bill should be changed.
Mr CLARKO: The Premier has indicated that she will not support this amendment, which is
a precursor to a subsequent amendment enabling the inclusion of chief executive officers of
departments and other such people in this legislation. We all remember abrasive Pete, the
former Premier of Western Australia, Mr Peter Dowding, who ran on the slogan, "A future
you can believe in."
Mr Watt: Did you call him "abrasive"?
Mr GLARED: Yes, "Carborundumn Pete".
Mr Watt: I thought he was known as "Smooth Pierre".
Mr CLARKO: He was one of the most abrasive people in this Parliament in the time I have
been here.
Dr Lawrence: It is extremely brave of the member to say such things in the absence of this
person.
Mr CLARKO: I said such things, and much stronger ones, when he was here.
Dr Lawrence: Members opposite were complaining this afternoon about obserations made
by a member of Parliament not in the Parliament.
Mr CLARXO: The Premier is the grossest hypocrite about standards in this Parliament
because she promised one thing at the beginning and then went in the opposite direction, yet
she sits here and continually makes sniping comments. The Premier cannot say that there is
anything dreadfully slanderous about calling Peter Dowding abrasive. If she does, she has a
different idea of the dictionary meaning from mine. There is no harm in making such
comments. The Premier is being super sensitive and is revealing her hypocrisy because
tomorrow she will come out with one of her nasty, waspish comments and think that is quite
all right.
Carborundum Pete said in his second reading speech on this legislation chat public disclosure
of the financial interests of members of parliament was a longstanding commitment of the
Labor Party at both State and Federal levels. He said that he noted the comments of Mr
Fitzgerald in his report to the Queensland Government on this matter where he said that the
financial interests of any parliamentarian or person in authority were of public significance.
That is the most powerful argument one can use for what we are trying to do with this
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amendment and the one which will follow later. Mr Dowding was saying that the financial
interests of persons in authority were of public nterest.

Dr Lawrence: What about his recommendations on spouses and families? The member must
either argue the whole case or not argue it. He cannot just quote Mr Fitzgerald as a source.
Mr CLARKO: I am taking this from the second reading speech of the man who introduced
this legislation three years ago and who stated that the financial interests of people in
authority were of public significance. One could not raise a stronger argument from the
Government side for the inclusion of chief executive officers of Government departments
and the like having their particulars revealed along with those of members of Parliament.
I have argued about the matter of spouses revealing their interests many times. This
legislation refers to "a member of Parliament". We all know that a plethora of people in our
community have money in their spouse's name. If one starts down that slippery path saying
that the spouse will not be brought in, one then introduces all sorts of opportunities for gross
evasions of this legislation. If one starts down the path of bringing in the spouse, does one
then bring in the parents of the husband and wife, their children, uncles and aunts and all the
rest of the family? The definition of "relative" in the Bill mentions parents, grandparents,
brother, sister, uncle, aunt, nephew, niece, or a lineal descendent of the member or the
member's spouse.
This legislation has chosen nor to include a spouse. As I said earlier today, the inquiry set up
by this Government when Jeff Car was Minister for Local Government to look into the
pecuniary interests of members of local authorities made a recommendation that included
any family member of a councillor. Interestingly, and additionally, so far as I know that is
the only study ever done in modern times into the pecuniary interests of such people. It
proposed that the interests of certain unspecified senior officers of local government should
be set out. As I understand, the committee recommended, in effect, a requirement that town
clerks, planners and others reveal their financial interests and the financial interests of their
undefined families.
That was a Government repon., which was dealt with only a few years ago, and I believe it is
the only study on this subject that was dealt with comprehensively. The report made about
10 recommendations, and I agreed with all but two of them, one of which was the matter
about which I am now talking. The Premier has a poor leg to stand on in respect of this
matter because her predecessor who introduced this Bill, Hon Peter Dowding, stated in his
second reading speech that the Government believed that all persons in authority should
reveal their financial interests. He totally embraced that concept. We now see a remarkable
volte-face. What we have before us today is absolutely incredible. The Government has not
produced a single example of how the declaration of financial interests in the State of
Western Australia over the past 100 years would have had an effect on the passage of
legislation in this Chamber.
Dr LAWRENCE: I indicated earlier OUr dissatisfaction with the various amendments that
will be moved by the Opposition, and I am prepared in the course of the Committee stage to
deal with those when they are raised. The reason that I do not accept the extension of the
title of the Bill at this stage is not that there is no case to be made for the proper treatment of
the financial interests of, for example, chief executive officers and those advisers to
Government which are not properly described in the Opposition's amendments, but it is
imnpontant that we take the first step. Today I looked again at the Opposition's amendments,
and they clearly are not satisfactory from the point of view of members of Parliament in
respect of the mechanism that is prescribed, nor of others whom the Opposition seeks to
include. I believe that members of Parliament are answerable to only one group of people;
namely, the electors. Therefore, it can only be the case that those interests are made public in
the public forum of the Parliament and are registered with the Clerk of the Parliament and
available for scrutiny.
However, in respect of the other groups mentioned by the members for Marmion and
Albany, there is a need for greater discretion because they are not answerable to the electors.
They may be answerable to the Public Service Commission under the various codes of
conduct or the provisions of the various Acts that prescribe their activities, and it is
important, as we deal with the question of directors' liabilities in Government trading
enterprises and other matters of that kind, that we move to establish a legal framework. At
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the moment, we have codes of conduct and the Public Service Act for CEOs and others, but
it is important to extend that to provide a proper framework with the appropriate level of
privacy but still with access to the key authorities which need to know about potential
conflicts of interest and so on. However, members of Parliament are in a different category.
They are clearly answerable to the public. It is not satisfactory to have a mechanism which is
administered by the Chief Justice, and I would be very surprised if he would welcome a
mechanism that would require members of the public to go on a fishing expedition to
determnine whether a potential conflict of interest existed.
Therefore, since I do not accept the mechanism that the Opposition provides for members of
Parliament, nor the way that it intends to define new groups in order to extend the provisions,
I am not prepared to accept the change of tide. At a future stage, the Parliament should
consider how best to deal with those other groups, and the Government is certainly willing to
do so.
Mr Cowan: Are you suggesting that you have not had enough time to chink about it?
Dr LAWRENCE: Today, as a matter of courtesy, I went back over the arguments and
observations that were made by the Opposition, and I found them as lacking in -

Mr Cowan: Your credibility will be seriously lacking.
Dr LAWRENCE: Not at all. If members opposite expect a debate on their amendments on
every occasion, then they are sadly mistaken. I did members opposite the courtesy of going
back over their amendments to see whether they were as deficient as I believed them to be,
and I still believe they are deficient, and perhaps even more so. I do not propose on behalf of
the Government to extend the Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Bill in the way
suggested by the Opposition, because members of Parliament are different. Members of
Parliament must be answerable to the community at large, and the financial interests of
members of Parliament should be in the public arena. In the future we may want to extend
other provisions which apply to public servants and technical advisers to Government, apart
from the code of conduct and the provisions for declaration of conflict of interest that alrady
apply. In my view, if we want to give that further legislative force, it should be under the
appropriate Act and not under this Act.
Mr Cowan: It is a cynical political exercise.
Dr LAWRENCE: No. The Opposition is engaging in a cynical political exercise because it
does not want disclosure. It wants secrecy, because the main theme of its amendments is to
ensure that the financial interests of members of Parliament are never declared or are so
rarely subject to scrutiny that they may just as well not be declared. I simply will not tolerate
that.
Mr WATT: The Leader of the National Party is quite right. What a farce we have just heard
from the Premier when she tries to tell us that after we have had a number of amendments on
the Notice Paper for something like three years, there has not been sufficient time for her to
consider them.
Dr Lawrence: I said that having reconsidered them, I found them as deficient as I did the
first time.
Mr WATT: The Premier has had three years. The Premier has an armny of staff to help her
to look at all these things, and to tell us that she has done us the courtesy of going back and
reconsidering these amendments, when the Bill has come on for debate for about the fourth
time in three years, is a joke. If that were not bad enough, five minutes ago some
amendments from the Premier were dropped onto my table. She should talk about having
enough time! I have not even had a chance to read them; I have been busy trying to organise
this debate.
The Premier, by way of interjection, tried to introduce the argument about the involvement of
the spouse and family. It is interesting that the Government's Bill, which has been on the
Notice Paper for about three years, does not mention spouse, family, or anything like that.
At least if the Government had put that in, if that was its desire, we could have argued about
that in a legitimate way. I made the point during the second reading debate that even though
I am less than happy about the spouse and family being included in the am bit of this Bill, and
I know that the National Party is strongly opposed to that, for reasons that I fully understand,

3951



the truth of the matter is that if this type of legislation is to have any integrity at all and is to
work, we need to cover those people.
It was interesting to hear the Minister for Justice, Hon David Smith, being interviewed on
ABC Radio on I I July. That interview followed an interview with Bruce Donaldson of the
Western Australian Municipal Association.
Mr Graham: He would be a Liberal candidate.
Mr WATT: Will that make some difference to the comments of the Minister for Justice?
The member is trying to score some cheap political point that has no significance to what I
am about to say. The Minister for Justice stated, in relation to local government, that -

My view in relation to pecuniary interest is that WAMA is not prepared to go far
enough, they're not willing to extend pecuniary interest declarations to the interest of
spouses and children, they're also not willing to, in relation to declarations on matters
raised before council, willing to extend it to parents and brothers and sisters..

Later on the Minister for Justice said -

We couldn't really satisfy the concerns that are out there in the community.
Later he said -

I think if Local Government wants to be treated in the same way as Federal and State
Governments, they really have to meet the same sorts of requirements Federal and
State Parliamentarians will have to meet in the future.

Clearly that gives the impression that the Minister for Justice was of the opinion that spouses
and families were included in this legislation, so it would seem that he has not read the Bill
in the last three years either. I can understand the point he is making. The fact is, he is
expecting local government to do something that the State Government is not even prepared
to put into the legislation governing its own members.
Mr Strickland: I wonder if he thought how he might practically implement it and whether
any law would enable a person to force their parents to sign a piece of paper to tell the world
what their investments and debts were.
Mr WATT: It also leads one to wonder whether there might be a further agenda that the
Minister for Justice let slip out - "Get a foot in the door and next time we will go a little
further.t One cannot help being more than just a little suspicious when the Government
carries on in this way.
I had a brief discussion with the Premier earlier today, and although it is clear there are some
areas where we have a difference of opinion, it is also clear that in some areas we can agree.
I would have thought that the smart thing for the Government to do with a matter of this kind
might be to convene an all-party committee to try to reach some consensus on what might be
done which would be acceptable to everybody. A little bipartisanship could have been
achieved in this matter had there been a genuine attempt at it. I am inclined to the view that
it is still not too late to try, because at the moment we are heading for window dressing at its
worst - a piece of legislation that will achieve absolutely nothing. As we have seen by the
Federal legislation, the declarations provided by Federal members are a joke. I had a copy of
the declarations of both Bob Hawke and Paul Keating, and they tell one absolutely nothing.
That is exactly what will happen if this Bill is passed. The amendment I have moved makes
a great deal of sense and!I urge members to support it.

Division

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (18)
Mr C.J. BaneAt Mr Cowan Mr Minson Mr Watt
Mr Blaikie Mr-s Edwardes Mr Omodei Mr Wiese
Mr Bloffwitcb Mr Grayden Mr Suickland Mr Nicholls
Mr Clarko Mr House Mr Fred Tubby (Teller)
Dr Constable Mr MacKinnon Dr TurnbulU
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Noes (22)
Mr Michael Barnett Mr Grill Mr Marlborough Mr Thomas
Mrs Beggs Mrs Henderson Mr McGinty Dr Watson
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Hill Mr Pearce Mr Wilson
Dr Edwards Mr Kobelke Mr Riebeling Mrs Watkins (Teller)
1Dr Gallop Dr Lawrence Mr Ripper
Mr Grahamn Mr Leahy Mr PJ. Smnith

Pairs
Mir Court Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Kierath MrTaylor
Mr Bradshaw Mr Troy
Mr Lewis Mr Catania
Mr Shave Mr Bridge
Mr MeNee M~r Read

Amendment thus negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 2 put and passed.
New clause 3 -
Mr WA1r: I move -

Page 2 - To add after clause 2 the following new clause to stand as clause 3 -
Application
3. (1) Except as hereinafter provided this Act applies to -

(a) the chief executive officer of any department or organisation;
(b) the members of any Council or Board (however so described)

of any organisation; and
(c) any technical consultant to any Minister,

and reference to a Member includes reference to such persons.
(2) A reference to the day on which a Member is sworn in shall be deemed a
reference to the day upon which a person referred to in subsection (1) was
employed, engaged, or appointed.
(3) Sections 20 and 21 do not apply to a person referred to in subsection (1).

This is obviously an extension of the debate that has been held. However, because the title
of the Bill has not been changed does not mean that we should not persevere with our desire
to 'extend the scope of this legislation to include decision makers other than members of
Parliament, those persons of influence other than members of Parliament, those persons who
have a direct effect on making decisions and who could be easily tempted to do things to line
their pockets or where pecuniary interests might develop. No evidence has been produced
indicating that members of Parliament have contravened the sense of common decency that
would require this legislation to be used against them. That is not to say that it could not
happen in future; we accept that, but just as it could happen with members of Parliament it
could happen with other people. Some time this morning the Premier expressed some
reservations - I cannot recall whether it was during debate or whether in conversation with
me - about the definition of a technical consultant. That can be defined easily. In all these
matters we must have a degree of commonsense in the administration of these matters. No
doubt a suitable definition could be offered, but it is self-explanatory anyway.
Dr Lawrence: The member is being provocative. He has been having a shot at me and the
G~overnment about this legislation's having been around for a while. The member's
amendments have been around for a while also. He should recognise that the definition is
not sufficient. The member does not define the sort of department. He defines an
organisation but not a department. There are deficiencies in the member's amendments to
which he could have attended. It is a small "d" department; what does it mean in law?
0)7109-10
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Mr WATT: I do not want to pass the buck. I accept responsibility for the amendments
although it has already been stated this morning thac I did not draft them. A Government
department, whether with a small "d" or a large "d"', is self explanatory.
Mr Cowan: I would not regard a definition provided by the Crown Law Department for a
Bill debated yesterday as anything more than nonsensical.
Mr WATT: Few people would have thought the issues through more carefully than the late
Andrew Mensaros who drafted these amendments. If they passed his rest, it is good enough
for me. I have no sensitivity about believing that this could be easily administered.
Mr CLARCO: I have referred on several occasions to the October 1988 report of the
committee reviewing the adequacy of the pecuniary interests provisions of the Local
Government Act. The report was commissioned by the Minister of the day. It sets out
explicitly the need for people who hold certain offices in local government to make public
their pecuniary interests. Recommendation 9 states that the current legislation should be
amended in order that a register of interest be established for each local government,
containing the prescribed interests of all elected members and specified officers of local
government. It is incredible that the Government has decided it is inappropriate for these
people to be included. The specific reasons are not outlined in the report. However, the
reasons are obvious.
With your background in planning, Mr Chairman, you would agree that in local government
if one were a developer and could get the ear of the local planner or his assistant, one would
be on the gravy train towards making many millions of dollars. I have been involved in local
government in Western Australia. I have the highest respect for the planners with whom I
have worked; no doubt, they are in a position much greater than most members in this
Chamber to make a quick quid, if they are of that mind. Few members on this side of the
Chamber have had the privilege of being a Minister. In the past when I was the Minister for
Education I was responsible for about 30 000 employees. A Minister works a 25 hour day. I
had a very highly respected and competent chief executive officer, and on numerous
occasions one had to delegate the decision making role. I often spoke to the late Graham
MacKinnon, who was the Minister for Education in 1974 and later. He said that it was not
possible to involve oneself in the basic running of the department. He said that one could
handle the difficult political questions and so on but one must leave the rest of it to the
experts in the field of education administration. In the education field, in a State as relatively
small as Western Australia, one cannot be familiar with every facet of education. A person
who is expert at the tertiary or sub-tertiary level cannot be expected to have knowledge of the
kindergarten level. In my experience, a host of decisions were made by the director general.
A Minister desperately tries to optimise the number of key decisions made but there is never
enough time in the day to do that.
I remember my private secretary coming to me one day when I returned from an appointment
in the morning. It was close to 11.55 am and I had to leave at 12 o'clock for my next
appointment. As my private secretary came in, a girl came in with about 15 telephone
messages. She said that I must deal with the messages before I went out. My private
secretary said that before I attended to those matters, he had a transfer of land matter to
which I had already agreed and which required my signature. The document ran to about 20
pages, and I had only five minutes before I had to speak at the next function. I had only five
minutes for 15 questions which my very intelligent girl had said that I should attend to
irnmediately because they were urgent.
Dr Lawrence: She probably was a woman not a girl, if she was working for you.
Mr CLARKO: It is typical that the Premier takes offence. T'hat girl never took offence; she
was a first class female. She was not one of the Premier's mob that takes offence at the
difference between a girl and a woman. No-one could mistake the Premier for a girl at the
moment. The private secretary was trying quite properly to draw my attention to the
document which ran to 20 or 30 pages. I started to read the first page and realised that I had
not previously agreed to the matter. My private secretary said that I had; I insisted that I had
not. He said that I had agreed to it two days ago when we were dealing with other papers. I
could not recall doing so. I said that it was two seconds to 12 and that I must go. The next
day, he apologised to me. He agreed that I had not read that document; it was another one.
That is the type of pressure placed on the Minister of the day. When those pressures are on
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him, those duties and responsibilities pass to his key officers, especially the chief executive
officer. That is why there is less potential for corruption among Ministers who come and go
than with CEOs, who have more opportunity to be involved in corruption if they are so
inclined; that is clear from my limited experience in these matters. Therefore, if t
Government is embarking down this slippery slope, it should include CEOs and others who
hold key positions throughout the community and not just within the Public Service. In that
case a whole range of protections are necessary.
The member for Albany will agree that the proposed amendments were drafted entirely by
the former member for Floreat, the late Andrew Mensaros.
Mr Cowan: Not quite entirely.
Mr CLARKO: I thank the member. Many of these amendments were Mr Men saros' and he
obviously wanted to go down the protectionist path. After 100 years of responsible
government in Western Australia, this Government cannot provide one example where this
legislation could have been applied to prevent corruption.
Mr COWAN: If dhe Government had wanted to demonstrate its bona fides regarding the
declaration of financial interests by people in positions of power, it would have looked past
the making of declarations by members of Parliament and extended the provision to
members of the bureaucracy. That applies especially to members of the senior executive and
to people who serve on Government boards and agencies who are responsible for making
decisions which can affect developments and the livelihood of many people. Of course, the
Government could not do that. If its members had done that, it would have indicated that
they were serious about the issue rather than being hypocrites. This legislation is nothing
more than a hypocritical exercise which was designed to take the heat off the Government in
1989. It kept the legislation on the Notice Paper for three years, and has now decided that it
had better act. I wonder whether this is a coincidence or is related to the fact that the Royal
Commission report may be released soon. Am I being too cynical? I believe it relates to the
Royal Commission's pending report.
It is certainly not characteristic of the Premier to be playing a part in this tactic, and in the
future she will be embarrassed to recall that she was ever involved. Undoubtedly, the
comments of the members for Albany and Marmion in seeking to include the amendments
drafted by the late Andrew Mensaros - in consultation with me and with other members of
the Liberal Party - were convincing. These amendments are not perfect, but they are
adequate to perform the job necessary. They demonstrate clearly that if we are to have a
register of financial interests, it should extend to all people who are in a position of authority
within the bureaucracy or the Government itself. However, the Government cannot see its
way clear to including these amendments. That indicates the hypocritical purpose behind
this legislation: The legislation has been brought forward for debate just prior to the release
of the Royal Commission report, an action which increases the cynicism with which this
Government is regarded.
It bears repeating that the people who have been most responsible for the mismanagement of
public funds have not been confined to the parliamentary benches. They have been people
who have been involved in the bureaucracy. If the Premier had any concerns at all, she
would extend the scope of this legislation to include people in senior positions who have
appeared before the Royal Commission to explain their roles in the deals which lost this state
a great deal of money. I would be encouraged if the Premier would do that, as she would
demonstrate a genuine endeavour to ensure that members of Parliament, senior members of
the bureaucracy, and those who serve on positions of authority on boards and agencies would
declare their financial interests. However, the Government will not do that because the
Premier probably gave no thought to this legislation until yesterday when somebody gave her
a briefing and said that it was a good time to debate this matter. That fact is being shown up
tonight by this debate.
The Premier asked questions regarding the definition of chief executive officer of any
department or organisation. In turn I ask the Premier some questions: Why does she have
some doubt about that definition? How many chief executive officers of departments are not
likely to be caught up in these amendments?
Dr Lawrence: In the private sector?
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Mr COWAN: I asked the question.
Dr Lawrence: The organisation is not defined in the legislation.
Mr COWAN: The Premier's briefing is that someone will interpret this definition as being
any chief executive officer in any private sector organisation as well as the Public Service.
Dr Lawrence: We are pointing to the deficiencies in your amendments, that's all.
Mr COWAN: That demonstrates a very vivid imagination.
Dr Lawrence: Parliament needs to be precise in its definitions. I was pointing to the
consultative phase, which does not have any meaning in the Public Service Act or in
contracts. You don't have a definition for department,
Mr COWAN: If the Premier were genuine, she should -

Dr Lawrence: It is in your amendment. You were fussing about the legislation having been
around for three years.
Mr COWAN: It is the Government's Bill. If the Premier were serious about this issue, she
would ask one of her advisers to provide a briefing to indicate that these amendments have
deficiencies in some areas, particularly regarding definitions.
lDr Lawrence: They are fundamentally flawed.
Mr COWAN: Ha! The Premier's advisers would have found it more suitable to say, "We
can't do anything with them; they are fundamentally flawed." If the Premier were genuine
about these matters she would have asked her advisers to fix the flaws. She could have said,
"Let's have members of the senior executive service and members of Government agencies
and boards included in the legislation. Let us see whether those people who have authority
and responsibilities involving a great deal of public money can be made equally responsible
by declaring their financial interest as well."
Dr Lawrence: The Opposition's amendments ensure secrecy not openness, and are
fundamentally flawed. This is legislation for disclosure not secrecy.
Mr COWAN: Why should they be in a position where they should disclose their financial
interests?
Dr Lawrence: The Leader of the National Parry is contradicting himself.
Mr COWAN: I am not at all. In this case it would be much better if the Premier argued her
point rather than trying to get stuck into the messengers by telling us that our arguments are
fundamentally flawed.
Dr Lawrence: Can I expect no interjection s from the Leader of the National Party?
Mr COWAN: I will give the Premier as much as she gives me.
The CHAIRMAN: Perhaps we can return to the subject and avoid these unedifying
exchanges.
Mr COWAN: Mr Chairman, perhaps you can afford me some protection - not that I really
need it.
The CHAIRMAN: I would not have thought so. I suggest we might make a little more
progress if the member directed his remarks to the Chair and tried to avoid the temptation of
responding to all the interjections.
Mr COWAN: I shall attempt to do so. I am quite sure that my views are the views of my
colleagues in the National Party, and I have no doubt that the member for Wagin will enter
the argument and prove that the National Party does have some unanimity of opinion about
this legislation. The proposed amendment to insert a new clause is designed to ensure that
people who are involved in decision making processes in conjunction with Ministers of the
Crown or members of Parliament are subject to precisely the same disclosure provisions as
are members of Parliament; it is appropriate that that should happen. With all due respect to
the Premier, everybody can see that. It does not surprise me that the Premier refuses to see
that, or that the people giving her advice have not tried to persuade her to change her mind,
because they are in a position where they might have to declare their financial interests.
What is good for members of Parliament might not be good for them. If the Premier were
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genuine about this matter she would at least accept that I am right; that because any decision
involving the appropriation of moneys or the granting of particular privileged positions with
respect to Government decisions is not made solely by members of Parliament or Ministers
of the Crown, but a group of people are involved, so they should be required to declare their
financial interests. The Premier is not prepared to do that, and that indicates very clearly
why this legislation has been sitting on the Notice Paper for something like three years and
why it has been brought forward once again just prior to the report of the Royal Commission.
Mr CLARKO: The Premier said that a reason she cannot accept the amendment is because
the definition of "chief executive officer' could cover private organisations. I believe if I
were to move an amendment to the amendment the definition could be extended so that
proposed new clause 3 1(a) would read, "'Tle chief executive officer of any department or
organisation of the State Government or its agencies.' That would overcome the Premier's
problem. If that wording were not perfect at least it would embrace most of the key office
bearers of the State Government and its agencies and could be tidied up in another place if
that were necessary.
Mr WATT': Would such an amendment be acceptable to the Chair?
The CHIiRMAN: Any amendment must be put in writing, and if that is what the Chamber
wants it can be done.
Mr WATT: The, exercise would be futile unless the Premier gave some indication that she
would acquiesce to such a proposal. When one is looking for a favour it is a bad policy to be
on the attack, but the truth is that the Premier has not given any cogent argument why the
Government is not prepared to accept this amendment. I am not a legal person nor do I have
a legal mind, but I would be extremely surprised if the Premier's argument holds water. If
there were any goodwill on the part of the Government, if it had any real concern about
decision makers being required to declare their financial interests, it would be a very simple
matter to resolve. The missing ingredient is goodwill on the part of the Government. The
Premier has suggested that one of the reasons the Government is not prepared to accept the
amendment is that our description of chief executive officers is somehow too vague. The
Premier has asked questions about which officers would be involved. I simply say, "All of
them." It is better to cast the net wide, If per chance somebody were included who did not
realise they would be caught by this legislation, nobody would lower the boom on them
because they were not aware - there would be some goodwill.
The Premier said earlier in the day that if the Government agreed to this amendment to widen
the scope of the legislation, it would never be able to get business people to sit on boards,
councils, committees and so on because they would not want to have their private
investments and finances made public and open to scrutiny. That is precisely the reason we
have proposed the alternative method of the keeping of a register for these declarations. I
reject absolutely the suggestion that it is secretive. Secretive means deliberately seeking to
conceal the truth of some particular matter. Sure, it is private, but there is a difference
between private and secretive. We must have confidence that the Chief Justice and the
Registrar of the Supreme Court can administer this matter properly. How often will they be
called on to make a decision? It may be that the Chief Justice might not be entirely happy
about having this job, but he is probably not happy about some of the cases he has to
deliberate upon. Most people in most jobs from time to time are not particularly happy about
some things they must do, but that is part of the job. If Parliament in its wisdom were to
agree that that was the best method of managing this legislation, then that would be the way
it must be.
In her argument, the Premier is saying that we do not want as members of Parliament people
who have been successful in their lives, who have accumulated some wealth and some assets
and perhaps a share portfolio and interests in a few organisations around the State or the
nation. According to her argument about people sitting on boards and agencies the people
who will become members of Parliament will be failures and people who have never
accumulated any wealth. It would be sad if people in their mid forties or fifties who have
been very successful in business, through an altruistic desire to pass on the experience of
commercial life for the benefit of the people of the State by serving in the State Parliament,
were perhaps deterred from doing so because of this legislation.
[Quorum formed.]

3957



Mr WATT: The Government is being bloody-minded about this issue. In all seriousness, I
do not think it is dinkum about its desire to have effective disclosure legislation in Western
Australia.
Mr CLARKO: I move -

To amend new clause 3 by adding after the word "organisation" where first appearing
the words "of the State Government or its agencies".

The amendment is obviously meant to cover the concerns expressed by interjection earlier by
the Premier when she indicated that the amendment moved by the member for Albany could
apply to chief executive officers of any company in Western Australia as well as
governmental officers, If it is necessary to draw the net tighter, no doubt that can be done at
a later stage. I have said before that the only other study I can find on disclosure of
pecuniary interests was done by a committee inquiring into pecuniary interests of local
government members. The committee's report in part states -

In recommending a register, the Committee believe that all members and local
government officers responsible for making committee recommendations should be
required to make declarations of interest.

That report was a formal study organised by the present Government and domin ated by its
people. I referred earlier in this debate to the fact that former Premier Peter Dowding stated
that persons in authority should be required to provide details of their financial affairs. My
amendment to the amendment proposed by the member for Albany is designed to clarify the
queries raised by the Premier.
Dr LAWRENCE: As the Government does not intend to support the major amendment it
would seem frivolous to support this subsidiary amendment. An amendment proposed in
fairly short order would be a problem because it would omit a wide range of statutory
offices. I oppose it on the grounds that the Government is opposing the principal
amendment.
Mr BLAIKIE: I support the amendment to the amendment moved by the member for
Marmion. Its purpose is to include Government officers within the framework of the
legislation. The Dardanup Pine Log Sawmill Agreement Bill, which has not yet been
debated, will have a profound benefit for the State and its people. It provides the Executive
Director of the Department of Conservation and Land Management with an incredible
influence beyond what any Minister may have. On page 18 the Bill reads -

The State shall ensure that the Executive Director shall supply to the Company over a
20 year period not less than 5 500 000 and up to 6 000 000 cubic metres of log timber
in accordance with log specifications, at rates and upon reasonable and commercial
terms and conditions to be agreed between the Executive Director and the
Company ...

If ever an opportunity were provided for an officer of the Government to have profound
influence through provisions included in legislation - I will be making some pertinent
comments about that legislation in due course - it is provided in that Bill. Surely a provision
should be included in the Bill before the Chamber that not only members of Parliament
should disclose their interests, but also officers of Government. Should the Executive
Director of Wespine Industries Pty Ltd decide to take a "slingback" - I am not suggesting he
will - in 10 Or 15 years the amount at stake would be millions of dollars. The only provision
in the Dardanup Pine Log Sawmill Agreement Bill covering how a price is to be determined
is on the decision of the Executive Director of CALM and the company; not a Minister or
anyone else. It is appropriate that the matter which has been raised by the member for
Marmion should be both considered and approved by the Chamber. I challenge the Premier,
who is pretty good on rhetoric - she has been talkng about it ad infinitumn - but poor on
performance, to see whether she is dinkum about wanting to clean up this area.
I will not refer again to the people who have appeared before the Royal Commission.
However, if the Government is dinkum about ensuring that members of Parliament do not
have their fingers in the cookie barrel, it should also ensure that officers of Government are
similarly scrutinised. If Parliament agrees to the Dardanup Pine Log Sawmill Agreement
Bill, the Executive Director of CALM will be the sole determinant of the price the company
will pay for a 40 year period for the State's total pine log resource. If ever there were an
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opportunity for a Government officer to seek some privileges - again I am not saying that he
would - it is that. If the Government is dinkum about this legislation, it should close all gates
so that members of Parliament and senior officers are scrutinised. Not only is the member
for Marmion's amendment valid, but also it should be supported by the Chamber. The vote
on the amendment will give us the opportunity to see how dinkum the Premier and the
Government really are about this legislation.
Mr CLARKO: The utterances by the Premier get curiouser and curiouser. The knowledge
that she has obtained since coming out of her university retreat is amazing. She said that the
amendment was deficient in that it did not cover statutory authorities. I wonder where she
found that out because, if my amendment is successful, the clause would read, "This Act
applies to the chief executive officer of any department." It does not say "any" organisation
of the State Government, but it could be interpreted to say that. Any organisation of the
State Government includes statutory authorities. After all, statutory authorities are created
by this Parliament. If a statutory authority does not agree with the views of the Government,
it is altered by this Parliament. If that is not an organisation of Government, we should A
buy new dictionaries. Any department or organisation of the State Government surely
includes statutory authorities. It is sine qua non.

Division
Amendment on the amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Mr Ainsworth
Mr C.J. Barnett
Myfllaikie
Mr Bloffwitch
Mr Ctarko

Mr Michael Barnett
Mrs Beggs
Mr Cunningham
Dr Edwards
Dr Gallop
Mr Graham

Dr Constable
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes
Mr Grayden
Mr House

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

Ayes (19)

Mr MacKinnon
Mr Minson
Mr Omodel
Mr Strickland
Mr Fred Tubby

Noes (22)
Mr Marlborough
Mr McGinty
Mr Pearce
Mr Riebeling
Mr Ripper
Mr PJ. Smith

DrTurnbull
Mr watt
Mr Wiese
Mr Nicholls (Teller)

Mr Thormas
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Watkins (Teller)

Pairs

Mr Court Mr D.L Smith
Mr Kierath Mr Taylor
Mr Bradshaw Mr Tray
Mr Lewis Mr Catania
Mr Shave Mr Bridge
Mr McNee Mr Read

Amendment on the amendment thus negatived.

Division
New clause put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (20)
Dr Constable
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes
Mr Grayden

Mr House
Mr Maci~innon
Mr Minson
Mr Omodei
Mr Strickland

Mr Fred Tubby
Dr Turnhull
Mr watt
Mr Wiese
Mr Nicholls (Teller)

Mr Ainsworth
Mr CJ. Barnett
Mr Blaikie
Mr Bloffwitch
Mr Clarko
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Noes (23)
Dr Alexander Dr Gallop Mr Leay Mr PJ. Smith
Mr Michael Barnett Mr Graham Mr Marlborough Mr Thomas.
Mrs Beggs Mr Grill Mr McGinty Dr Watson
Mr Bridge Mrs Henderson Mr Pearce Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Hill Mr Riebeling Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Dr Edwards Dr Lawrence Mr Ripper

Pairs
Mr Kierath Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Bradshaw Mr Taylor
Mr Lewis Mr Troy
Mr Shave Mr Catania
Mr McNee Mr Read

New clause thus negatived.
Clause 3: Interpretation -
MrWATT: I move -

Page 2, lines 18 to 22 - To delete the lines.

The reason the Opposition seeks to delete these lines is, as has already been discussed to
some extent, a fundamental disagreement with the method of keeping the register of
declaration of interests by members of Parliament. If the Opposition had its way it would
include not only members of Parliament, but also decision makers of Government.

I reiterate the point I made a few moments ago: In the same way as the Premier suggested
that business people would be reluctant to serve their State on boards, councils and the like
because of the open provisions of the Bill and, therefore, the State would be robbed of their
experience, intellect and acumen, potential members of Parliament who have been successful
in their businesses and have experience and ability which they could bring to the State
Parliament will be deterred from entering Parliament. I am not criticising the Clerks of the
two Houses of Parliament, but the system proposed by this Bill is that on any working day
anyone can walk in off the street and ask for a copy of the members' declaration of interests.
I could not care less about it because I have nothing to hide. My declaration of interest
would look even more scant than Bob Hawke's or Paul Keating's.

An Opposition member: Did Paul Keating's declaration include a collection of antique
clocks?
Mr WATT: I think it said it was a collection of objet d'art. T[here was no suggestion of
value or description.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Kobelke): I suggest the member for Albany direct his
remarks to the clause before the Chair, which does not include the objects that may be
covered but the means of reporting.
Mr WATT: I am trying to make the point that a reporting procedure will he provided. We
are proposing that the reporting procedure should be carried out under a semi-private
arrangement, through the Registrar of the Supreme Court. The Bill provides that the Clerks
of the two Houses of Parliament will keep the registers and they will be available to the
public. Therefore, it is a very public arrangement. The purpose of my amendment is to
delete references to the Clerks because we intend to move a further amendment to the same
clause to incorporate the Chief Justice, court, organisation and registrar to cover their
replacement.

Amendment put and negatived.
[Quorum formed.]
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Given that the amendment in the name of the member for
Albany commences at line 17 on page 2 and covers several pages it will take precedent over
the Premier's amendment which starts at line 26 on the same page.

Mr WATT: Before moving my next amendment I want to give a brief explanation. In clause
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17 the Opposition proposes to move a major amendment about the keeping and inspection of
registers. It was intended to refer to the Registrar of the Supreme Court as the person who
would keep the register but, following the defeat of the previous amendment, it is now
proposed to move an amendment to clause 17 referring to the Clerks of the Parliament
instead of the Registrar of the Supreme Court. The intention is the same but the Clerks will
be responsible for referring matters and the amendment will have the same effect of keeping
that information private rather than making it public. I move -

Pages 2 to 4 - To insert the following definitions where alphabetically appropriate -

'Chief Justice" means the Chief Justice of the Court and includes any other
member of the Court nominated by the Chief Justice to perform any function
under this Act.
'Court" means The Supreme Court of Western Australia.

The Opposition feels extremely strongly about this matter and the way in which these
registers and declarations Of interest will be handled. I have moved the amendment simply to
place two new definitions in the interpretation clause.
Amendment put and negatived.
Dr LAWRENCE: A number of amendments are necessary relating to changes in the law
since this Bill was first drafted. I move -

Page 2, lines 26 and 27 - To delete "Companies (Western Australia) Code" and
substitute "Corporations Law".
Page 2, lines 32 to 34 - To delete paragraph (c) and substitute the following
paragraph -

(c) a society or foreign society registered under the Financial Institutions
(Western Australia) Code and authorised to operate as a credit union;

Page 4, lines 20 and 21 - To delete "corporations which are deemed to be related to
each other for the purposes of the Companies (Western Australia) Code" and
substitute the following -

related bodies corporate (as defined in the Corporations Law)
Amendments put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 4: Members to lodge returns with Clerk -

Mr CLARKO: I refer members to subiclause (4), which states that nothing in the Bill
requires the disclosure of the actual value, amount or extent of any asset, income, interest,
gift, contribution, debt or disposition referred to in part III. The failure to require people
when setting out details of their financial interests to specify the amounts involved renders
this Bill absolutely sterile. When the people of Australia became aware of the financial
interests of the former Prime Minister, Robert Hawke, and read that he had a Commonwealth
Bank savings account and a number of other assets of that nature, but for which no value was
given, they must have wondered what was the point. There is no point stating that a member
has a mortgage with Westpac, or BHP shares, or is part of a trust without disclosing the value
of those assets. I have been told, although I do not know whether it is true, that a person who
is involved with one trust plus a couple of other trusts can successfully conceal information
about involvement in that trust. I am not an expert in these matters but this demonstrates, if
it needs to be demonstrated, that the legislation is a political front. It is an exercise which
tries to put over the pea and thimble trick on the ordinary citizens of Western Australia.
What does it mean if details of a person's holdings do not include the values? The only
person who could be caught under this legislation would be a member of Parliament who
traded in land; for example, if one knew a person bought and sold land in a suburb such as
Peppermint Grove one could estimate the level of his financial interest. It is sheer humbug
that the Government has not included this requirement. I do not necessarily want all these
things included, certainly not in the arrangement proposed by the Government whereby it
could be set out in the Sunday Times the interesting aspects of the assets of members.
However, if an arrangement similar to that of the Bob Hawke Cabinet is put in place it will
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reveal very little to the people. For example, a listed Commonwealth Bank savings account
may have in it le or $10 million. The mere inclusion on the list could mean a person is
hiding more than he is revealing and the whole exercise is absolutely pointless. It highlights
the chicanery of the Government with regard to its hand on the breast promise to be goad
boys and girls. I do not think that many politicians in Western Australia have substantial
assets; I certainly have not known of many since I have been a member of Parliament. I am
sure that any wealthy member is smart enough to use certain devices to hide his or her true
situation. This part of clause 4 makes this a fruitless exercise in seeking to address the
difficult mailer of members voting for certain things to happen because they have a financial
interest in them. Tate the case of a member with an Australian Mutual Provident Society
policy. The AMP probably has shares in CSR Limited and all sorts of other bodies and
national companies. A member with a policy with the AMP would have nil effect on the
company and publishing the fact he had that policy would serve no good purpose.

Point of Order
Mr COWAN: Mr Deputy Chairman, I draw your attention to the state of the Chamber.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Kobelke): There are two Standing Orders relating to this
matter, one of which relates to a time of a quorum being called. I do not think that 15
minutes have elapsed since a quorum was last called for.
Mr COWAN: The last quorum was called at 9.04 pm.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is recorded as happening at 9.08 pm. The fact that members
are within the vicinity of the Chamber is adequate when two calls for a quorum have been
made in quick succession. It is certainly not 15 minutes since a quorum was last called for.

Committee Resumed

Mr WATT: The paint that I am about to make was better made by the member for Marmion.
A good analogy exists for the sort of thing he was talking about. Nothing in the legislation
requires disclosure of the value of a gift. During the hearings of the Royal Commission
when the Government, in one of its smart Alec moves, thought that it would cause the
member for Jandakot and others some embarrassment over the Bunbury Foods Pty Ltd issue,
it was revealed that when he was Minister for Industrial Development he and his wife were
entertained at a dinner at one of Perth's leading hotels and during the evening the foreign
businessman entertaining them presented Mrs MacKinnon with a rather handsome pearl
necklace. I do not know the value of that necklace, but in order to avoid embarrassment
nothing was said at the time and the next morning the member for Jandakot had one of his
staff return the necklace to the businessman.
Let us suppose that a Minister was of a mind to be induced by receiving an expensive gift or
money. One can see how easy that would be. If a businessman were of a mind to do so he
could give the Minister's wife a satchel or envelope full of $100 notes which I believe are
called "Parkers" nowadays. However, we are not talking about money here but the value of
gifts given. What about the value of, say, a diamond encrusted piece of jewellery given to a
member's wife with the knowledge that it could be sold. The value of that jewellery would
not have to be recorded, yet that could be a clear inducement. The purpose of the legislation
would not be met under those circumstances. There would be no record not only of the value
of the gift, but also of the gift itself, because it was given to the member's wife, and thus
would not be recorded. That shows how futile that legislation is.
Mr Bloffwitch: It makes one wonder what this Bill is for.
Mr WATT: It certainly does. Clause 4(3) states -

Nothing in this Act requires a Member to include in an annual return any information
which has been disclosed in a previous return made by him.

That requirement relates to ongoing ownership of property. There does not appear to be
provision for deletion of information, so I ask the Premier to tell members what procedure
will need to be followed by a member under this legislation who disposes of assets or
property to remove those items from their declaration.

Point of Order
Mr COWAN: Mr Deputy Chairman, I draw your attention to the state of the Chamber.
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Deputy Chairman's Ruling
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Kobelke): In response to the call by the Leader of the
National Party for a quorum I point out that according to the record I have here a quorum
was called for at 8.40 pm and again at 9.08 pm. The Committee has continued to discuss the
same Bill during that period. If the Leader of the National Party looks at page 21 of Standing
Orders he will see a clear precedent for the Chairman of Committees satisfying himself or
herself that a quorum is within the precincts of the House. That ruling was given in 1988 and
again in 1989. 1 am satisfied that a quorum is within the vicinity of the House and therefore I
will not be calling for one at this stage.
Mr COWAN: What is the precincts of the House, and can you, Mr Deputy Chairman, see
that there is a quorum present?
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Leader of the National Party has again called for a
quorum within the precincts of the House. The ruling I refer to was made on 16 November
1989 and clearly extended to the whole building. I do not wish to depart from that ruling at
this time.
Mr COWAN: Are you advising the Committee, Mr Deputy Chairman, that the precincts of
the House is the total building?
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The Leader of the National Party has suggested on three
occasions that my ruling is not in keeping with Standing Orders.
Mr COWAN: I am not suggesting it is contrary to Standing Orders but asking what are the
precincts of the House. You have informed me, Mr Deputy Chairman, that you believe them
to be the whole of the House. On what basis do you use that definition?
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I again draw the attention of the Leader of the National Party
to page 21 of Standing Orders which makes clear the rulings given in 1905, 1930, 1934,
1949, and more recently 1988 and 1989. Part of the ruling given by the Deputy Chairman in
1989 states -

My ruling is that the parliamentary buildings contain the Chamber and therefore
make up the precincts of the Chamber.

As I have indicated, we have had two quorums within the last hour, and within a matter of
seconds there was the required number of people within the Chamber. My ruling is that we
have a quorum.

Point of Order
Mr NICHOLLS: Mr Deputy Chairman, I have a point of clarification.
Mr Pearce: The member who raised the matter has two-thirds of his party absent.
Mr Cowan: You are supposed to be the keeper of the Chamber.
Mr Pearce: We are not raising the issue.
Mr Cowan: According to that ruling, one does not even have to be in the Chamber. One
may as well just disappear.
The DEPUTY CHARMAN: Order! I am taking a point of order from the member for
Mandurah.
Mr Cowan: It had better be a better ruling than the last one!

Withdrawal of Remark
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the Leader of the National Party to withdraw that
reflection upon the position of the Deputy Chairman.
Mr COWAN: I withdraw.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Thank you.

Point of Order Resumned
Mr NICHOLLS: So that I understand fully your ruling, Mr Deputy Chairman, does your
ruling therefore mean that there is a quorum in the Chamber for the rest of this sitting, or just
at the time that the point of order was taken?
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Again, I ask the member to read the footnote on page 21.
Within the last hour, we have had two quorums, indicating that there are people within the
vicinity of the Chamber. If we went on to another piece of legislation or if several hours
elapsed, I think one could not necessarily - and the person in the Chair would have to make
that decision - feel chat there was still a quorum, but certainly within only a few minutes of
two quorums being called, I am completely satisfied that a quorum exists within the precincts
of the Chamber.

As to Dissenifrom Deputy Chairman's Ruling
Mr CLARKO: Mr Deputy Chairman, I wish to move to dissent from your ruling. It is the
most ridiculous ruling that I have heard since I have been in this Parliament.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I suggest that if you wish to dissent from my ruling, you get
the Standing Orders and find out the means by which that may be done. I will not accept the
motion of dissent because it was not moved in the necessary way.
Mr CLARKO: How should it be moved?
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I suggest that you consult the Standing Orders or ask someone
who may be able to assist you.
Mr CLARKO: Mr Deputy Chairman, I find it incredible that I cannot dissent from your
ruling. It flies in the face of all systems of chairmanship, and it certainly flies in the face of
the Westminster tradition, that one cannot move to dissent from a ruling. Your ruling is
lamentable in the extreme. You have chosen to take the examples that are given at the
bottom of page 21 and to ignore what is stated in Standing Order No 42, which refers to the
House being counted. It is absolute nonsense for you to say that you know how many people
are in this building. You do not know.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The member will resume his seat. I did not say that you could
not dissent from my ruling. I simply said that if you wish to do so, you should do so within
the Standing Orders. I suggest that you turn to page 54.
Mr CLARKO: Mr Deputy Chairman, you are a grossly unhelpful Deputy Chairman and are
not doing the Committee any good. The role of the Deputy Chairmnan is to assist.

Withdrawal of Remark
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I ask you to withdraw those remarks.
Mr CLARKO: Which remarks?
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: All the remarks you have made in wh ich you reflected on the
Chair.
Mr CLARKO: Mr Deputy Chairman, I seek to dissent from your ruling, and I suppose that
amounts to a reflection on the Chair. I do not wish to reflect on the Chair, so I withdraw in
respect of my reflecting on the Chair. However, I am disappointed in your qualities if you
will not give me direction to assist me to, move the motion that I seek to move.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Expressing disappointment in the Chair is reflecting on. the
Chair. You should simply withdraw unreservedly.
Mr CLARKO: I withdraw.

Committee Resumed
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We are dealing with clause 4.
Mr WATT: When I spoke last, I asked the Premier some questions, and it is reasonable that
she respond and explain what I sought advice on.
Dr LAWRENCE If the member recalls, I began to do that before we were interrupted. I
had almost concluded my remark that, in the normal course of events, part of the purpose of
lodging that return is to indicate which assets will need to be deleted.
Mr Cowan: To what extent?
Dr LAWREXNCE: To the extent chat they are no longer held.
Mr WIESE: Subclause (b) requires returns to be lodged by 31 August. This clause deals
with material which comes within the ambit of the Income Tax Assessment Act. Many
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members will not be able to consult with their accountant or complete their taxation returns
by 31 August and wilt not be in a position to meet that deadline. That date should be
extended by a couple of months to 31 October. In my case, and I am sure also in the case of
many other members, we are not merely members of Parliament but are also partners in or
part of another business. It is often the case that circumstances arise whereby a taxation
return cannot be completed by 31 August.
Dr LAWRENCE: Clause 5(2)(a) provides chat "a primary return shall be read as a reference,
in the case of an existing member, to a retrn required by section 4(l)(a) when read with
subsection (1) of this section". In other words, the return is required to be lodged within 90
days.
Mr WIESE: The Premier is either totally ignoring what I am saying, does not understand it,
or is just trying to bypass the question. We are not talking necessarily only about a primary
return. Under this legislation, a member will have to declare his financial interests in
whatever form they may take. A member will also have to make estimates of income and
refer to areas from which he may have derived income, If a member is a member of a
partnership in which there are nominee companies, or something of that nature, he may not
be aware at the time of lodging a return whether income will come through from that source.
Therefore, he will not be in a position to meet the requirements of this clause. We are talking
nor just about the primary return but also about returns in relation to all other details and
matters that have not been dealt with in previous returns that have been lodged. Therefore,
this requirement may occur at many stages during a member's parliamentary life.
Again I put it to the Premier that, in order to be able to meet that requirement, the time
should be extended to four months, to the end of October.

Dissent from Deputy Chairmain's Ruling
Mr CLARKO: [ move -

That the Committee dissent from the Deputy Chairman's ruling due to his
interpretation of the Standing Orders regarding quorums.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Kobelke): Order! As a result of the motion of dissent by
the member for Marmion I will have to vacate the Chair and report to the House.
[The Speaker resumed the Chair.]
The SPEAKER: It is now an appropriate rime for me to take any points of view or argument
that members may care to put. As the dissent motion has been moved by the member for
Marmion, it is appropriate that he should begin.
Mr CLARKO: I believe we have entered cloud cuckoo land, When an attempt was made to
form a quorum, after the practice of this House, following an intervening period of more than
15 minutes since the previous quorum was called, the Deputy Chairman (Mr Kobelke) chose
to say that, because two other quorums had been called within the previous hour, he was
satisfied that there was a quorum in the House. He has gone to the precedents set out at the
foot of page 21 of the Standing Orders and said that, because it has happened before, he is
entitled to say he is satisfied that there is a quorum in the House. I believe it is impossible
for someone sitting in the Chair to be satisfied that there is a quorum in the House in the
ordinary English usage of the word "satisfied". There is no way that can be so, and you, Mr
Speaker, and I know that even within this House before the person in the Chair is satisfied
that there is a quorum he physically counts the people in the Chamber. I have seen Chairmen
count two or three times, and their illustrious Clerks count several times, in order to
determine whether a quorum is present. When I first came here those people sitting behind
the Speaker's Chair were not counted, but after a rime it was decided by Speakers of the day
to include in the quorum those people sitting in the chairs at the back of the Chamber, and I
have no complaint about that; I think it is reasonable.
The problem is that, if the person in the Chair can merely say, "I am satisfied that there is a
quorum present because there was a quorum some time ago", it is an Alice in Wonderland
situation. Unless the person in the Chair is Superman and has a fly-like eye, there is no way
that he can determine where people are in this whole House. I am pleased that a former
Speaker, the member for Darling Range, has come into the Chamber, because many years
ago when I first came here it used to be said that there was a member in this building whom
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no-one could ever find. I anm sure the member for Darling Range will agree with me. I
believe that over the years a couple of members have been in that position - people could not
find them even when they were looking for them by opening every door in the whole
building. So how can someone sitting in that Chair be satisfied that a quorum is present,
when he does not relate it just to this Chamber? If the person in the Chair wants to be
generous and include in the quorum those people sitting behind him and those sitting in the
galleries, that does not concern me. However, I cannot accept the statement made by the
Deputy Chairman tonight that there had been two quorums a short time previously - and it
must have peeved and annoyed him that quorums were being called, though we are quite
entitled to call quorums. That is what Standing Order No 42 is ali about.

Point of Order
Mr PEARCE: In addressing the issue as to the correctness or otherwise of the Deputy
Chairman's ruling, and his view, the member for Marmion is now canvassing what he
believes to be a personal motive on the part of the Deputy Chairman in ruling in the way he
did. Although it may be within the Standing Orders to cast imputations on people -

Mr Clarko: I will desist from that argument.
Mr PEARCE: Very well. The member for Marmion has been pretty disgraceful in his
behaviour tonight. I have never spoken to a person in the Chair in the way in which he did.
It was quite disgraceful.

Dissent from Deputy Chairman's Ruling Resumed

Mr CLARKO: It is important that this House has workable Standing Orders. It is not a
workable Standing Order when the Deputy Chairman can simply say there is a quorum in the
House, when the whole purpose of the Standing Order is, without question, to keep a certain
number of people in this Chamber. If we do not want to do that I suggest that the Standing
Orders and Procedure Committee, at its next meeting, move to delete Standing Order No 42.
Mr Pearce: Hear, hear! Let us do it now.
Mr CLARKO: There is no point in having Standing Order No 42 if we have rulings such as
that given by the Deputy Chairman tonight. I am not disposed to take up the line of the
Leader of the House that the case for and against a quorum should be debated. I accept that,
but while we have Standing Order No 42 it is nonsense for a Deputy Chairman to say, "There
is a quorum somewhere in the House. I cannot see all the members of the quorum and I do
not really know whether they are there but I am satisfied that they are there because when the
bells are rung every fifteen minutes or so a sufficient number of them turn up."
I have moved this motion of dissent because I believe it is vital that the Standing Orders be
made clear. If we are to have a quorum this Standing Order should prevail and the
precedents set down at the foot of page 21 of the Standing Orders should be deleted from the
book of Standing Orders.
Mr PEARCE: The Government supports the ruling given by the Deputy Chairman (Mr
Kobelke) on this occasion, and the precedents that he followed. The reason is twofold:
Firstly, it is a sensible ruling. Secondly, it is based an a sensible precedent given by the
current Chairman of Committees in a ruling two or three years ago. Everybody in this
Chamber knows that theme is a quorum in this building.
Mr Clarko: We don't!
Mr PEARCE: We do. Everyone knows that is the case. The Opposition has a Whip who
has a clear idea of who is here and who is not. The Government has a Whip who knows
precisely how many members are in the House. Every time the bells ring - and two quorums
and three divisions have been called in dhe past hour and a half - much more than a quorum
walks through the door. Everyone in this Chamber knows that a quorum is here. There is no
possibility of Parliament falling through because members have gone home or to the pictures,
as someone suggested, or to the races or out marching on the brewery. These things are not
occurring. We have a quorum in the precincts of this building; everyone knows that. It is
sheer nonsense for the Opposition to suggest that that is not the case. However, every now
and then on these dull winter evenings we play this game of "call1 the quoruim". [ have
noticed that it is very often done by those members who do not have any colleagues in the
Chambt~r at the time. They play this silly little game called "It's the Government's
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responsibility to keep the House" as if the fact that one is an Opposition member of
Parliament means that one does not need to attend; that is, one does not have any
responsibility to make sure the legislation of the State is put through on the basis that one is
an Opposition member.
In these game-playing situations, I have seen the former Opposition Whip move members
out of the Chamber from his side in order to be able to call a quorum. If that is the kind of
game that amuses small minds, so be it; but the Parliament of Western Australia is entitled to
something better. Given the nature of the discussion this evening, which concerns not so
much the Government's Bill as the Opposition's amendments to it, we might have seen some
interest in proceedings by members opposite. Their incapacity to get themselves into the
Chamber is something to be regretted, but the work of the House should not be disrupted by
the failings of members opposite. I those circumstances, I make two paints: First, the
ruling given by the Deputy Chairman is a sensible one under the circumstances. There is no
likelihood or possibility of the work of the House falling through due to lack of a quorum.
The fact that the Leader of the National Party can tell the time even if he cannot bring in his
members, and knows when 15 minutes and five seconds have passed, and pops up and calls
for another quorum, is purely disruptive. No good purpose is served by that kind of activity.
Second, if members wanted to dissent from this ruling they had two opportunities to do so.
The first opportunity was when the ruling was first made by the Chairman of Committees
before the several precedents on which the Deputy Chairman's ruling today was given.
Clear precedents exist for the ruling which was given; it is not contrary to the words of the
Standing Order.
Mr Clarko: It is!
Mr PEARCE: It is not. The precincts does not mean "in". If the member thinks that the
precincts mean "in", he should consult a dictionary. A small and cheap one would do, under
the circumstances. The Deputy Clerk has the Oxford English Dictionary in his office, and
the member should look at it.
We witnessed tonight in this House a very tolerant Deputy Chairman of Committees who sat
through a torrent of abuse from a former Chairman of Committees. It was disgraceful. The
member abused the Deputy Chairman of Committees in an unmerciful way which, in any
other Parliament in the world, would have had him kicked outside the precincts - not only of
the Chamber but also of the building and beyond. That would have been a very deserved
thing to happen to the former Chairman of Committees. It was a kind of McEnroc
behaviour. t might happen on the sporting fields of the land but it is not good enough for
people to come to Parliament and flout the umpires with that kind of sustained personal
abuse when the Deputy Chairman of Committees is calling for order. I do not know what
has happened to the member for Marmion in the course of the evening but I hope in the cold
light of tomorrow he will reflect on his behaviour this evening and come back determined to
put a better front to his performance this evening.
Mr Bloffwitch; This sounds like a lecture.
Mr PEARCE: He deserves one. The member for Geraldton should be giving him one too.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr PEARCE: The member should be ashamed of that kind of behaviour. The member for
Geraldton personally would never do it. The ruling which the Deputy Chairman has given
on this occasion is in accordance with the words of the Standing Order. It is clearly in
accordance with the several precedents which have obtained in the past. It is a simple and
sensible one because fundamentally everyone knows that a quorum is here and will be here
until the H4ouse adjourns this evening.

Speaker's Ruling
The SPEAKER: I have a solution which may satisfy everybody. I did not hear the debate so
I am not sure about the precise nature of the words used by the member for Marmnion in
respect of the Deputy Chairman, and to which the Leader of the House has referred.
Chairmen, Deputy Speakers and Speakers are not perfect. From time to time, they make
mistakes. I think that I made a mistake last year.
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Mr Pearce: But you were mistaken.
The SPEAKER: On reflection, it was wrong,
Mir insan: On reflection, you were mistaken.
The SPEAKER: Quite so. If we are to ensure that this place is respected by other people,
we must respect it and its officers even though from time to time they will make mistakes.
We will always have an opportunity to put those occasions right in a sensible and, dare I say
in today's environment, gentlemanly manner.
It has been my view over the years I have been here that the use of the calling of a quorum is
to ensure that members are in here to either listen or contribute to debate; and by "jn here" I
mean the immediate precincts of the Chamber would be what we can see. That certainly was
the case in a large number of the years that the member for Vasse, the member for Darling
Range and I have served in this place. However, in the recent past, for one reason or another,
it has moved away from that - indeed, I had my attention drawn to a time in November 1989
when the member for Marmion was talking about exactly the same sont of issue. A ruling
was given by a Deputy Chairman that the precincts of the Chamber meant anywhere in the
building.
Mr Blaikie: In my opinion, that ruling was wrong.
The SPEAKER: Nevertheless, it was made, and it was not the only one that was made. I
had a view that that sort of ruling was leant towards over the time of the calling of quorums
so that if the calling of quorums were done in a frivolous way, every 15 minutes, amounting
to eight or 10 times, a way to overcome that situation would be to have that son of ruling. It
was not, in my view, the sort of ruling that should have been necessarily introduced at an
early stage of a sitting or at the first or second call for a quorum.
It is clear that the precedents exist, and the Deputy Chairman was in the right in view of the
most recent precedents. I am not happy about it. We, as Chairmen and Speakers, are here to
look after the will of the House, if you like, and if the will of the House is not being looked
after and the Standing Order is not clear enough, we need to look at it. Tonight we should
accept the Deputy Chairman's ruling as being correct in view of the fact that that is the way
these rulings have been going over the past few years- However, we should instruct the
Standing Orders and Procedure Committee to take another look at this Standing Order, to lay
out clearly for members the precise nature of the meaning of the precincts of the building or
of the Chamber for the future. That is a satisfactory way to go about it. I see a few heads
shaking. As far as I am concerned the Deputy Chairman's ruling tonight is correct. We
should get on with the business of the House, bearing in mind that the Standing Orders and
Procedure Committee will be meeting in the near future. I will undertake to raise the matter
with that committee at that time, on behalf of the House.
I do not normally take canvassing of my rulings but I will on this occasion.
Mr COWAN: Mr Speaker, I am very pleased that you are prepared to take canvassing of
your ruling because, with the greatest respect, I want to remind you that when you were
speaking on this matter you made it clear that in your view the precincts of the House were
confined to what Mr Speaker and Mr Chairman could see within this Chamber and the seats
behind the Speaker's Chair. Although it is not the precise interpretation which could be
made of Standing Orders in these modern times, you then advised the House, Mr Speaker,
that it was appropriate for us to accept the Deputy Chairman's ruling; however, that ruling
was contrary to that interpretation!
The SPEAKER: It was not my interpretation; it was my point of view.
Mr COWAN: To lend some authority to your personal view regarding what are the precincts
of the House - irrespective of what is written in the small print - Standing Order No 42
reads -

When the attention of the Speaker, or of the Chairman of Committees, has been
called to the fact that there is not a quorum of Members present, no member shall
leave the Chamber until the House has been counted by the Speaker or Chairman of
Committees as the case may be.

The Standing Order contains a reference to "Chamber", and if we talk about a precinct rather
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than a Chamber, the Speaker's view is undoubtedly correct; that is, the Chamber is that part
of the room in which members take their seats. If we decide char the Speaker's Gallery and
the seas behind the Speaker's Chair are part of the precinct, and that members can be
counted as pant of a quorum when occupying those areas, I would be satisfied.
I confess that I have taken part in this debate for the simple reason that I initiated it. It is
important in canvassing this issue that members look at other Standing Orders, particularly
the one which tells members that they are bound to attend the House.
Mr Pearce: Perhaps you could read it out at your next party meeting.
Mr COWAN: I will accept that suggestion as long as the Leader of the House reads it out at
his next party meeting.
Mr Pearce: I will be happy to do it.
Mr COWAN: Except for the rime when a division is called, it seems that the Chamber
always contains a majority of Opposition and Independent members rather than Government
members.
Mr P.J. Smith: You have nothing to do.
Mr COWAN: Members opposite have two things to do: Government members have a
responsibility to take their seats in this place, as do members of the party supporting the
Government who must listen to debate.
Mr P.J. Smith: But we can listen to debate in our offices, as your people do.
Mr COWAN: I cake some responsibility for the House being in this position because I resent
the fact that a degree of irresponsibility appears to be creeping into this place regarding
members' attendance in the Chamber. I also acknowledge that in the past- on successive
occasions, I have drawn the attention of the Presiding Officer to the state of the House for
that very reason. I consider that the Speaker's view about the parliamentary precinct is quite
correct. Undoubtedly, Standing Orders refer to the Chamber. You, Mr Speaker, have
expanded that reference to include the Speaker's Gallery and the chairs behind the Speaker's
Chair, and we may accept that, even though it does not reflect the spirit or true interpretation
of Standing Order No 42. Nevertheless, I remind members that your opinion and the ruling
given by the Deputy Chairman are in conflict.
The SPEAKER: I do not think anything will be achieved by debating the matter further.
Mr COURT: I appreciated your comments, Mr Speaker, in trying to resolve this very
important matter. [ was in the Chamber on recent occasions when two precedents were set
on this issue. At that time we had similar discussions. Those precedents occurred following
the introduction of the electronic speaker system throughout the Parliament. In the 10 years
that I have been a member here the situation has altered from that of members tending to sic
in the Chamber to that of members, particularly on the Government side, just disappearing.
Tonight when we were debating a Bill a quorum was called. We were told that if it is
thought that members are here, even though they cannot be seen but are somewhere in the
vicinity of the building, that is an acceptable quorum. Mr Speaker, I amn sure you would
agree that that is a nonsense. What can be seen in the Chamber is a logical definition of a
quorum. This problem will arise time and time again because, following the rulings that
have been given, we could end up with two people in this House, one on each side of the
Chamber. The precedents were made after the introduction of the electronic speaker system,
and that matter must be looked at. However, if we have a rule in this House, it must be
applied sensibly. Even as we are discussing this important subject the Government seems to
be treating the Parliament with disdain. The Leader of the House seems to be proud of the
fact that few Government members are sitting in the House when this issue is debated.
Mr Pearce: Not at all. I was pointing to the fact that an Opposition member was calling for a
quorum with only one or two other members of his party here. If the Opposition benches
were full and ours were not, we would cop that criticism.
Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: We are debating an important point, yet the Leader of the House cannot get
Government members into the Chamber.
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Mr CLARKO: In the light Of Your comments, Mr Speaker, I wish to withdraw my motion.
Motion, by leave, withdrawn.
The SPEAKER: The member for Marmion has withdrawn his motion. Nonetheless, clearly
a need exists - and I give an undertaking to pursue this matter - for the Standing Orders and
Procedure Committee to have a close look at this matter. However, irrespective of my
personal view, the recent precedents are quite clear, and on that basis the Deputy Chairman's
decision was correct.
Mr PEARCE: Further to that point, Mr Speaker, I wonder if the Standing Orders and
Procedure Committee could look at whether there is a requirement for a quorum at all.
Several members interjected
The SPEAKER: I am happy to receive submissions from any member who wants the
Standing Orders and Procedure Committee to hear his point of view.

Committee Resumed
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr Kobelke) resumed the Chair.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Government has no desire to be difficult about that date, although I
find the observations made by the member for Wagin on the financial year rather puzzling.
The legislation does not require that the value of the income, gift, etc be disclosed, simply
the fact of its having been received. However, if it would assist the member for Wagin, and
as the Government has no reason to insist on 31 August, a date at the end of September
would be equally good if there were any question that members had derived income, to
satisfy themselves of that question by that date. I am signalling that the Government is
happy to accommodate the concerns of the member for Wagin by changing the date to 30
September. I move -

Page 5, line 6 - To delete "31 August" and substitute "30 September".
Mr COWAN: On the basis of subclause (4), is the financial or numerical value of an
allotment of shares in a company required to be disclosed?
Dr Lawrence: It would be the fact of having shares in the company.
Mr COWAN: Is it necessary to state only thac one has shares in a company?
Dr LAWRENCE: Disclosing the name and number of shares would also disclose their value.
I believe it would be necessary to name the company, but I will check that for the Leader of
the National Party. It would be necessary in the same way as one would describe a parcel of
land.
Amendment put and passed.

Division

Clause, as amended, put and a division taken with the following result.-

Ayes (23)
Dr Alexander Dr Gallop Mr Leahiy Mr PJ. Smit1h
Mr Mchael Barnett Mr Graham Mr Marlborough Mr Thomas
Mrs Beggs Mr Grill Mr McGinty Dr Watson
Mr Bridge Mrs Henderson Mr Pearce Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Hill Mr Riebeling Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Dr Edwards Dr Lawrence Mr Ripper

Noes (2 1)
Mr Ainsworth Mr Court Mr MarcKinnori Mr Wan
Mr C.J. Barneut Mr Cowan Mr Minson Mr Wiese
Mr Blaikie Mrs Edwardes Mr Omodei Mr Nicholls (Teller)
Mr Bloffwitch Mr Grayden Mr Strickland
Mr Claito Mr House Mr Fred Tubby
Dr Constable Mr Lewis Dr Turnbull

3970



[Wednesday, 26 August 1 992J197

Pairs
Mr D31, Smith Mr KieracLh
Mr Taylor Mr Bradshaw
Mr Troy Mr Trenorden
My Catania Mr Shave
Mr Read Mr McNee

Clause, as amended, thus passed.
Clauses 5 and 6 put and passed.
Clause 7: Sources of income -

Mr CLARKO: It is not reasonable that a member should disclose in a primary return each
source of income which he may reasonably expect to receive. The question of guessing
income over the year is a fairly long bow affair, and what does source of income mean?
Does that mean a member of Parliament must disclose income from his spouse? For
example, if a member's spouse were to give him $1 000 a month that she received from a
local Mafia boss, and his son were to give him $1 000 a month that he received from another
Mafia boss, would that be caught? We must debate the question of what is income and what
is a gift. Under clause 9 one does not have to disclose a gift from a relative and if one
receives a contribution to travel from a relative that does not have to be disclosed. I wonder
whether that is consistent with clause 7(l)(a).
Dr LAWRENCE: I do not have with me the Income Tax Assessment Act 1936 of the
Parliament of the Commonwealth which is the relevant reference. The income would need
to be defined under that Act in order to be caught by these provisions. Clause 9 refers to a
gift rather than income.
Mr WIESE: Why does clause 7(2)(b) require the name and address of the senior and trustee
in relation to income from a trust? In my case, and I suspect with many other trusts, the
address of a settlor may well be care of a cemetery. A seutlor could have died many years
earlier. Most trusts have a life of 80 years.
Dr LAWRENCE: Clearly in circumstances where it was not possible to give such addresses
and names they would not be required.
Mr Wiese: Why is the requirement in the Bill?
Dr LAWRENCE: Because in many cases it will be possible to provide the name and
address; in some cases it will not.
Mr Wiese: What is the relevance of that provision?
Dr LAWRENCE: I know that trusts are common in the farming community where everyone
concerned is alive and well. The Leader of the National Party asked about the provisions
concerning disclosure of shares; that is referred to under clause 11. It requires the name and
address of the company with which a member holds shares, debentures and so on, but not the
value or the number of shares.

Division
Clause put and a division taken with the following result.-

Ayes (22)
Dr Alexander Dr Gallop Mr Leahy Mr Thomas
Mr Michael Barnett Mr Graham Mr Marlborough Dr Watson
Mrs Beggs Mr Grill Mr McGinty Mr Wilson
Mr Bridge Mrs Henderson Mr Pearce Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Hill Mr Riebeling
Dr Edwards Dr Lawrence Mr Ripper

Noes (20)
Mr Ainsworth Dr Constable Mr Lew is Mr Fred Tubby
Mr C.I. Barnett Mr Court Mr MacKinnon Dr Turnhull
Mr Blake Mr Cowan Mr Minson Mr Watt
Mr Bloffwitch Mrs Edwardes Mr Qmodei Mr Wiese
Mr Clarko Mr Grayden Mr Strickland Mr Nicholls (Teller)
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Pairs
Mr DL. Smith Mr Bradshaw
Mr Troy Mr Trenorden
Mr Taylor Mr McNCO
Mr Catania Mr Shave
Mr Read Mr Kierath
Mr PJ. Smith Mr House

Clause thus pased
ClauseS9: Trusts -
Mr CLARKO: What would be gained by the community of Western Australia if I were to
declare that I had a source of income from, say, a Marynion miust? This clause does not
require me to declare whether the trust produces lit or $1 million but simply that I declare
whether I belong to a trust.

Division
Clause put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (22)
Dr Alexander Dr Gallop Mr Leahy Mr Thomas
Mr Michael Bon Mr Graharn Mr Marl borough Dr Watson
Mrs Beggs Mr Grill Mr McGinty Mr Wilson
Mr Bridge Mrs Henderson Mr Pearce Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Hill Mr Riebling
Dr Edwards Dr Lawrence Mr Ripper

Noes (20)
Mr Ainsworthi Dr Constable Mr Lewis Mr Fred Tubby
Mr CiJ. Earnett Mr Cowrt Mr MaeKinnon Dr Tubull
Mr Blaikie Mr Cowan Mr Minson Mr Want
Mr Bloffw itch Mrs Edwardes Mr Omodci Mr Wiese
Mr Ciarko Mr Cirayden Mr Strickland Mr Nicholls (Teller)

Pairs
Mr D.L. Smith Mr Bradshaw
Mr Troy Mr Trenorden
Mr Taylor Mr McNee
Mr Catania Mr Shave
Mr Real Mr Kierath
Mr PJ. Smith Mr House

Clause thus passed.
Clause 9: Gifts -'
Mr CLARKO: This clause should be deleted because if a person of dubious character
wanted to give a gift to a member of Parliament to influence him, all he need do is give the
gift to the wife of the member. The wife could then give the gift to the member. To save the
time of the Committee, the same comments apply to clause 10. Anybody who wanted to
offer a gift of an around the world trip could offer it to the wife and she could buy the tickets
for the member. One could drive a horse and cart sideways through clauses 9 and 10 and
they would achieve nothing.
Dr Lawrence: Mr Chairman, I draw your attention to an error on page 8, line 4 which should
be corrected.
T'he CHAIRMAN: There is a letter from the Parliamentary Counsel's office stating the word
".reform" should be returned. Under the powers of Standing Order No 299, I will consider
that as a Chairman's correction.
Mr WIDESE: I support the remarks of the member for Mannion. Like him I believe this
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clause shows this legislation to be the farce that everybody on this side of the Chamber
believes it is. The general public should be made aware of what the Government is
attempting to do in this legislation. I hope that the media report that because it is a farce. It
is a political exercise by the Premier for whatever reason and it has absolutely no meaning
whatsoever. Not only can a horse and cant be driven through this clause in the manner
described by the member for Mannion with somebody being allowed to make a gift of
$100 000 to the member's wife but also he or she can make it available to the children, the
grandparents, a brother, a sister, an uncle, an aunt, a nephew, a niece or any lineal descendant
of the member or the member's spouse. This farce is revealed by this clause. I hope that
when the Premier reveals to the public what this legislation is about she is honest about how
wide open she has left it and tells them what an absolute waste of time it is.

Mr WATT: My views on this clause are similar to those of the two previous speakers. This
clause questions the need for a Bill at all because, although we have asked, there has been no
explanation by the Premier of the reasons for this Bill. The only thing we have been told is
that other States have it and therefore we must have it. That is not a reason. It is window
dressing at its worst and the only thing missing from the window is the dummies. Maybe
they are not missing after all; maybe they are sitting on the other side of this Chamber. The
public will see this legislation for the stunt it is. By excluding members of families, the
spouse particularly, bribes or inducements can be offered to family members who could pay
them into a trust and they would then become as obscure as that discussed in the debate on
the last couple of clauses. This clause will not slow down let alone, stop mischievous intent.
Mr Clarko: It could well encourage it.
Mr WATT: It could certainly put ideas into people's minds. There is absolutely no need for
this clause in the Bill or for the Bill-

Division
Clause put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (22)

Mr Michael Barnett Mr Graham Mr Leahy Mr Thomas
Mrs Beggs Mr Grill Mr Marlborough Dr Watson
Mr Bridge Mrs Henderson Mr McG inty Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Hill Mr Pearce Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Dr Edwards Mr Kobelke Mr Riebeling
Dr Gallop Dr Lawrence Mr Ripper

Noes (20)

Mr Ainsworth Dr Constable Mr Lewis Mr Fred Tubby
Mr C.I. BarneuL Mr Court Mr MacKinnon Dr Tunbull
Mr Blaikie Mr Cowan Mr Minson Mr Wat
Mr Bloffwitch Mrs Edwardes Mr Omodeli Mr Wiese
Mr Clarko Mr Grayden Mr Strickland Mr Nicholls (Teller)

Pairs

Mr D.L. Smith Mr Kierath
Mr Taylor Mr Bradshaw
Mr Troy Mr Trenorden
Mr Catania Mr Shave
Mr Read Mvr McNee
Mr PJ. Smith .Mr House

Clause thus passed.
Clause 10: Contributions to travel -

Mr CLARKO: Does the Premier agree that the amount of $250 is no longer appropriate as it
was the amount included in the legislation when it was first introduced to the Parliament in
1983? This figure was used as a dividing line between disclosure and nondisclosure. I do
not know what has been the increase in the consumer price index since 1983, but the Premier
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should consider, perhaps in another place, increasing the figure to a more realistic figure. In
1983 a member may have been able to travel a reasonable distance for $250, but that is not
the case today.
Subelause (2)(e) states that if a financial or other contribution is made by a political party to
a person who represents the party anywhere within Australia it need not be disclosed. I
would like the Premier to explain why the Bill distinguishes between within Australia and
outside Australia. I cannot see any reason that a person travelling to any country to represent
his political party should be compelled to make a disclosure. I am surprised that subclause
2(e) deals with representation only within Australia, especially when the Bill stares that
contributions made by a relative of a member need not be disclosed. My political party
could not afford to provide money for any travel and I doubt whether the Premier's party has
any money for that purpose.
Mr WATT: The amount of $250 is paltry. As the member for Marmion rightly pointed out,
in the three years this Bill has been on the Notice Paper the value of the dollar has decreased.
What mechanism will be put in place to review this amount? Frankly, it would be better to
start off with an amount of $1 000 otherwise, unless there is some automatic mechanism -
and that could be fraught with problems - every three years there will be an amending Bill
before the Parliament to revise the figure. Subclause (2) states that a financial or other
contribution to any such travel undertaken by a member need not be disclosed if the
contribution is made from public funds by a relative of the member or in the ordinary course
of any trade. What would be the situation if a member flying overseas or interstate were
upgraded from economy class to business class? The value of that would exceed $250.
Mrs Edwardes: So would business class to first class.
Mr WATT: That is right. What concerns me is the ease with which a member could
inadvertently overlook a disclosure, in which case he would have committed an offence
under this legislation. If we take it to its ultimate conclusion clauses 19 and 20, which deal
with how members will be dealt with by the House, will be implemented. My next question
relates to the value of accommoda on. If a member travels to the Eastern States and is
invited by someone through, for example, the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association to
stay at his home for a couple of weeks, who assesses the value of that accommodation? Will
it have to be declared? The Bill specifically states that travel includes accommodation
incidental to a journey. A decision will have to be made whether it should be valued
according to three star or five star hotel accommodation or a guest house. How can a
member value these nebulous things when it comes to submitting his declaration? Earlier the
Premnier had the temerity to criticise members of the Opposition for some of their earlier
amendments and suggested that they were not clearly defined and were badly drafted. I
suggest this clause is badly drafted because all sorts of interpretations can be put on it. How
can a member arrive at a valuation and what will be the procedure if a member inadvertently
overlooks declaring contributions to travel? Some nasty piece of work could be waiting for a
member to return from his trip to see whether he has declared a piddling little thing. If he
forgot to do that he would be reported to the 1-ouse. People could be as petty as that.
Dr LAWRENCE: The suggestions made by members opposite have been constructive,
which is a breakthrough. I am more than happy to have examined in the other place the
question of the $250 which members are correct to point out is inconsistent with the gift
provision and is rather less in value than when the Bill was framed. I am not averse to that
suggestion and I will discuss it with the Leader of the House in the other place. Similarly,
with regard to the observation that members might be representing political parties outside
this country, there seems no reason to me why it should be explicitly excluded. Rather than
amend the Bill on the mun I need to double check that there is no reason in the minds of the
people who framed this legislation that would preclude either of those observations. As a
general principle I am not pleased with Bills which include spec ific references to amounts of
money, but many Bills do of necessity because we are trying to set limits on contributions,
rates or whatever and they have to be amended from time to time.
Mr Clarko: I thank you for your assurance that you will look at this issue with a view to
altering the amount in the Legislative Council. Apart from the points I made, the issue
concerning a member being upgraded in an aircraft is very important and some provision
should be made for it.
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Mr COWAN: I ask the Premier, although I do not expect her to reply, how many people if
they really wanted to accept a bribe Or reward in the form of travel would be stupid enough
to be caught by this provision? I think the Premier knows that none would be caught for the
simple reason that they would use subelause (2)(b) and make sure the contribution was made
by a relative of the member. This again proves the nonsense of the Bill, and the Premier,
who is an intelligent person, knows as well as I do that anyone wishing to offer a reward in
the form of travel would use that subciause. If the Premier is not intelligent enough to realise
that, I am sum her adviser is.
Dr LAWRENCE: A number of observations have been made about the fact that this Bill
does not include spouses and other family members, and I am aware of that being a loophole.
It is a matter, of course, that we would prefer to have public but it is extremely difficult to be
precise in the definition, and I know the views of members opposite on that proposition from
their comments in the Chamber tonight. Some things the Government attempts to do in the
Parliament because they are possible and others it does not attempt because it knows they
will not pass through the Parliament. The suggestion to either scrap the legislation altogether
and do nothing or include spouses and risk it not passing at all has been considered and
rejected by the Government. I anm not disinterested in the issue, but I am simply well aware
of the position put on many occasions by members opposite.
1 draw the attention of members to the other point raised by the member for Wagin. The
question of how much value might be placed on the travel or accommodation incidental to it
is not relevant because clause (4) very clearly indicates that in all these cases the person is
not required to do more than roughly estimate the value in excess of the figure given. A
person is not required to put a specific value on it. The remedy provided for in the Bill,
which is for the Parliament to deal with the issue, would hardly lead to the outcomes
members fea. Members of Parliament are not stupid. If someone had overlooked the fact
that he or she had spent a week with a friend or acquaintance in another place in a very
innocent way, I doubt that the Parliament would take the view that it was serious.
Mr WIESE: Ilam not sure whether this matter has been addressed in the debate so far but
certainly it has not been answered; I refer to subclause (1), which states that the contributions
for travel affect only travel beyond this State. Will the Pre mier explain why travel or
accommodation within Western Australia has been excluded from this requirement in the
legislation? In a State as large as Western Australia contributions to travel and
accommodation within the State could quite easily equal, if not exceed, the cost of travel
outside the State. This again emphasises how absolutely stupid and completely ineffectual
this legislation is; it is a political exercise with no relevance to the real world. It is a farce.
Dr LAWRENCE: There is some merit in the member's proposal that the Bill might be
extended to include travel within this State.
Mr Wiese: I did not suggest that it be extended, I merely asked the Premier to explain why it
has been excluded.
Dr LAWRENCE: One of the observations about travel within the State is that from time to
time members will travel, for instance, with a mining company which might take them on a
tour of the mines in the Pilbara. It is clearly not intended in this legislation that that would be
in the nature of a gift, because it is undertaken as a member of Parliament and as part of
electoral duties. The provision is meant to preclude the electorate in which a member works.
That is the reason for excluding travel within Western Australia, but if there is some way of
capturing travel that is not of that nature I am open to suggestions.

Division
Clause put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (22)
Mr Michael Earnett Mr Graham Mr Lecahy Mr Toa
Mrs Beggs Mr Grill Mr Marlborough Dr Watson
Mr Bridge Mrs Henderson Mr McGinty Mrf Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Hill Mr Pearce Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Dr Edwards Mr Kobelke Mr Riebeling
Dr Gallop Dr Lawrence MrfRipper
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Noes (20)
Mr, Ainsworth Dr Constable Mr L-ewis Mr Fred Tubby
Mr C.J Barnett Mr Court Mr MacKinnon Dr Tunbull
Mr Blailde Mr Cowan Mr Minson Mr Watt
Mr Blof'w itch Mrs Edwardes Mr Omodei Mr Wiese
Mr Ciarko Mr Grayden Mr Strickland Mr Nicholls (Teller)

Pairs

Mr D.. Smith Mr Kierath
Mr Taylor Mr Bradshaw
Mr Troy Mr Trenorden
Mr Catania Mr Shave
Mr Read Mr McNee
Mr PJ. Smith Mr House

Clause thus passed.
Clause 11: Interests and positions incorporations -

Dr LAWRENCE: The following amendment is in line with changes to legislation since the
Bill was printed. I move -

Page 10, lines I to 4 - To delete subelause (2) and substitute the following subclause -

(2) In this section "interest" means a relevant interest (as defined in the
Corporations Law) in any securities (as defined in the Corporations
Law) issued or made available by the corporation.

Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 12 put and passed.
Clause 13: Debts -

Mr WAIT: Thbis clause deals with the requirement for a member to disclose in his return the
name and address of each person to whom he is liable to pay any debt. Why is it
unnecessary for a member to disclose the name of a person to whom he owes money if that
person is a relative? It seems to me that money owed is money owed no matter to whom it is
owed. if a member of Parliament has a close relationship with his brother and borrows a
large sum of money from him to pay other debts he still owes the same amount of money and
that still affects his solvency or total indebtedness, but it does not have to be revealed. It
seems futile for debts to be required to be declared generally but not if they are owed to a
member of the family when they could involve a significant amount of money. From time to
time people come to my office with their financial problems and one thing they frequently do
is go to a financial counsellor for assistance in restructuring their debts. This is often done
by taking out a single loan to consolidate a number of smaller loans. A family member may
be able to do that for a member of Parliament. I use the example of a brother doing that
because of recent examples involving a former member of Parliament who was lent money
by his brother. That is the sort of thing about which I am talking and which requires some
explanation.
Dr LAWRENCE: It was clear to the Government that a provision to include family
members was offensive to members, as has been shown here tonight, and so in the interest of
consistency in framing the legislation such a provision was not included in this or any other
clause of the Bill.
Mr CLARKO: The clause states that a member shall disclose the name and address of each
person to whom he is liable to pay a debt. If a member owes $501 to different people does
he have to disclose them in his rern?
Dr Lawrence: If they are a debt, I imagine so.
Mr CLARKO: Therefore, if a member owes Bankcard and Visa and four or five other credit
cards amounts he would have to list those debts, would he?
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Mr Cowan, That is not a debt to a person.
Mr CLARKO: Is the member saying that if I owe $510 to H. Cowan I must declare it, but if
I owe $50 000 to Wesrpac and Visa I do not have to mention that?
Mr Cowan: I hope that is the case, because no-one will ever get a list of my overdraft.
Mr CLARKO: I would appreciate the Premier's clarifying whether by "person" the
legislation means an individual and whether it excludes amounts owed on credit cards. This
requirement could result in members of Parliament being held to ridicule. For instance, if a
member two years before coming into the Parliament built a new house for which he paid
cash and then his wife said that the previous house had had worn furniture and curtains so
they should spend $20 000 on new ones on credit at Myer and a curtain supplier and then the
man was elected to Parliament, he would be required to reveal what goods had been
delivered beyond 18 months leading up to his election and that list would be available for the
public to sticky beak.
What advantage is there for the community in Western Australia to know such information
when considering the honesty of politicians? This legislation is saying that if something is
purchased on a plastic card it will not show but if one has a debt to Myer or a curtain
distributor it must be revealed. This situation should be clarified. This requirement makes
the clause one of dubious value because if a person owes money to a relative that is all right.
The simple thing to do would be for a member to get his relatives to buy his goods and then
pay off that person in some way because that would not have to be disclosed.
Dr LAWRENCE: Clause 13(3) states -

A liability to pay a debt need not be disclosed by a member in a primary return or an
annual return if -

(d) in the case of a debt arising from the supply of goods or services -

The same is true there.
Mr WIESE. The Premier should have read the rest of that paragraph. I have read this clause
about 10 times and cannot make any sense of it. It states that the liability to pay a debt need
not be disclosed in primary Or annual returns in the case of a debt arising from the supply of
goods or services if those goods or services were supplied in the period of 18 months
immediately preceding the day on which he was sworn in or were supplied during the return
period, as the case may be. Can the Premier tell me what that means? My reading of
paragraph (d)(i) is that a member does not have to declare goods supplied. What is the intent
of this clause?
Dr LAWRENCE: That could have been better expressed. I will have the drafting checked.
This effectively means that it need not be declared, which is what I said originally.

Division

Clause put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (22)
Mr Michael Barnett Mr Graham Mr Leahy Mr Thomas
Mrs Beggs Mr Gril Mr Marlborough Dr Watson
Mr Bridge Mrs Henderson Mr McGinty Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Hill Mr Pearce Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Dr Edwards Mr Kobelke Mr Riebeling
Dr Gallop Dr Lawrence Mr Ripper

Noes (20)
Mr Ainsworth Dr Constable Mr Lewis Mr Fred Tubby
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr Court Mr MacKinnon Dr Turnbull
Mr Blaikcie Mr Cowan Mr Minson Mr Wan
Mr Bloffwitch Mrs Edwardes Mr Omnodci Mr Wiese
Mr Clarko Mr Grayden Mr Strickland Mr Nicholls (Teller)
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Pairs
Mr D.L. Smith Mr Kierath
Mr Taylor Mr Bradshaw
Mr Troy Mr Trenorden
Mr Catania Mr Shave
Mr Read Mr MeNee
Mr ItT. Smith Mr House

Clause thus passed.
Clause 14 put and passed.
Clause 15: Discretionary disclosures generally -

Mr CLARKO: There are so many ludicrous clauses in this Bill that it is difficult to put one
above the other in terms of ludicrousness, but this clause must get pretty close to being the
most ludicrous. We have here a situation where a member may, at his discretion, disclose in
any return any direct or indirect benefits, advantages or liabilities, whether pecuniary or not.
Is this clause asking that [ write down the love and affection of my wife and children, or, if I
were a different type of person, the love and affection of my mistress? It could be the love
and affection of my constituents. Ted Kennedy would be able to write that down quite
easily! This is one of the silliest clauses that I have ever seen in my time in this Chamber. It
is absolute humbug. If this Government were dinkum, we would not have the peculiar
situation that we have today where the Premier requires Ministers of the Crown to give her a
statement of their financial interests, which she then keeps to herself and does not reveal to
any citizen of Western Australia or of the galaxy.
This Government makes great play about wanting to tell everybody about the financial
interests of members of Parliament, and we have here another peculiar form of breast-
beating. A number of years ago I went to Mt Rigi in Switzerland. At the top of that
mountain is the smallest chapel that I have ever seen. One could fit into it about two sumno
wrestlers and me, or perhaps me and two sumno wrestlers. It is all right for members opposite
to laugh, but I am one of the few members in this place who weigh less than they did when
they first came into it. Those members who have gone the other way should take note.
Dr Lawrence interjected.
Mr CLARKO: The Premier has gone the same way as me - in a positive direction.
Outside that chapel was a giant fish pond in which were floating pieces of ice. The abbots
used to take cold baths in that fish pond in order to atone for their sins or wrongdoings in life.
The next thing we will see is that that will be put down under subelause (c)!
Mr Marlborough: You would come out as an ice block if you did that!
Mr CLARKO: It would be difficult for the member for Peel to fit into that chapel. He would
need to wax himself pretty thickly in order to fit into it, and he would never fit into the fish
pond!
This is an absolutely silly clause. We could throw away all the other clauses of the Bill and
have only this clause, and then all the breast-beating members of the Government could tell
us that they only have some money in a Commonwealth Bank savings account. That is what
Bob Hawke did. One got the impression when one read about his assets that he was a man of
meagre financial means and had only a couple of bob in a Commonwealth Bank savings
account, yet within a matter of some months he was able to buy himself a huge block of land
on the edge of Sydney Harbour and build a multimillion dollar house.
Mr Watt: Keating was the same, but he has since spent $500 000 on a pig farm.
Mr CLARKO: Yes. [ would not like to join him on that pig farm.
Those members who are thinking about retiring and writing a book about life in this place
and about clauses that they found to be ludicrous in the extreme would probably lead off with
clause 15. If this Government is serious about personal voluntary disclosure, then why does
it not carry that out right now, irrespective of this legislation?
Dr LAWRENCE: I know it may cause the member for Marmion some levity to raise the
matter in this way, but this clause is intended to catch the proposition that from time to time
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allegations may be made about a member of Parliament and he or she may not feel that there
is any way to clear up those allegations. As the clause suggests, it is very much at the
discretion of the member. There may be times when there are conflicts of interest that have
nothing to do with the property, wealth, or lack of it, that a member may have. That point
has been made by a number of people this evening. The clause is really for the protection of
a member who is under pressure from allegations that are being made against him.
Mr Clarko: He can do that now under the Standing Orders.
Dr LAWRENCE: That is true to a degree, but this provides a legislative framework and a
proper register whereby he or she may declare a matter which may be the subject of public
discussion or scrutiny and which requires clarification.

Division

Clause put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (23)
Mr Michael Barnett
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bridge
Mr Cunningham
Dr Edwards
Dr Gallop

Mr Ainsworth
Mr C.J. Barnett
Mr Blaikie
Mr Bloffwirch
Mr Ciarko
Dr Constable

Mr Graham
MIT Gril
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence

Mr Court
Mr Cowan
MrS Edwardes
Mr Grayden
Mr House
Mr Lewis

Mr Leahy
Mr Marlborough
Mr McGinty
Mr Pearce
Mr Rieheling
Mr Ripper

Noes (20t

Mr MacKinnon
Mr Minson
My Omnodei
Mr Strickland
Mr Fred Tubby
Dr Turubul

Mr P.J. Smith
Mr Thomas
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Watkcins (Teller)

Mr Wat
Mr Wiese
My Nicholls (Teller)

Pairs

Mr D.L Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Troy
Mr Catania
Mr Read

Mr Kierath
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Trenorden
Mr Shave
Mr McNee

Clause thus passed.
Clause 16 put and passed.
Clause 17: Inspection of registers -

Mr WAUT: The Opposition is fundamentally opposed to this clause- It does not accept that
it is either necessary or appropriate that the public should be able to come to Parliament
House and obtain copies of details of the declarations made by members of Parliament
without cause or reason. I am absolutely sure that some people will simply come in and ask
for a copy of every member's declaration just to go on a fishing expedition and see what they
can find. For that reason I foreshadow the amendment which appears in my name on the
Notice Paper, which I intend to move as it stands except that where the word "Registrar"
appears the word "Clerk" should be substituted.
The procedure for inspecting the registers proposed by my foreshadowed amendment is a
substantially fairer way of providing a degree of confidentiality for the declarations made by
members. If anybody had any valid reason to suspect there might be some conflict of
interest, they could approach the Clerk, who would then obtain an opinion from the Chief
Justice - and obviously that implies somebody deputed by him - to adjudicate. If the Chief
justice is satisfied that there is some reason to believe that a conflict of interest may exist, the
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Clerk would then be required to furnish to the inquirer a copy of only that part of the
declaration about which it is believed a canflict may exist. That is an eminently fakrer
system for everybody than the system provided for in the Bill. We oppose the clause.
Dr LAWRENCE: At an earlier stage of this debate when we discussed the title of the Bill I
referred to the Government's objections to this clause. I am sorry that the member for Wagin
was not here, but in the interests of the Chamber I do not propose to repeat that argument,
except to say that there was one principle I did not refer to at that time; that is, the
involvement of the Chief Justice or his deputed representative.
It would seem to me, given the very strong views held by members opposite, that to involve
the judiciary in this way in the supervision of members of Parliament would be to fail to
understand the clear need for the separation of powers. It would set the judiciary up over the
Parliament, in a sense, as supervisor and master of the Parliament and the Executive, which I
for one certainly would find repugnant, and it would provide considerable difficulty for the
courts should there be at some time a case necessary where a conflict of interest of some
significant illegal kind on which the Chief Justice or his representative had previously
adjudicated. If that subsequently came before the courts we could end up with a very muddy
situation where the Chief Justice or his representative was per-forming all roles, from
supervision to judgment. I think that would not be a very satisfactory outcome. It is asking
the Chief Justice to be an administrator, investigator, judge and adviser. Without revealing
my sources, 1 am pretty confident that it is not a role that would be welcomed by the
Supreme Court
Mr CLARKO: My definition of clause 17 is that it is gross stickybeak legislation. On the
day the returns are made publicly available this will be the clause under which all the young
journalists will be sent by their editors to get a copy. They will take it back to their rooms
and look through the returns to see if they can find out how much property the member for
Perth has, for example, or how much the member for Marmion has, and so on. Not a single
person in Western Australia has ever told me that there is a need for this type of legislation. I
have the largest constituency in the Legislative Assembly when it comes to the number of
voters, and for most of my parliamentary carver I have had one of the largest two or three
constituencies. Many people contact me by telephone, in person, at my office, at my home
and elsewhere, yet no-one has ever said to me that they need to know the financial interests
of each member of Parliament.
This pathetic legislation does not provide for values but merely for a list of property. A
shrewd politician would combine his income into one area and his debts into another and
simply have two headings there. I do not see how this clause will improve the Government
of Western Australia by even a fraction. The Government has the gall to ignore calls for
defence of the various clauses in the Bill. It does not bother to defend its argument at all. I
have repeatedly asked during this debate for the Government to produce one example where
a member of Parliament in Western Australia would, under this legislation, have been
exposed as politically corrupt. Not one example has been given. People say that the opinion
in Western Australia is people need to know these sorts of details about a member of
Parliament. That is humbug. Other people refer to the escape aspect in respect of relatives,
whereby spouses can receive millions of dollars from the local Mafia and pass them to a
member of Parliament, and we should address that. This legislation has no substance.

Division
Clause put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (23)
Dr Alexander Mr Grahamn Mr Uahy Mr PJ. Smith
Mr Michael Barnett Mr Gnil Mr Marlborough Mr T-homas
Mrs Beggs Mrs Henderson Mr Mc~inty Dr Watson
Mir Bridge Mr Gordon Hill Mr Pearce Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Kohelke Mr Riebeling Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Dr Gallop Dr Lawrence Mr Ripper

(ASSEMBLY]3980



[Wednesday, 26 August 19921

Noes (2t)
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes
Mr Grayden
Mr House
Mr Lewis

Mr MacKnnon
Mr Minson
Mr Omodei
Mr Strikland
Mr Fred Tabby
Dr Turnbull

Mr wat
Mr Wie
Mr Nicholls (Teller)

Par
Mr DiL. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Troy
Mr Catania
Mr Reed

Mr Kierath
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Trenorden
Mr Shave
Mr McNee

Clause thus passed.
Clause 18: Laying before Parliament -

Division

Clause put and a division taken with the following result -

Dr Alexander
Mr Michael Barnett
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bridge
Mr Cunningham
Dr Gallop

Mr Ainsworth
Mr C.J. Barnett
Mir Blaikie
Mir Bloffwitch
Mi Ctarko,
Dr Constable

Mr Graham
M Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence

Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes
Mr Grayden
Mr House
Mi Lewis

Ayes (23)
Mr Leahy
Mr Maulborough
Mr McGinty
Mr Pearce
Mr Riebeling
Mr Ripper

Noes (21)
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Minson
Mr O171del
Mr Strickland
Mr Fred Tubby
Dr Turnbull

Mr P1. Smidh
Mr Thomas
Dr Watswi
Mr Wilson
Mrs Watkins (Teller)

Mr WaLt
Mr Wiese
Mr Nicholls (Tiller)

Pairs
Mr D.L Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Troy
Mr Catania
Mr Read

Mr Kierath
MrfBhadshaw
Mr Trenorden
Mr Shave
Mr MeNee

Clause thus passed.
Clause 19: Restrictions on publication by Member -

Mr COWAN: Members who have been in this establishment for some rime, particularly the
Speaker, should pay particular interest to this clause because it is in direct conflict with the
Constitution of this State and with the privileges conferred upon this Parliament. The clause
piaces restriction on members of Parliament during the proceedings of Parliament by their
not being able to exercise their absolute freedom and privilege while making a speech. I
understand the principles and reasons behind the clause, but it is a complete contradiction of
the privileges of this place. If we had any sense at all, the clause would be ruled out of order.
Jr has not been, and no-one has done anything about it.

Mr Ainsworth
MfrCJ. Barnett
Mr Blaikie
Mr Bloffwitcb
Mr Clarko
Dr Constable
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The Premier has nor taken any notice of the areas where we have indicated how nonsensical
is this legislation because of the loopholes provided for members of Parliament should they
wish to have loopholes - and no evidence has been offered that members of Parliament have
ever needed loopholes; nevertheless they have been provided should they want them. The
clause refers to restrictions that can be placed upon members of Parliament when debating a
matter in this place. The principle is correct; members should not be allowed to divulge
information that is contained in the register kept by the Clerk and available to the public.
However, the provision cuts across the Parliamentary Privileges Act.
I am surprised that the Parliament would be prepared to allow that to happen. If this
Chamber allows that, I can assure the Premier that the other place will not. The Premier
should acknowledge thar this legislation, which should be withdrawn, is completely in
contravention of the Parliamentary Privileges Act; it involves an abuse of privilege. If the
Premier wishes to enact this clause, it should be done by way of the Standing Orders of the
Parliament.
Dr L~awrence; Without encouraging you to take more time, tell us why you believe that to be
the case.
Mr COWAN: Would the Premier accept that, with the exception of the Standing Orders of
the Parliament, the privilege of this place is absolute? I can stand in this place and say
anything as long as it is not unparliamentary.
Dr Lawrence: That is a restriction for a start, although it is not always observed!
Mr COWAN: That exception is placed within the Standing Orders of the Parliament and not
elsewhere. I have the unfettered right to speak in this place provided I do so within the
Standing Orders. No outside law tells us what we should or should not do. Nothing is
preventing the Premier from passing this law, but by doing so she will be contradicting the
Parliamentary Privileges Act. As Erskine May and the Speaker will explain, privilege in this
place is absolute, yet clause 19 reads -

(1) Notwithstanding any other law, a member shall not publish in the course of the
proceedings of Parliament -

(a) Any information derived from a register unless that information -

(i) constitutes a fair and accurate report or summary of information
contained in the register, and

(ii) is published in good faith;
How will it be determined whether a matter is published in good faith? The clause
continues -

(b) Any comments on the facts set forth in a register unless that comment -

(i) is fair, and
(ii) is published in good faith.

Members can make an interpretation, yet someone may question that as abuse of privilege.
If this Bill is passed, questions of privilege will be referred to a court for determination
because the matter is written into law. The abuse of privilege should always be the
responsibility and determination of this place. Mechanisms exist within Standing Orders to
provide for such a determination, but with this legislation the question of privilege will be
transferred from the parliamentary system, established through the Standing Orders, to the
courts.
Dr Lawrence: One will have to interpret the law. The next subclause states that when a
member is guilty of a contempt of Parliament "the House of which he is a member may deal
with him accordingly". It is dealt with in precisely the same way.
Mr COWAN: I disagree.
Dr Lawrence: Subclause (2) provides that a member who publishes, in the course of the
proceedings of Parliament, any information or a comment in contravention of subsection (1)
is guilty of a contempt of Parliament and the House of which he is a member may deal with
him accordingly.
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Mr COWAN: Who will determine that?
Dr Lawrence: The House under Standing Orders. That is the interpretation the clause is
based upon.
Mr COWAN: By placing this matter into a Statute, the Parliament will not deal with it.
Dr Lawrence: It will.
Mr COWAN: With due respect, that will not be the outcome. I do not have access to legal
opinion, but I disagree with the Premier, although I hope she is right.
Dr Lawrence: I undertake to ensure that that is the case. If there is any doubt I will pursue
it.

Mr COWAN: If this matter is written into a Statute, limitations will be placed on the
privilege of this place. The Premier has claimed that the House will determine the issue, but
it may very well be that if a matter were contested a person would have redress to the court.
For instance, I may determine that the Premier has wrongly used information I have
provided, and the House may determine that it is not an abuse because the Premier has the
majority of members. What would be the situation with that abused person?
Dr Lawrence: Surely you will have the protection of privilege.
Mr COWAN: That is because it is recognised as an absolute position of the Parliament. I
doubt whether the court would seek to make an interpretation, and it would probably tell a
complainant to take the matter to the High Court. It may be that by structuring the legislation
in this way the Government will take the matter of privilege outside of the Parliament. That
matter should be thoroughly investigated before this clause is supported. I do not mind
admnitting that I may be wrong on the matter.
Dr Lawrence: I am happy to confirm what I believe to be the case, and if there is any doubt I
will seek appropriate legal advice on that point and I will advise the member. Nevertheless, I
have no doubt about this issue.
Mr COWAN: The matter will be dealt with by the Parliament because the Premier has
indicated that abuse of privilege under this legislation will not involve an offence with an
imposed penalty. She has said that such matters will be dealt with by the Parliament if a
member is found to be in contempt. However, some questions in law may arise about who
will make the interpretation. It may well be that the interpretation is not made by the House.
It could go to a court of law, although I am confident that the Supreme Court of Western
Australia would not deal with an issue of this nature; perhaps it would refer it to the High
Court. A situation has arisen in the other place which is quite similar to what is likely to
happen with this legislation. Someone has taken to court the question of the rights of that
Chamber to call for the tabling of papers. I am sure that the Supreme Court will state that it
has no jurisdiction over that matter and refer it to the High Court, and I do not want to see
that happen with this issue.
Dr Lawrence: I undertake to clarify it for you.
Mr COWAN: The Premier certainly needs to do that. This legislation will open the way for
people to contest a decision made by the Parliament, and in doing that the rights of this
Parliament to determine matters of privilege will be taken from it. That would be the biggest
mistake the Premier could ever make; notwithstanding the other foolish clauses in this Bill,
that would create a dreadful precedent. We would not be around for long enough to suffer its
full consequences, but such a precedent is the last thing we need. Matters of privilege should
not be referred to any other court than this Parliament. It is very important that this point is
thoroughly checked. If any suggestion is made that this legislation will provide a capacity
for a court to intervene and determine matters of privilege, this clause should be immediately
removed.
Dr Lawrence: I would be the first to agree with you if that were the case; however, I
undertake to clarify that that is not the case-
Mr WATT: I find this clause to be most strange, as I find most of this Bill. Clause 17
provides that the public can come into this place at any time and take a photocopy of the
register and do what they like with it. Clause 18 provides that when a copy of the register or
pant of the register is laid before a House of Parliament, the Clerk shall cause it to be
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published as a parliamentary paper by the Government Printer. Parliamentary papers are
available to the public. That means that the media can obtain any information they want
about members' declarations of financial interests, yet members of Parliament shall not
publish in the course of proceedings of the Parliament any information derived from the
register. unless it is a fair and accurate report of a summary of information contained in the
register. Who decides what is fair and accurate or whether it has been published in good
faith?
I find cthose criteria incredibly strange given that the information will be available to the
public without restriction. Any member who does these things will be guilty of contempt of
Parliament and the ultimate irony is that the matter will be decided by a Committee of
Privilege, which is a one sided affair. I have seen three or four in the time I have been in this
place. They have all been aimed at Opposition members, not Government members, and are
loaded with a majority of Government members. They are kangaroo courts.'
Mr CLARKO: This is a bleeding heart clause that talks about fairness and being published
in good faith. I do not know who will make that decision and I agree with the member for
Albany that the clause is repetitious. I find it difficult to accept this clause - along with
several others - as it gives no strength or purpose to the legislation. From my rusty
knowledge of the political history of this State this Bill has the dubious honour of being on
the Notice Paper for the longest period. It is humbug for this Government to bring forward
legislation which is like a colander in terns of its capacity to hold water.
Mr WIESE: I will not repeat what has been said, but it has outlined many of the areas of
objections I have to this clause. Perhaps the worst aspect is the restriction on the way
members of Parliament can deal with the information contained in the register, but no such
restriction is placed on members of the media. This information can be published as a public
document, and as a parliamentary paper, so the information is available to anyone. However,
a member of Parliament is under restrictions as to how he uses the information.
Dr Gallop: The media do not have the protection of the privileges of Parliament.
Mr WIESE: That has no relevance to the restrictions on members of Parliament.
Mr Clarko: The media have the protection of the biggest law firms of the land and a deep
purse.
Mr WIESE: The media can treat this information in whatever way they like, yet major
restrictions apply to how members of Parliament can treat the information. If a member is
found guilty he will be found in contempt of Parliament which carries a major punishment.
Dr LAWRENCE: We are drawing to the conclusion of this Bill so it is worth making one or
two points about comments made by members opposite, particularly those made about the
media who, in the member for Wagin's view, might not publish fair reports on what is in the
register. Clearly, the media are subject to some fairly extraordinary provisions for
defamation and libel and, as members know, there has been a considerable community
debate about whether those provisions might not be too onerous; whereas members of
Parliament have very little constraint on them and from time to time - certainly in my
experience in this Parliament - have been known to abuse the privileges of Parliament and to
be inaccurate in their reporting of events.
Because this is a matter of considerable sensitivity, particularly from members of the other
side during the debate, I thought they might support a provision which basically indicates the
Parliament accepts that any reporting on the financial and pecuniary interests of members
should be properly reported in the Chamber and that the subject of comment is not distorted.
The media must deal with the fairly harsh wind of potential defamation and libel suits and
they do not have the sort of sledgehammer available to members of Parliament - as we
discovered today - who can use the Criminal Code and go searching out members of the
public who have offended them. The media are in a much weaker position than are members
of Parliament. This is a mild provision, but I will check the question raised by the Leader of
the National Party so there is no potential for the courts to become involved.

Division
Clause put and a division taken with the following result -
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Mr Mchaell Earnett
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bridge
Mr Cunninghamn
DT Gallop
Mr Grahamn

Mr Ainsworth
Mr CJ. Barnett
MrtBlaikic
Mr Eloffwirch
Mr Clarko

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

Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes
Mr Grayden
Mr Lewis

Ayes (21)
Mr Marlborough
Mr McGinty
Mr Pearce
Mr Riebeling
Mr PJ.Smith
Mr Thomas

Noes (19)
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Minson
Mr Omodei
Mr Strickland
Mr Fred Tubby

Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Watkcins (Teller)

Dr Tumrbull
Mr Watt
Mr Wiese
Mr Nicholus(Teller)

PAirs

Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Troy
Mr Catania
Mr Read
Mr Ripper

Clause thus passed.

Mr Kieratli
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Trenorden
Mr Shave
Mr McNee
My House

Clause 20: Breach of section 4 by Member -

Mr WATT:- All the things that Opposition members said about clause 19 apply to this
clause. It is a one sided affair. When I first examined this Bill I wrote two words beside it:
Joke and farce. Both words adequately sum up both this clause and the Bill.

Division

Clause put and a division taken with the following result -

Mr Mchael Earnett
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bridge
Mr Cunninghamn
Dr Gallop
Mr Graham

Mr Ainsworth
Mr CiJ. Barnett
Mr Blaikie
Mr BloIfwiwch
Mr Clarko

Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hi1l
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence
Mr Leahy

Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes
Mr Graydon
Mr Lewis

Ayes (21)

Mr Marlborough
Mr McGinty
Mr Pearce
Mr Riebeling
Mr PJ. Smith
Mr T7homas

Noes (19)
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Minson
Mr Omodei
MrStickland
Mr Fred Tubby

Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Watkins (Teller)

Dr Turnbull
MrT Watt
Mr Wiese
Mr NichollsiTeller)

Pairs

Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Troy
Mr Catania
Mr Read
Mr Ripper

Clause thus passed.
Clauses 21 and 22 put and passed.
Title put and passed.
07109-11

Mr Kieracli
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Trenorden
Mr Shave
Mr MoNee
Mr House
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Bill reported, with amendments.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE - SPECIAL
On motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House) resolved-

That the House at its rising adjourn until 12 noon today (Thursday),
House adjourned at 12.09 amn (Thursday)
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The impact of asset charges on superannuation benefits

Flst Fee 1 I% asset charge JI.5 % asset charge
years employer employee admin benefit admnil benefit jadmin benefit

year passed Salary Contribution contribution I charge level ,jcharge level I charge level
19927

19931

1994
1M5
1996
1997

IM9

1999
2000
2013

2002

2003

2004
2005

20%6

2007

2006
2009

2010
2011

2012

2013
20t14

2013

2016
2017

2013

2019

2020

202 1

2022

2023
3024

2025

2026

2027
2028

2029
2030

2031

2032
203.3

2034

2035

2D.16

2037

30.000
31.500

33.075
34,729

36,465

39.288
40.203
42.213
44324

46.540

48,867

51.310

53,876

56.569
59,398
62-369
65,486

68,761
72,1"9

75,809
79.5"9
83.579
87,758
92.146

96.153

101,591

106,670

I 2.004

117,604

123,484

129,658
136,141

142,948

150.096
157.60D
10,.480

173754
192.4J2
191.564

201,14'3

211i.200

220.60

23264B
244,490

256,715
269,550

Fatal admninistration fees charged- 8,772_____ 150,890 t206,327. I

rAssumptions:
Emplo~yer contributes at rate set by SOC for large employer
Employee contributes 3% Of Salary from the year 2000
Salary commences at $30,00 and increases by 5% per annum
Contribution tax of 1590
Fundecaring rate of 8% after tax
Flat rate commences at $1 per week and increases by 5%o per annum
asset charge =percentage of funds at end of each year

Over a 45 year period, the
1.5 % asset fee effectively
costs the employee $500,000
in end benefits
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1,200

1,575
1,654
2.064

2.18
2.297

2.814

21955
3,546
3,723

4398
4.618

4.849
5,091
5346S
5,613

5.8"4
6.188
6,498
6,823
7.164
7,522

7,88
8,293

8,708

9,143

9,600

10.080

20,534

11.114

11,669

112-453

12.ISO
13,509
14A184

14.893
05.63H
M6,20

17.241

18.103

19.008

19,958
20,956

22,004

23.104

24,260

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0

3,330

1,396
1,466

1.539
1.616

1,697
1,782

1,871

2.063

Z.166
2,274
2,388
2,507

2,764
2.903
3,048

3.20D
3,W6

3,528
3,705

3,890
4,084

4.288

4.503

4,728

4.964

5.213

5,473
5,747
6S,034

6.336
6,653

6C98

7.335

7,701

8.087

52 968
55 2.330
57 34364

60 5Z884
63 & 152
66 10,890
70 13.8M
73 17,416

77 21,746

81 26,570
as 322%49
89 36,773
93 45,903

98 53,805
103 62,550
log 72,218
114 82.891

119 94.663

i25 107.634

131 121.913
13B 137,618
145 154,876
152 173.827

160 194.623

160 217,427

116 2J2.416

185 269.785
194 299,742

204 332t514

214 368.345

223 407,510

236 450,290

248 497.000

260 547,983

233 603.604
2S7 664.265

301 730-398
316 802.470
332 880.990
3419 W6.508

366 1.059,619

384 1,60.969
4104 1,271.256

424 1,391.236

445 1,521,729
461 (T663.6260

12 1,008
24 2,403
40 3.961
00 5'989

83 8.244

109 10,748

140 13,860
175 17,305
217 21,497

264 26,187
319 31,614

381 37,683
448 4436

523 51.731
604 59,810
694 68,672
192 78.384

399 89,015
1,017 100,643

3.145 11319

1,285 127,221
1,438 142,355

1.605 158M82
1,786 176,823

1,984 296,387
2,199 217.67]

2,432 240.812

2,686 265,959

2.962 293,270
3,262 322,917

3,587 355,082
3,939 389.965
4.321 427.776

4,735 468,746

5,183 513.11L9
5,66S 561,159
6,193 613,15 1

6.762 669.398
7,376 730,229

8.040 795,994
8,758 667,072

9.534 943,868

10,372 1,026,819
11,277 1,116,391

12,253 1.213,083
13,308 1317,448

l8 1,02

36 2-W8

60 3,921
90 5.916

224 8.1L25
161 10,567
207 13,S98
2u8 16,939

320 20,989

387 25.445
468 30.751L

557 36,579
654 4Z.972

761 49,976
878 57,641

1,005 66,018
1,145 75,164

1,297 85,141

1,462 96013

1.642 107981
2,839 120,730

2.052 134.731

2Z283 149,939

2.535 166,449

2A87 184359

3,103 203,776

3,424 224$815

3,772 247,598

4,1465 272,256
4.552 298,31

4,991 327,773

5,466 358,944

5,979 192.616
6,533 428,975

7,130 468.219
7.775 510.561
8.470 556.r-7

9,220 60.462

10.028 658,52Z
10.899 7015696

11,837 777.272

12.846 843,572
13,933 9 14,937

15.103 "91.733

16,3681 1.074,350
17.714 r 1.163,205



QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

TAFE - PART-TIME LECTURING STAFF STATISTICS
Employment, Vocational Education and Training, Department of - Part-time Teaching

Staff Statistics
87. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:

(I) How many pant-time lecturing staff were employed by Technical and Further
Education in each of the years -

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

(2) How many pant-rime reaching staff are currently employed by Department of
Employment, Vocational Education and Training;

(3) How many pant-time teaching staff currently employed by DEVET possess a
reaching qualification?

(4) H-ow many pant-time reaching staff currently employed by DEVET possess a
recognised qualification in their area of expertise -

(a) at certificate level;
(b) at advanced certificate level;
(c) at associate diploma level;
(d) at diploma level;,
(e) at de gree (or higher) level?

(5) (a) How many pan-rime teaching staff currently employed by DEVET
have undergone any accredited course to prepare or assist them with
delivery of TAFE programs;

(b) if any such accredited courses have been undertaken, what were they
and of what length?

(6) (a) Will pan-time teaching staff be called upon to set examinations,
conduct assessments of students and/or mark examination papers;

(b) if yes, how many teachers will be required to carry out these duties?
Dr GALLOP replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) (a) 1987-88 Nor available in a format which enables separation
of part time from total teaching effort.

(b) 1988-89 2 480 estimate
(c) 1989-90 2 975 est
(d) 1990-91 3 520 est
(e) 1991-92 3 289 - as at 30 May 1992

(2) 3 289 - as at 30 May 1992.
(3)-(4)

Data on the possession of teaching or relevant professional qualifications by
casual staff are not kept, because casual staff are selected primarily on the
basis of relevant skill and expertise, and are paid on the basis of standard
hourly rates - irrespective of their level of qualifications. Full time permanent
and temporary staff, however, are paid on the basis of a 20 point salary scale,
progression along which is determined on the basis of qualification, including
teaching qualifications.
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(5) (a) See (3) and (4) above. However, it is known that in 1992, 23 part
time - temporary - teaching staff have undergone a 'Basic Teaching
Strategies Course' conducted by DEVET's professional and career
development section. A further 12 staff have already indicated interest
in undergoing a similar course. Thirty five part time staff attended a
similar course in 1991, 30 in 1990, and 25 in 1989.

(b) The basic teaching strategies course referred to in 5(a) is delivered
over five days. Part rime teachers may also undertake the teacher
education degree course at Curtin University in their own rime,
providing they satisfy the university's entry requirements.

(6) (a) Yes.
(b) Part time lecturers are called upon when appropriate to set up

examinations, conduct assessments of students and mark examination
papers. However, the number of staff involved depends on the
relevant specialist expertise of the lecturer concerned.

ASHBURTON - MINISTERIAL VISITS
Costs

243. Mr MINSON to the Premier:
(1) What Ministers have visited the Ashbunton area in the period 1 February

1992 -26 March 1992?
(2) What has been the total cost of air fares?
(3) (a) Where did each of these Ministers stay in the Ashburton area;,

(b) at what cost per night was this hotel accommodation?
Dr LAWRENCE replied;.
(1) Hon Ian Taylor, Hon Kay Hallahan, Hon Bob Pearce, Hon Ernie Bridge, Hon

Gordon Hill, Hon Graham Edwards, Hon Yvonne Henderson, Hon David
Smith, Hon Geoff Gallop, Hon Judyrli Watson, Hon Eric Ripper, Hon Jim
McGinty.

(2) $19807.
(3) (a) Accommodation was sought in the particular town where the Minister

was required to stay overnight.
(b) Normal Government rates were charged.

WEST ED MEDIA - PROGRAMS
Production Details

473. Mr AINSWQRTH to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:
(1) Of the programs that were made by West Ed Media, which are still being

made?
(2) Which are no longer being made?
(3) Who is making them?
(4) How much do they cost?
Dr GALLOP replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1)-(2)
The Ministry of Education has maintained the production of programs
and video rapes. Live Science continues to be produced at the same
level as in 1991 and video tapes are still being produced when
requested.

(3) Ministry of Education staff in conjunction with independent service
providers.
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(4) Live Science presently costs approximately $10 000 per episode with
the cost depending on content. The cost of other videotapes produced
depends on format, length, content and complexity and ranges from
approximately $5 000.

TAPE - RESTRUCTURING
Economic Benefits Data

517. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister representing the Minister for Education
What data, if any, is collected on a systematic basis to show whether or not
the restructuring of Technical and Further Education provides economic
benefits to the State?

Dr GALLOP replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

As outlined in the response to question 377, the restructuring of the State's
TAPE system has provided the basis for increased operational efficiency and
effectiveness. At the basis of the restructuring initiatives has been the goal of
opening TAFE colleges for 50 weeks of the year, as opposed to 36, and for the
colleges to be managed over the longer period in the most effective and cost
efficient manner. Formation of metropolitan regional colleges through the
rationalisation of management structures, has enabled savings in
administrative overheads of over $400 000 per year. While the appointment
of directors, assistant directors, and associate directors to regionalised TAFE
colleges actually cost $400 000, the 'saving' is based on the cost of providing
the additional administrative hours required to open TAFE colleges for the 50
week period - $800 000 - less the actual increase in salary cost for the new
positions - $400 000.
Efficiency gains resulting from restructuring initiatives can also be measured
in the substantial decrease in the cost per student enrolled hour - SEll -
between 1984 and 1991. In 1984, each SEH cost $5.06. In 1991, each SEH
should have cost $8.18 in 1984 dollar terms, however, the actual cost was
$7.12, signifying an efficiency increase of 14.9 per cent.

LAND TAX - ASSESSMENTS 1991-92
Revenue; Individual Properties Statistics; Notices Rendered

678. Mr LEWIS to the Treasurer:
(1) What is the total revenue expected to be raised from land tax assessment in

the 1991-92 financial year?
(2) How many individual properties were assessed for land tax in the financial

year as referred to in (1)?
(3) How many land tax assessment notices were finally rendered (after the

general valuation adjustment - as passed by Parliament) to raise the revenue as
referred tomi (1)?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Total revenue expected to be raised in the 199 1-92 financial year is comprised

as follows -

(a) current 199 1-92 assessments 135.8
(b) assessments for previous years 0.5

Total 136.3
(2) Number of individual properties assessed in respect of -

(a) 242 800;
(b) statistics are not available.
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(3) The statistical information sought is not available as the 1991-92 assessment
issue program has not been completed. However, it is expected that 116 500
assessments will be issued in respect of 1(a) above of which approximately
114 300 have been issued to date.
Statistics are not available in respect of 1(b).
EDUCATION, MINISTRY OF - AUDIOMIETRIC TESTING

Staff Categories - Advice to Principals
699. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:

(1) Which categories of the Minister's staff are to have the aucliomnerric testing
required under the Workers Compensation and Rehabilitation Act 1981 ?

(2) Will the tests be carried out during their normal working hours?
(3) If yes to (2), what funds have been allocated to the respective schools for

replacement teachers for the period of the test and including the 16 hours of
quiet that is required prior to the test?

(4) What advice has been sent to principals informing them of the audiometric
testing requirement and the procedures to follow?

Dr GALLOP replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) Those who receive a daily noise dose of 9OdB(A) or its equivalent,
that is, most manual arts teachers and physical education teachers, all
farm demonstrators and some gardeners.

(2) Yes as far as is practicable.
(3) Commonwealth funds are available to cover all relief teacher costs.
(4) On 18 June 1992 all relevant schools received information in writing

from the Ministry of Education on requirements to be met for the
hearing conservation program. This information confirmed earlier
information received by all relevant schools from the Workers'
Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission. The Workers'
Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission sends out letters and
information to schools approximately three weeks prior to school staff
being tested. There is also a follow up phone call shortly before the
test confirming test details.

VELSICOL AUSTRALIA LTD - PUBLIC SERVANTS, RIVER CRUISE
INVITATIONS

Heptachlor and Chlordane Imports
700. Mr KIERATH to the Premier:

(1) Has Velsicol Australia Ltd, or a representative of this company, extended an
invitation to some Western Australian public servants to participate in a river
cruise?

(2) If so -
(a) when was the invitation issued;
(b) which departments received invitations;
(c) (i) how many public servants went on the river cruise;

(ii) which Government departments were they from;
(d) did the Government employees who went on the river cruise

contribute to the cost of the cruise?
(3) Does Velsicol Australia Ltd import heptachlor and chlordane into Australia?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Yes.
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(2) (a) 23 - 28 March 1992.
(b) An officer from the Department of Agriculture.

Some officers from the Health Department
Some officers from the Department of Occupational Health, Safety
and Welfare.

(c) (i) None.
(ii) Not applicable.

(d) Not applicable.
(3) Yes.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - PERSONAL ALARM SYSTEM FOR SENIORS
711. Mr COWAN to the Premier:

(1) With respect to the Social Advantage package, what specifically is the
Government undertaking in relation to the proposed Statewide persona! alarm
system for seniors (p29)?

(2) What funding will the State be providing?
(3) When will the scheme start?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) The objective Of this Program is to ensure that "at risk" seniors living alone in

their homes can be provided with timely assistance in the event of a medical
problem. Using as the target population, persons who have a disability, are
eligible for HACC services and who live alone, it is estimated that up to 2 000
alarms would be required to provide a Statewide service. This program has
the potential to save lives and improve the quality of life for many frail aged
seniors. In addition, it provides support for the elderly to remain in their own
homes. A pilot study of the program undertaken in Bunbury proved highly
successful. Eligible seniors will be provided with an alarm activator -
contained in a small pendant worn around the neck, and a modified telephone.
In the event of emergency, the wearer presses the alarm button on the
pendant. The telephone then automatically dials the monitoring services.
Staff at the service then attempt to contact the person who activated the
device. If there is no response, the monitoring service contacts the person(s)
nominated by the senior, such as neighbours or relatives living close by. Only
after the monitoring service is advised that the emergency is being dealt with
would they downgrade the alert status. Safeguards and system checks are also
part of the package.
The model to be adopted involves a private sector Organisation providing the
hardware and monitoring service. Assessment and referral of clients would be
undertaken by GPs, HACC program services and geriatric assessment teams
using a standardised assessment method. Administration of the scheme would
be through a community Organisation, such as Silver Chain, accountable to a
board of management.

(2) Ongoing costs of $272 000.
Capital costs of $500 000 are being sought from the Lotteries Commission.

(3) Tenders have been called for the equipment. A decision will be made shortly.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - COMMUNITY LEGAL CENTRES $150 000
714. Mr COWAN to the Premier:

(1) With respect to the Social Advantage package and the $150 000 for
community legal centres (p31), which community legal centres have already
been receiving State funding?

(2) Is any of the $150 000 earmarked for the country?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) The Government currently provides support for legal services including the
Youth Legal Service, the Consumer Credit Legal Service, Gosnells District
Information Centre, Brewer Street Welfare Rights and Advocacy Service, the
North Perth Migrant Resource Centre, Sussex Street Community Law Service
and the Tenants Advice Service.

(2) The location of services to receive funding will be determined on the basis of
greatest needs. It is envisaged that at least one service will be funded in the
country.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - MOBILE FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICE
Training of Local Community Workers - Professionals and Trainers, Rural Areas

715. Mir COWAN to the Premier:

With respect to the Social Advantage package and the establishment of a
mobile Statewide family support service to train local community workers
(p3 2) -
(a) how many professionals/trainers will be working in country areas;

(b) what mechanism is proposed to ensure that the help goes where it is
needed most;

(c) will the training be in the form of formal courses;

(d) will this program enable volunteer community workers to gain
accredited skills?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(a) Three ETEs will be employed in a mobile service to country and metropolitan
areas.

(b) Health professionals and local community groups will advise the mobile
service.

(c)-(d)
Yes.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - FOSTER CARE RATES

716. Mr COWAN to the Premier:

(1) (a) With respect to the Social Advantage package, what are the current
foster-care rates;

(b) what will the new rates be?

(2) What is the cost of the increase in foster-care rates for a full year?

(3) When will the rates increase?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) (a) The current foster care rates are -

$60.75 per week for primary school age children.
$69.25 per week for high school age children.

(b) The Government has made a commitment to increase the rates over
three years to the Australian Institute of Family Studies' recommended
levels. The new rates will be developed in the State Budget process.
It is anticipated that for the next financial year both the primary and
high school age rare will be increased to 90 per cent of the Australian
Institute of Family Studies levels.

(2)-(3)
To be decided in the forthcoming State Budget.
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SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - PREVIOUS ANNOUNCEMENTS
717. Mr COWAN to the Premier:

Of the various. announcements in the Social Advantage package, which have
been announced previously?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
Previous announcements in the Social Advantage package were the planning
of construction of an additional 15 family centres and a commitment to a
photo chemical smog formation study in Perth.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - NEW CHILD-CARE PLACES
Rural Areas

718. Mr COWAN to the Premier:
(1) With respect to the Social Advantage package, how many of the proposed

new child-care places (p2 5) will be in country areas;
(2) Which areas will they be in?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1 )-(2)

The location of new child care places will be determined on the basis of
advice from the Department for Community, Family and Children's Services
and in consultation with the Commonwealth Government in accordance with
the current Commonwealth/Stare Child Care Agreement.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - CHILD HEALTH NURSES, ADDITIONAL
APPOINTMENTS

Regions
719. Mr COWAN to the Premier:

With respect to the Social Advantage package, to which regions will the
additional child health nurses be appointed (pl 9 )?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
To regions with high proportions of new families, or disadvantaged families.
For example, the northern and southern suburbs, the Kimberley and the
Pilbara.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - FAMILY GROUP CONFERENCING
Government Commitment

722. Mr COWAN to the Premier:
(1) With respect to the Social Advantage package, is the Government committed

to introducing family group conferencing (piSO0)?
(2) If yes, when?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Yes. The State Government advisory committee on young offenders

recommended the development of community based justice teams as a
necessary first step to the development of New Zealand family group
conference scheme.

(2) In the Social Advantage package the Government has announced that four
comm unity based justice teams will be established as a pilot program.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - SERVICE COORDINATION AGENTS
Four Local Commnunities

724. Mr COWAN to the Premier:
With respect to the Social Advantage package, which four local communities
will be getting service co-ordination agents (p 13)7
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:
To be determined in consultation with regional service providers. Two
coordinators will be located in rural communities as part of this pilot project.
Exact locations have yet to be determined.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - COMMUNITY BASED EDUCATION
AND COUNSELLING ON CHILD ABUSE PROGRAMS

Rural Areas

725. Mr COWAN to the Premier:
(1) With respect to the Social Advantage package and the undertaking to expand

community-based education and counselling programs an child abuse (p13),
which country areas currently have such programs?

(2) Which country areas will be getting such programs?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Currently CGeraldton has a community based education and counselling

program. Research funding has been given to Karratha to develop a proposal.
Country directorates of the Department for Community Services have funds to
obtain privately provided contract counselling.

(2) This will be decided on the basis of advice from the new Department of
Community Family and Childrens Services.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - ABORIGINAL FAMILY SUPPORT
PROGRAMS

Northsyde Initiatives - Funding

729. Mr COWAN to the Premier:
(1) With respect to the Social Advantage package and the Aboriginal Family

Support programs (p15), which of the Northsyde initiatives will be the basis
of this program?

(2) (a) What amount of funding is being made available;
(b) where is it coming from?

(3) Which regions of the State will get priority?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) This will be determined on the basis of local requirements. Where

appropriate, successful initiatives will be transplanted. In other situations,
new initiatives will be developed. The Northsyde model provides a
framework for action.

(2) (a) $150 000 pa for three years.
(b) Consolidated Revenue Fund.

(3) To be determined on the basis of need.
SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - PILOT PROJECT FOR APPOINTING FIVE

LOCAL COMMUNITY OFFICERS
733. Mr COWAN to the Premier:

With respect to the Social Advantage package and the pilot project for
appointing five local community officers (p39) -

(a) which five local communities will be involved in the pilot project;
(b) who will appoint the officers;
(c) does the selection criteria place high priority on the person being a

member of the local community;
(d) how long will the pilot project run before it is assessed for possible

extension to other communities?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(a)-(c)

Still to be determined.
(d) One year.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - COMMUNITY AND NEIGHBOURHOOD
HOUSES $350 000

Three New Houses, Locations - Five Houses, Upgrade Sites
734. Mr COWAN to the Premier:

(1) With respect to the Social Advantage package and the $350 000 for
Community and Neighbourhood Houses (p38), where are the 3 new houses?

(2) Where are the 5 houses that are to be upgraded?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(l)-(2)

Locations will be determined based on advice from the new Department of
Community, Family and Childrens Services.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - ROTARY'S LIFE EDUCATION PROGRAM
Rural Areas Decision

740. Mr COWAN to the Premier:
(1) With respect to the Social Advantage package and the $320 000 to expand

Rotary's Life Education program (p45), who will decide which country areas
are to get the program?

(2) What are the criteria on which that decision will be made?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) The decision will be made following consultation with community groups.

Rotary and Learning to Live Inc will be parties to the decision.
(2) Areas with high numbers of children not covered by existing programs,

particularly when their children are regarded as 'at risk'.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - SENIORS IN VOLUNTARY AND MENTOR
SERVICES GRANTS

74 1. Mr COWAN to the Premier:
With respect to the Social Advantage package and the grants for programs
involving seniors in voluntary and mentor services (p4 4) -
(a) what is the total amount of funding;
(b) where will it come from;
(c) how will the grants be used;
(d) who determines where the grants go;
(e) are any specific areas or categories of persons/groups targeted as

priorities?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(a) $450 000 pa for three years.
(b) Consolidated Revenue Fund.
(c) To fund programs involving the use of voluntary services provided by seniors.
(d) Ministers for Education; Community, Family and Childrens Services; Seniors.
(e) Initially, primary and secondary students who have fallen behind mainstream.
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SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - SAFE COMMUITIES GRANTS
New Opportunities

746. Mr COWAN to the Premier:

(1) With respect to the Social Advantage package and the safe communities
grants (p41), what opportunities does this program create that do not already
exist?

(2) Who determines how the $1 million will be distributed?

(3) (a) Have any grants already been made or promised;

(b) if so, who to?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) Numerous opportunities. The grants will provide for a very wide range of
new initiatives at a local level such as traffic calming mechanisms,
improvements to footpaths and safety crossings for the elderly.

(2) On the basis of advice from relevant Government agencies.

(3) (a) No.

(b) Not applicable.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - SOCIAL ADVANTAGE GRANTS
$5 million Source

Mr COWAN to the Premier:
(1) (a) With respect to the Social Advantage package and the Social

Advantage Grants (p40), will the $5 million come from reducing other
sources of community grants;

(b) if not, where will it come from?

(2) Who determines how the money wvill be distributed?

(3) (a) Have any grants already been made or promised;

(b) if so, who to?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) (a) No - $3 million new funds, $2 million from combining existing grants.

(b) To be allocated by Governiment/Consolidated Revenue Fund.

(2) Government, through the Department of Community, Family and Childrens
Services.

(3) (a) No.

(b) Not applicable.
SCHOOLS - PREPRIMARY

Full-time Schooling - Estimated and Recurrent Costs 1993-95
749. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:

What are the -

(a) estimated capital costs;

(b) recurrent costs; -

of introducing full-time preprimary schooling in -

(i) 1993;
(ii) 1994;

(iii) 1995?

Dr GALLOP replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

747.
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(a) The estimated capital cost of the program between 1993 and 1995.
which will depend on the number of children enrolled full time, is -

(i) 1992-93 $10m
(ii) 1993-94 $20m
(iii) 1994-95 $20m

(b) The estimated additional recurrent cost of the program between 1993
and 1995, which will depend on the number of children enrolled full
time, is -

(i) 1992-93 $7m
(ii) 1993-94 $20mn
(iii) 1994-95 $29m

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE PACKAGE - COMMUNITY LINKS AND NETWORKS
ESTABLISHMENT

Locations - Existing Groups

781. Mr COWAN to the Premier:
(1) With respect to the Social Advantage package and the establishment of four

new community Links and Networks (p45S), in which country towns or city
suburbs will they be established?

(2) Where do such groups already exist?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) The location of four new community links and networks services will be

decided based on need and through consultation between the flew Department
of Community, Family and Children's Services, the Health Department and
the communities themselves. It is likely that one of the new services will be
located in Armadale.

(2) One community links and networks service is currently operating in Queens
Park. This service has been established for over two years.

AGRICULTURAL COLLEGES - DENMARK
Female A ccommodation Upgrade

788. Mr HOUSE to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:
(1) Can the Minister indicate whether the accommodation for female students at

the Denmark Agricultural College will be upgraded in line with that offered at
other agricultural colleges?

(2) If yes, when will funding be allocated for this process in the 1992-93 State
Budget?

(3) What will be the cost of upgrading the female accommodation to-
accommodate 25 female students?

Dr GALLOP replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1)-(2)
Female students at Denmark are accommodated in converted, unused
staff accommodation. While all students are adequately catered for at
present, a number of options are being examined for expansion to meet
anticipated future demands. Senior ministry officers met with
representatives of the college in Denmark at the beginning of August.
A number of issues were raised at that meeting. All the colleges
expressed needs will be costed and prioritised.

(3) A cost estimate for the project will not be available until consideration
of the options to provide accommodation has been finalised and a
project proposal has been costed by the Building Management
Authority. This is expected by the end of September.
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SCHOOLS - FIVE YEAR OLDS
Full-time Schooling - Educational Reasons

803. Mr BRADSH-AW to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:
(1) What are the educational reasons for full-time five year old education?
(2) Will this be implemented Statewide or gradually introduced?
(3) What is the estimated cost for a full year?
Dr GALLOP replied:

The Minister for Education has Provided the following reply -

(1) A full day preprimary program is now available in all States except
Queensland, and in many economically developed countries
throughout the world. Educational research indicates that preprinmary
children benefit from a full time developmental program and that
children from disadvantaged backgrounds particularly benefit from
such a program. The introduction of a full time preprimary program
will provide Western Australian children with a level of service
currently available in private schools in Western Australia and all
Australian States except Queensland.

(2) The program will be phased in over a period of three years,
commencing in 1993. In that year approximately 7 000 children
turning five years will be accommodated. In 1994 approximately two-
thirds of the cohior will be accommodated with implementation
reaching completion by 1995.

(3) The estimated recurrent cost for 1992-93 is $7 million; $ 10 million
capital will be available for building requirements in the first year of
the program.

REDUNDANCY PACKAGES - PUBLIC SERVANTS
1992-93 Intention

805. Mrs EDWARDES to the Premier:
Is it the intention of the Government to offer a redundancy package to public
servants in the 1992-93 financial year?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
The Government does not anticipate repeating last year's special voluntary
severance scheme.

32 ST GEORGE'S TERRACE - GOVERNMENT LEASE
Term

88 1. Mrs EDWARDES to the Premier:
Further to question on notice 697 of 1992, what is the term of the lease of the
Government of 32 St George's Terrace, Perth?

Dr LAWFRENCE replied:
The lease expires on 5 January 1996.

32 ST GEORGE'S TERRACE - GOVERNMENT LEASE
Sub-leases to Non-profit Groups Assisting Women - Rent Free; Formal Agreement

882. Mrs EDWARDES to the Treasurer:
(1) Referring to question on notice 697 of 1992, what other non-profit groups,

working exclusively for the welfare and advancement of women, occupy
premises as a subtenant at 32 St George's Terrace rent free?

(2) Have these non-profit groups entered into a formal agreement with the
Government for the sub-leases?
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*Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Other nan-profit groups working exclusively for the welfare and advancement

of women and occupying premises rent free on the mezzanine floor at 32 St
George's Terrace are -

Aboriginal Women's Steering Committee
Multicultural Women's Refuge Support Group
Mentor Scheme
Learning Centre Link
Overuse Injury (RSI Association).

(2) These groups have entered into agreed conditions of tenancy with the Office
of Women's Interests.

MICROECONOMIC REFORM - RACING AND GAMING PORTFOLIO AREAS
887. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Racing and Gaming:

(1) Can the Minister detail the areas which have been targeted for micro-
economic reform since March 1989?

(2) Can the Minister inform the House of progress in these areas to date?
(3) Will the Minister specify the areas within the Racing and Gaming portfolio

which have been targeted for microeconomic reform over the next twelve
months?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
I refer the member to the response given to parliamentary question 793.

MICROECONOMIC REFORM - TOURISM PORTFOLIO AREAS
888. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Tourism:

(1) Can the Minister detail the areas which have been targeted for microeconomic
reform since March 1989?

(2) Can the Minister inform the House of progress in these areas to date?
(3) Will the Minister specify the areas within the Tourism portfolio which have

been targeted for microeconomic reform over the next 12 months?
Mrs BEGGS replied:

I refer the member to the response given to parliamentary question 793.
MICROECONOMIC REFORM - TRANSPORT PORTFOLIO AREAS

889. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Can the Minister detail the areas which have been targeted for microeconomic

reform since March 1989?
(2) Can the Minister inform the House of progress in these areas to date?
(3) Will the Minister specify the areas within the Transport portfolio which have

been targeted for microeconomic reform over the next 12 months?
Mrs HEGGS replied:

I refer the member to the response given to parliamentary question 793.
MICROECONOMIC REFORM - AGRICULTURE PORTFOLIO AREAS

890. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:
(1) Can the Minister detail the areas which have been targeted for microecononlic

reform since March 1989?
(2) Can the Minister inform the House of progress in these areas to date?
(3) Will the Minister specify the areas within the Agriculture portfolio which

have been targeted for microeconomic reform over the next 12 months?
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Mr BRIDGE replied:
I refer the member to the answer to parliamentary question 793.

MICROECONOMIC REFORM - WATER RESOURCES PORTFOLIO AREAS
891. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Can the Minister detail the areas which have been targeted for microeconomic
reform since March 1989?

(2) Can the Minister inform the House of progress in these areas to date?
(3) Will the Minister specify the areas within the Water Resources portfolio

which have been targeted for microeconomic reform over the next 12 months?
Mr BRIDGE replied:

I refer the member to the answer to parliamentary question 793.
MICROECONOMIC REFORM - FISHERIES PORTFOLIO AREAS

892. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Fisheries:
(1) Can the Minister detail the areas which have been targeted for microeconomic

reform since March 1989?
(2) Can the Minister inform the House of progress in these areas to date?
(3) Will the Minister specify the areas within the Fisheries portfolio which have

been targeted for microeconomic reform over the next 12 months?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:

I refer the member to the answer to parliamentary question 793.
SCHOOLS - DUNSEOROUGH PRIMARY

Enrolments; Buildings Upgrade Need; Building Pro groan Proposal; Funds Allocation
1992-93

904.- Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:
(1) What is the -

(a) current;
(b) projected:,
number of enrolments at the Dunsborough Primary School?

(2) Is there a need by the Government to upgrade buildings at the school?
(3) (a) Does the Government propose a building program;

(b) if so, would the Minister detail?
(4) (a) Does the Government propose to allocate funds in the 1992-93 State

Budget;
(b) would the Minister provide detail?

Dr GALLOP replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) (a) 191 primary and 35 preprimary students as at semester]1, 1992.
(b) 1993 196 primary and 50 preprimary.

1994 208 primary and 52 preprimnary,
1995 204 primary and 54 preprimary.

(2) Additional facilities are required at the school.
(3) (a)-(b)

While no firm decisions have been taken regarding the details
of a future building program, it is likely that such a project
would include administration upgrade, a classroom block and
library/resource centre.
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(4) (a)-(b)
Dunsborough Primary School will be considered in relation to
the needs of ocher schools when the 1992-93 Capital Works
Program is finalised.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - INTERDEPARTMENTAL
COMMrITES, TASK FORCES OR WORKING GROUPS

Inter-agency or Mali-agency Committees, Task Forces or Working Groups - Current
Statistics, Tides, Purpose

95 1. Mr COWAN to the Premier:
(1) How many -

(a) interdepartmental committees, task forces or working groups;
(b) inter-agency or multi-agency committees, task forces or working

groups,
currently exist?

(2) What is each called?
(3) What is its purpose?
Dr LAWVRENCE replied:

I aim not prepared to instruct departmental officers to devote the considerable
time and resources necessary to respond to the member's question. However,
if he has any specific concerns and raises them with me, I will have them
investigated.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - ADVISORY BOARDS,
ADVISORY COUNCILS, ADVISORY COMMITEES

Current Statistics, Titles, Purpose
952. Mr COWAN to the Premier:

(1) How many -
(a) advisory boards;
(b) advisory councils;
(c) advisory committees;
currently exist?

(2) What is each called?
(3) What is its purpose?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:

I am not prepared to instruct departmental officers to devote the considerable
time and resources necessary to respond to the member's question. However,
if he has any specific concerns and raises them with me, I will have them
investigated.

CATTLE - EARMARKING LEGISLATION
troduction Intention

953. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Agriculture:
(1) Does the Minister intend to introduce a Bill dealing with the earmarking of

cattle?
(2) If yes, when?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) Earmarking of cattle is regulated by the Stock (Brands and Movement) Act

1970. The Act has been reviewed over the past 18 months through extensive
consultation with all relevant sectors of the livestock industries.
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(2) Due to priorities within the current parliamentary legislative program, the
introduction of the amendments to the Stock (Brands and Movement) Act has
been deferred until 1993.

WESTRAIL - ALBANY EMPWOYMENT STATISTICS
Turntable Relocation - PM 706 Steam Unit. Sufficient Skilled Staff

954. Mr WAIT to the Minister for Transport:
(1) What was the total number of staff employed in each of the following

categories, prior to the 1992-93 staff rationalisation plan for Westrail in
Albany -

(a) drivers;
(b) drivens' assistants;
(c) booking clerks;
(d) road coach drivers;
Ce) yardmasters and assistants;
(f) fitters;
(g) fitters' assistants;
(h) trackmaster and assistants;
(i) other?

(2) When staff rationalisation within Wesn-ail in Albany is complete, how many
persons in each of the above categories will be employed in the area?

(3) (a) Is the Albany turntable stored for possible relocation in Albany;
(b) if so, where exactly will it be relocated;
(c) if not in Albany, where is it to be relocated?

(4) When PM706, a steam unit of the Hotham Valley Tourist Railway, is
operating tourist trips in the central and lower great southern areas in
September-October 1992, will the depleted depots have sufficient skilled staff
with steam qualifications?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) (a) Six.

(b) Seven.
(c) Two.
(d) Four.
(e) Four.
(f) Two
(g) Two.
(b) Six.
(i) Four - wagon repairers.

(2) (a)-(e)
No change.

(0-(g)
One.

(h) No change.
(i) Two - wagon repairers.

(3) (a) Yes.
(b) A site has been reserved on the town side of the new depot - south of

Penny Post Restaurant. A final decision has not been made to relocate
the turntable. This will depend on freight train requirements after the
full impact of land freight transport policy recommendations is known.
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(c) Should there be no requirement at Albany, the turntable will not be
relocated elsewhere.

(4) No. However, crews with steam experience will be made available on a
temporary basis from other locations.

EDUCATION, MINISTRY OF - DISTRICT EDUCATION OFFICES
Downgrading or Closure 1993

956. Mr AILNSWQRTH- to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:
(1) Will any district education offices be downgraded or closed in 1993?
(2) If yes -

(a) which district offices will close;
(b) which district office will take over administration of schools in each

case?
(3) If yes to (1), what is the rationale for such a move?
Dr GALLOP replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) There are no plans to downgrade or close any district education
offices.

(2)-(3)
Not applicable.
TAFE - CAPITAL WORKS EXPENDITURE

Centres Outside Metropolitan Areas
958. Mr AINSWORTH to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:

What were the amounts of capital works expenditure at Technical and Further
Education centres outside the metropolitan area for each of the last ten years?

Dr GALLOP replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

Expenditure on capital works for each of the last 10 years at technical and
further education centres outside the metropolitan area are as follows -

TA FE/DE VET Independent
1 1982-83 4 133 001
2 1983-84 1916744 3363000
3 1984-85 1 147793 4457573
4 1985-86 177 131 9979515
5 1986-87 480367 3533015
6 1987-88 1 428 790 753 648
7 1988-89 448561 2880617
8 1989-90 81338 4766637
9 1990-91 1293000 1023000
10 1991-92 304104 9024724
TOTAL 11410829 39781729
GRANDOTOTAL 51 192558

LOTTERIES COMMISSION - GRANTS TO CHARITABLE AND COMMUNITY
ORGANISATIONS

Members of Parliament, Cheque Presentation Policy
959. Mr WATT to the Minister for Racing and Gaming:

(1) Is it Government policy for grants to charitable and community organisations
by the Lotteries Commission to be presented by members of Parliament?

(2) If not Government policy, does the Commission invite members of Parliament
to present cheques on its behalf to recipient organisations?
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(3) (a) Are details kept of membercs invited to present cheques;
(b) if so, for the 1991-92 financial year, how many cheques have been

presented by -

(i) Government members;
(ii) Liberal Party members;
(iii) National Party members;
(iv) Independent members?

(4) Given the Commission's independent and non-political role, why are
members of Parliament used for cheque presentations on a selective basis?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

There is no laid down policy. Usually a member of Parliament who has made
a representation on behalf of an organ isation which has applied for a grant,
and who has requested he/she be permitted to present the approval letter - or
cheque - for the grant will be invited to do so. On some other occasions
where the situation warrants, the Premier, Minister for Racing and Gaming or
a member nominated by the Minister to represent her, will participate in the
presentation and/or notification of the grant. All members of Parliament who
write to the Lotteries Commission in support of grant applications are advised
in writing of the decision in order that they may inform the organisation
concerned accordingly.

(3) (a) Details of members invited to present cheques are not kept.
(b) Not applicable.

NEWDEGATE RESEARCH STATION - TECHNICAL OFFICERS, EMPLOYMENT
STATISTICS

Agricultural Officers, Employment Statistics - Research Changes 1993
961. Mr AINSWORTH to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) What number of -
(a) technical officers;
(b) agricultural operatives;
were employed on the Newdegate Research Station in -

(i) 1990;
(ii) 1991;
(iii) 1992?

(2) What are the projected numbers for each category in 1993?
(3) Will the research station be undertaking a similar range and type of

experimental work in 1993 as in previous years, or will there be a change in
research emphasis?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) Technical Officers Agricultural Operatives

1990 Manager +2 3
1991 Manager +2 3
1992 Manager +2 3

(2) 1993 Manager + 1 3
(3) In 1993 the staff from the research station and the Lake Grace district office

will combine to carry out a focused south eastern wheatbelt research program
on the station and on farms in the area.
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MARLBOROUGH MALL - MEMBER FOR PEEL
Payment Through Stationery Account - Family Centres Used for Members' Offices

963. Mr KIIERATH to the Premier
(1) In reference to a recent edition of the Marlborough Mail, was this newsletter

paid for through the Labor member for Peel's stationery account?
(2) (a) Is this an appropriate use of the member's stationery account;

(b) will the Premier allow other members to use their stationery account in
a similar manner?

(3) As the section on Youth Wages has been used for party political purposes, is
this a breach of policy guidelines?

(4) If so, what action will the Premier take against the member for breaching the
guidelines?

(5) Is it appropriate that family centres can and should be used for members'
offices?

(6) Does this privilege extend to all members?
(7) Does this privilege extend to all Government buildings?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) The newsletter was paid for through the member's campaign fund.
(2)-(7)

Not applicable.
GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AN)) OFFICES - AUSTRALIAN LABOR PARTY

PREMISES
-Rentals or Lease Agreements

966. Mr KIERATI- to the Prm~ier:
(1) How many Government departments/offices pay rent or have ]ease

agreements for premises owned by the Labor Party or organizations affiliated
with the Labor Parry?

(2) Which departments/offices are they?
(3) Which premises are rented/leased?
(4) What is the latest total annual cost of those rentals?
Dr LAW4RENCE replied:
(1) Of the leases administered by the Department of Infrastructure and

Government Assets, four leases relate to two properties owned by the Labor
Party or associated organisations.

(2) MLC for South Region Electorate Office
MLA for Helena Electorate Office
MILC for North East Metro Region Electorate Office
Department of Agriculture.

(3) 55 Albany Highway, Albany
Trades Hall building, corner Marmion Swreet and Railway Parade, Midland.

(4) $44 216 gross rental.

TRANSPERTH - SOUTH WEST AREAS TRANSIT BROCHURE
Covering Letter Accompanying Transperrh Brochure Reason

967. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for Transport:
(1) With regard to South West Areas Transit (SWAT) brochure, why was the

covering letter, which was from the Labor member for Peel, included in the
same envelope as the Transperth brochure?
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(2) Considering that this brochure and letter was sent to every householder in the
south west, what was the total cost for printing and distribution of this
information?

(3) What was the cost incurred by Transpenth to print and distribute the
accompanying brochure?

(4) (a) Has the member for Mardurah been approached to serve on the
steering committee;

(b) if not, why not?
(5) In Peel, what was the cost to the member for inclusion of letterhead, etc?
(6) What was the cost to SWAT and Transperth for their part of the Peel mail

out?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) In order to encourage members of the community to read the brochure, attend

a public meeting and provide feedback on the alternatives.
(2) $34609.
(3) $30 059.
(4) (a) No.

(b) The member for Mandurab is not a m em ber of the Govern men t.
(5) No additional cost.
(6) The share of the rota! envelope production, packing and distribution cost

apportioned to the Peel mail out is $2 465.

KINGS PARK - DIURUS PURDEII (DONKEY ORCHID)
Research Breakthrough

969. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) With respect to the research being undertaken at Kings Park into the Diurus

Purdeii (Donkey Orchid), has there been any significant breakthrough in
research?

(2) If so, would the Minister table documents supporting this breakthrough?
(3) When will these documents be available to the public?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) The most significant advance in research of Diuris purdiei in Kings Park has

been the development of an in vitro cloning method. This procedure which
was developed using the common donkey orchid - Diuris longifolia - was
successfully applied to Diuris purdici. The technique uses the unfeitilised
ovary of the flower and axillary buds on the flower stem to derive plantlets
using an in vitro procedure under sterile conditions. This technique means
that plants can be cloned without adverse effects on the parent source plant.

(2) A paper recently published in the Australian Journal of Experimental
Agriculture details the development of this new procedure on the common
orchid with reference to Diuris purdiei propagation using the same procedure.
[See paper No 307.]

(3) Reprints of the published work in the Australian Journal of Experimental
Agriculture are available on request fom -
Dr K. Dixon
Principal Research Botanist
Kings Park and Botanic Garden
West Perth WA 6005
(09)321 7332
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SAWLOCS - MARRI
Sawn Timber Recovery Rates - 1988 -8 9 and 1990-91 Percentages

970. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) Further to question on notice 52 of 1992, is the 6 866 cubic mets of sawn

timber recovered from 126 451 cubic metres of sawlogs in 1988-89 a better
percentage recovery race than 4 755 cubic metres of sawn timber recovered
from 22 241 cubic metres of sawlogs in 1990-91?

(2) Do these figures indicate mar-i is being bought as sawlogs and then chipped at
a saving to buyers (and loss to taxpayers) of $3 (20 percent) per cubic metre?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(l)-(2)

No.
AGRICULTURAL COLLEGES - DENMARK

Manual Arts Facilities, Exclusive Facilities - Adequate Facilities
971. Mr HOUSE to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:

In relation to answers to question on notice 789 of 1992 -

(a) are the manual arts facilities for woodwork and metalwork that were
identified as being part of the Denmark Agricultural College, in fact
exclusive facilities for the Denmark Agricultural College;

(b) is the pre-vocational centre shared by both the Denmark Agriculture
College and the Denmark Senior High School;

(c) are the facilities available for use of Denmark Agricultural College
adequate?

Dr GALLOP replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(a) No.
(b)-(c)

Yes.

CRAYFISH, MARINE - INDUSTRY MANAGEMENT RULES
Announcement Reason - Rock Lobster Industry Advisory Comnmittee Report

Recommendations, Differences

973. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Fisheries:
(I) Can the Minister outline the reasons for his recently announced rock lobster

industry management rules?
(2) What are the differences between the recommendations of the rock lobster

industry advisory committee report, and the management rules that are
proposed to be implemented?

(3) How does the Minister account for the differences?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) The latest research data that has been presented by the Fisheries Department

confirms previous advice that immediate measures are required to address the
continuing decline in the rock lobster breeding stock. The range of new
measures I have announced for introduction this year, are aimed at containing
fishing effort which has placed enormous pressure on the rock lobster
resource. The measures are focused on increasing the number of breeding
stock. As I have previously stated, the new measures will be closely
monitored and if they are shown not to be effective, other steps will be taken
in the better interests of the fishery to ensure the long term viability and
sustainability of the rock lobster fishery.
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1 table for the member, the chairman's report of the rock lobster industry
advisory committee and the letter sent to fishermen by the Executive Director
of Fisheries outlining my decision.
[See paper No 308.]

FISHING - FISH DISTRIBUTION AND PRODUCTION
Levy, Legislation Proposal

974. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Fisheries:
(1) Is legislation being drafted to levy all parties involved in the distribution and

production of fish in Western Australia?
(2) If yes, why are parties involved in the distribution of fish proposed to be

levied?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) I have supponted an initiative by the Western Australian Fishing Industry

Council to incorporate a mechanism in the proposed new Fisheries Act for a
levy from the fishing industry and licensing fish retailers for promotion and
marketing of fish products. These arrangements would only be introduced
after consultation with, and the active support of, industry and the resultant
promotion activities would be controlled by industry.

(2) The future for Western Australia's fishing and processing industry in the face
of overseas competition, especially of aquiculture products, is to promote the
quality of Western Australia's fish products. Such promotion will require
financial support from all sectors - catching, processing, wholesaling and
retail.

CONSERVATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF
Mt Hart Station, Kimberley - Purchase

975. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) Has the Department of Conservation and Land Management purchased the Mt

Hart Station in the Kim bericys?
(2) If yes, what price was paid for the property?
(3) If no, is the department considering purchasing it?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Yes, I held a Press conference and issued a Press release on this matter on 24

November 1991.
(2) $350000.

(3) Not applicable.
MARRI - LOGCING FOR WOODCHIPS

Central Forest Zone
976. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Has marri been recently logged for woodehips from the intermediate and low
rainfall zones of the central forest zone?

(2) If yes, has Ministerial approval been given for this logging?
(3) If yes -

(a) when was the approval given;
(b) what were the conditions of the approval?

(4) Has any monitoring of the goundwatcr level or salinity occurred during this
logging?

(5) What were the results of this monitoring?
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Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) No, it is not required.
(3) (a)-(b)

Not applicable.
(4) No.
(5) Not applicable.

CARAVAN PARKS - DWELLINGUP
Conservation and Land Management, Department of - Ogilvie, Mr Paul, Lease Agreement

977. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) With reference to the Dwellingup Caravan Park when will the Department of

Conservation and Land Management sign a lease with its proposed partner Mr
Paul Ogilvie?

(2) What area of land will need to be cleared for the development?
(3) How does this compare with Mr Ogilvie's statements that he will have a lease

over 20 ha?
(4) Will there be any restrictions on clearing of the balance of the land under

lease?
(5) Did CALM's Chief Executive Dr S. Shea state that this will be the longest

lease ever pranted over State forest?
(6) In view of local reports that this site has been used as a chemical waste dump,

will the entire area be tested for pesticides before development begins, as well
as the small area already tested?

(7) What is the Minister's response to the grave public concerns about the issue
reported in the The West Australian of 30 June 1992, and on a nationally
broadcast ABC program "Green and Practical" of the same date?

(8) How much will the private developer pay CALM for his 21 year lease of this
section of State forest?

(9) (a) Were tenders call for this development;
(b) if not, why not;
(c) if so, will the Minister table full details of competing tenders or

development proposals?
(10) Has land now been offered for sale in Dwellingup by the Department of Land

Administration at an upset price of $29 000 for a quarter acre block?
(11) On what date will the Environment Protection Authority commence a review

of the proposed development, as required by the relevant legislation, and
already requested?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) A [ease is still to be negotiated.
(2) This is still to be determined.
(3) The lease area is approximately 19.5 hectares.
(4) Yes.
(5) Dr Shea has no recollection of making such a statement. The CALM Act sets

the maximum period of forest lease at 20 years.
(6) If it is determined to be necessary.
(7) 1 am aware that some concerns have been expressed by some people in

Dwellingup. I am also aware that there is also strng support for this proposal
which would provide for the economic development of the town through
tounism.
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(8) Still to be negotiated.
(9) (a) Yes. Expressions of interest were called.

(b) Not applicable.
(c) No. Confidentiail information is contained in the proposals. The

successful proposal was selected after examination of all proposals by
a committee comprising representatives of the Shire of Murray, South
West Development Authority, Dwellingup Progress Association and
CALM.

(10) 1 am not aware of land prices in Dwellingup.
(11) The proposal was referred to the EPA on Wednesday 1 July 1992 by CALM.

The EPA determined that the overall environmental impact of the proposal is
not so severe as to require formal assessment by the authority and the
subsequent setting of formal conditions by me as Minister. A 14 day appeal
period closed on Friday, 31 July. I have yet to determine the appeal.

WOOL - SECURITY OF WOOLOROWERS' WOOL AUCTION PROCEEDS
Minister for Agriculture's Progress Report

980. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:
Following my questions on notice 591 and 647 of 1992, can the Minister
report to the House on what he has done to ensure the security of wool
growers' proceeds from wool auctions?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
The Western Australian Wool Selling Brokers Association has not yet fully
responded to the Premier's request for information on how its members satisfy
their trust obligations under the Auction Sales Act. As indicated in moy reply
to question 647, when this informiation is received there will be a better
understanding of industry practices and obligations, and a more informed
basis for practical assessment of the risk exposure confronting growers.

SOUTH COAST REGION MANAGEMENT PLAN - CURRENT STAGE
981. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for the Environment:,

What stage is the south coast region management plan at?5
Mr PEARCE replied:

The final management plan was released on I11 March 1992. The plan is
presently being implemented.

APPRENTICES - STATISTICS, OUTSIDE METROPOLITAN AREA
Unemployment Percentage - Government Assistance to Regional and Rural Businesses

982. Mr HOUSE to the Minister representing the Minister for Employment and
Training:
(1) How many apprentices are located outside the metropolitan area?
(2) Of the above, how many are currently unemployed?
(3) In which areas are they located?
(4) What assistance is offered by the Government to assist regional and rural

businesses to -
(a) take on new apprentices;
(b) maintan their current apprentices during the current recession;
(c) take on unemployed apprentices?

Dr GALLOP replied:
The Minister for Employment and Training has provided the following reply -

(1) 3 601 as of 31 July 1992.
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(2) Fifty eight.
(3) Total District

8 Central
I Kim berley
5 Lower Great Southern
8 Midlands
3 Pilbara
14 South East
17 South West
2 Upper Great Southern.

(4) (a) Apprentice Training Incentive. First year apprentice
incentives - an employer who indentures a first year apprentice
can receive -

$1 500 on signing indenture;
$1 500 on successful completion of the apprenticeship.
Additional First Year Apprentice Incentive - in addition to the
$1 500 ATI commencement grant, $2 000 will be paid for each
first year apprentice employed after January 1992 who was
additional to the number of first year apprentices employed at
30 September 1991.
Building and Construction Industry Training Fund - The
BCITF Board has approved payment subject to applications of
$1 000 to employers of first year or suspended apprentices and
an additional $1 000 is payable 12 months later, provided the
apprentice is still indentured to this employer. This payment is
provided for additional structured training - not TAFE
training - acceptable within the guidelines of the Training
Guarantee Act.
Disadvantaged/Disabled Incentives - various subsidies are
available for disadvantaged and disabled apprentices. These
are varied, their guidelines for allocation are subject to
negotiation between the parties. All inquiries are referred to
the Commonwealth Department of Employment, Education
and Training.

(b) The Commonwealth Government currently provides financial
help to employers approved by the Office of Industrial
Training who, because of the current economic downturn,
would otherwise need to suspend their apprentices. These
subsidies are negotiated up to $ 100 per week for 32 weeks for
third and fourth year apprentices and up to $60 per week for 26
weeks for second year apprentices,

(c) Re-establishment Grant -an employer who indentures a
suspended apprentice receives $1 000 plus $1 500 on
successful completion of the apprenticeship. There is
eligibility for employers indenturing first year apprentices
under the Training Guarantee Act, and first year apprentices
are exempt from State payroll tax during the first year.

FISHING - RECREATIONAL NET FISHING BAN
Princess Royal Harbour and Oyster Harbour

984. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Fisheries:
(1) Is recreational net fishing banned in the Princess Royal Harbours. and Oyster

Harbour?
(2) What are -

(a) the reasons for the ban;
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(b) the conditions of the ban?
Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) Oyster Harbour, yes; Princess RoyalfHarbour, no.
(2) (a)-(b) The Government considered a recommendation from the recreational

fishing advisory committee that all recreational net fishing be banned
when the two year review of the futcure management of recreational
fishing was presented to Cabinet in February 1991.
In introducing the new management rules for recreational fishing
effective 1 July 1992. the Government has allowed recreational net
fishing to continue with a net attendance requirement in the following
estuaries in the south west -

Peel Harvey (Mandurah)
Leschenauht (Auscralind)
Irwin (Walpole)
Wilson (Denmark)
Princess Royal Harbour
Beaufort
Welistead (Bremter Bay)

During the two year review it became evident that the majority of
Western Australia's recreational fishers are opposed to netting as a
fishing activity. The new arrangements provide for a diversity of
fishing activity in different estuaries throughout the south west. The
attendance requirement was envisaged to assist in reducing fish
wastage and allowing undersize fish to be removed while alive.
I have written to the recreational fishing advisory committee for
specific advice on the appropriateness of the attendance requirements
for net fishing in the south west following a recent meeting I held with
fishers at Mandurab that was organised by the member for Murray.

TRAFFIC LIGHTS - UPGRADED HIGHWAY OPPOSITE MIAMI SHOPPING
CENTRE

Installation Intention
987. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Will traffic or pedestrian lights be installed on the upgraded highway opposite
the Miami shopping centre?

(2) If not, why not?
(3) If yes, when will the installation be done?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(l)-(3)

Investigations by Main Roads indicate that the installation of traffic signals
would not enhance pedestrian or traffic safety at this location. This new
section of highway has built in safety features including paths, median gaps,
handrails, ramps, guidance fencing and high quality lighting. However, it is
intended to continue to review the situation by assessing the effectiveness of
the new works and the associated pedestrian facilities.

AUSTRALIAN CONSERVATION SOCIETY - WILDERNESS SOCIETY
Regional Environmental Societies - Government Funding

989. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for the Environment:
What funding allocations have been made by the State Government to the
following groups for each of the previous five years -
(a) Australian Conservation Council;
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(b) Wilderness Society;
(c) each of the regional environmental societies?

Mr PEARCE replied:
(a) 1987-88 $12600

1988-89 $15400
1989-90 $21 300
1990-91 $25000
1991-92 $18000

(b) Nil.
(c) If the member could be mare specific or list the "regional environmental

societies" I will be happy to provide a reply.

SOUTH WEST TRANSIT STUDY - COMMITEE
Establishment Dare; Meetings - Rail Link and Bus Service Studies

991. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Transport:
(1) In respect to the South West Area Transit study, when was the committee

formed?
(2) How many times has it met as a committee with both Parliamentary and

technical members present?
(3) (a) How many studies have been carried out on the rail link proposal

since 1983;
(b) when were they carried out;
(c) by whom?

(4) (a) When was the comprehensive analysis done of the cost and
effectiveness of a comprehensive bus service operating between
Mandurab and the metropolitan area;

(b) who did the analysis?
(5) What is the cost of such a bus service?
(6) Why was this comparison not included in the assessment of the rail link

options?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) 3 March 1992.
(2) Five.
(3)-(4)

In line with the Government's election commitment, a committee was
established in 1989 to assess the feasibility of extending the suburban railway
system to Rockingham and Mandurah. The committee was chaired by the
Director General of Transport, with Transperth, Westrail, Main Roads
Department and the Department of Planning and Urban Development being
members. In 1990 the terms of reference were extended to include bus and
light rail options. This was reflected in a discussion paper released in July
1990. The work of this committee led to the decision, announced in the "WA
Advantage" statement in February 1992, to extend the commuter rail system
from Fremantle to Rockingham and Mandurah.

(5) The initial capital cost of a busway system to provide comparable levels of
service to rail was between 12 per cent and 17 per cent less than that for rail
systems. It would be misleading to quote actual dollar costs since these were
indicative only and cannot be compared with current estimates for rail.

(6) It was prior to the Government's decision to establish a rail systemn for the
south west area.
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RAILWAYS - FREMANThE-MANDURAN RAIL LINK PROPOSAL
Pamphlets Cost - Meetings Cost

992. Mr NICHOLLS to the Miniscer for Transport:
(1) In respect to the proposed rail link between Fremantle and Mandurab how

many pamphlets were printed in total?
(2) What was the cost?
(3) What was the cost of distribution?
(4) What was the cost of venues for the public meetings?
(5) What was the cost in wages/fees of people who attended the meetings on the

Government's behalf?
(6) What was the cost of advertising the meetings?
(7) (a) Was it necessary to reprint any part of the pamphlets prior to

distribution;
(b) if so, why?

(8) What was the cost of consultant fees to this project?
Mrs BEGCS replied:
(1) 80000.
(2) The cost of the pamphlet printing was $23 875.
(3) $6 184.
(4) $1 400.
(5) $8 720.
(6) $9 560.
(7) (a) No.

(b) Not applicable.
(8) An estimate of the total cost of consultant fees incurred on this project since

the Government's February 1992 commitment is $290 800.
ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES OF GOVERNMENT

AND OTH-ER MAMTRS - QUEEN'S COUNSELS, FEES
Eastern States, Government Payment - Counsel Fees, Payment Agreement Responsibility

995. Mrs EDWARDES to the Premier:
(1) Does the Office of the Premier and Cabinet agree the fees to be paid to

counsel for their services for representing persons who are required to appear
before the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and
Other Matters?

(2) If not, who does make the agreement?
(3) If so, upon what basis are the fees set?
(4) How many of the Queen's Counsels appearing before the Royal Commission

whose fees were paid for by the Government, are from the Eastern States?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) No.
(2) I approve payments, as Premier and Treasurer, on an ex gratia basis.
(3) Not applicable.
(4) It is not clear whether this question includes counsel assisting and whether the

expression 'from the Eastern States" refers to the place of admission to
practice, place of residence, usual place of business or some other
characteristic. It would assist if the member made her intentions clear by
expressing questions in unequivocal terms-
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PUBLIC SERVICE - SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE
Membership

996. Mrs EDWARDES to the Premier:
(1) In respect to the Senior Executive Service (SES) of the Public Service, what is

the total number of Public Service officers who are members of the Senior
Executive Service?

(2) When was the Senior Executive Service formed?
(3) What are its goals and objectives?
(4) Will the Premier provide a list of the officers in the SES which includes when

each was appointed to the SES?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) 367 Senior Executive Service members.
(2) 16 March 1988.
(3) Section 36 of the Public Service Act 1978 outlines the purpose of the Senior

Executive Service as -
(a) to provide for a group of officers who -

(i) may undertake higher level policy advice, managerial and
professional responsibilities in departments and organisations;
and

(ii) may be deployed within departments and organisations, and by
the Commissioner between departments and organisations, so
as best to promote the efficiency of the Public Service; and

(b) to promote the efficiency of individual departments and organisations.
(4) Much of the information requested would need to be compiled manually, and

would require considerable time and resources. Most SES members are level
9 and above and are generally listed in the annual reports of Government
agencies.

TAFE - ADVANCED CERTIFICATE OF COMPLETE DENTURE
PROSTHODONTICS

Fees
997. Mr LEWIS to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:

(1) Does a Technical and Further Education pan-time course for Advanced
Certificate of Complete Denture Prosthodontics have fees for participating
students for approximately three semesters of approximately $7000.

(2) If $7000 is not the correct cost of course what is?
(3) How does the Minister explain the high cost of this course when -

(a) a dental student attending che University of W.A. full-time pays $1125
per semnes ter or comparably $ 3 375 over three se mesters;

(b) a dental therapist attending Curtin University full-time pays $1100 per
semester or comparably $3300 for three semesters?

Dr GALLOP replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) No.
(2) $2450
(3) Not applicable.
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COMCAR - FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AGENCY
Western Australia Services

1000. Mr LEWIS to the inister for Transport:
(1) Is Comear, a Federal Government personal transport agency, operating a

limousine/taxi service in Western Australia?
(2) Is Comecar subject to State legislation and regulation as to the payment of

licences and other fees and operating provisions required by State Law?
(3) If no to (2), is Coincar therefore competing unfairly from a preferred position

and with subsidy from the Federal Government against the interests of the taxi
car and private taxi industry in Western Australia?

(4) Do any departments or agencies in the Western Australian Government use
the services of Conicar?

(5) If yes to (4), on what basis does the Western Australian Government support a
Federal Government agency against the interests of operators within the
Western Australian taxi industry?

(6) If yes to (3), what action is the Minister going to take to bring the operation of
Comcar under the same operating conditions of the Western Australian taxi
industry?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) Yes, Comecar is a Commonwealth Government agency established to provide

transport for its departments, heads of State, Ministers and visiting dignitaries.
(2) No, while Comcar operates as a Commonwealth agency the provisions of the

Western Australian Taxi Car Control Act do not apply.
(3) It has been indicated chat Comear is extending its service to the private sector

in an attempt to reduce the losses the operation incurs each year. If that is the
case it is operating unfairly and to the detriment of well established private
sector services such as provided by the taxi industry.

(4) I am not aware of any Government departments or agencies that use the
services of Comcar.

(5)-(6)
The Government does not support the actions of Comcar and I have written to
Senator BIklus, Minister for Administrative Services, asking him to reassess
the services being provided by Comcar to ensure it continues to service only
its traditional markets and does not place any unnecessary burdens on private
sector operations.

ROADS - PUMNUJ-PORT HEDLAND
Wells or Bores Establislunen

1001. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:
(1) Is the Main Roads department or some other Government agency going to

establish a series of wells or bores along the Puninu to Port Hedland road?
(2) If yes -

(a) what is the purpose of the watering points;
(b) from what budgeting expenditure item are the monies for the work to

be allocated?
Dr WATSON replied:
(1) No.
(2) (a)-(b)

Not applicable.
k7i09-12
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RURAL ADJUSTMENT SCHEME - CHANGES
Impact on Western Australian Farmers

1002. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:
What is the effect of the recent changes to the rural adjustment scheme on
Western Australian farmers announced by the Federal Minister for Primary
Industry.

Mr BRIDGE replied:
The Federal Minister for Primary Industries and Energy recently incorporated
the framework of a refocussed rural Adjustment Scheme as a key element of
the Commonwealth's response in a new drought policy. The key elements of
the new RAS were agreed in principle between the States and the
Commonwealth. The States, however, reserved their final decision until after
they had received and agreed to the details of how the new scheme would
operate. The scheme will be more sharply focussed on sustainable long term
profitability at the farm level, involving structural adjustment and productivity
growth. The eligibility criteria will include a financial needs test. However,
the operational framework and interpretation are uncertain at this stage, and
until these details have been clarified, the likely impact of the new scheme is
difficult to comment on.

DROUGHT - NEW MEASURES
Impact on Western Australian Farmers

1003. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:
What is the effect of the new drought measures on Western Australian farmers
announced by the Federal Minister for Primary Industry?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
The policy outlined by the Commonwealth on 20 August 1992 recognises that
drought is a natural recurring risk of agriculture. It is one of a number of risks
impacting adversely on the financial situation of a farm enterprise and should
be treated as such. It provides a risk, rather than a crisis, management
approach at both farm and Government level; and an adjustment, rather than a
compensation, focus. The new policy is based on the principles of sustainable
development, risk management, and greater self reliance, productivity growth
and, structural adjustment in the farming sector and includes a package of
policy measures. The components of the drought policy package include -

(1) A refocussed rural adjustment scheme which facilitates better
management practices including preparedness for drought and
provides for additional assistance in times of severe or exceptional
circumstances.

(2) A revamped lIED scheme which can be used by farmers to save in
'good' times and to use these financial reserves in 'bad' timnes.

(3) $2.1 million allocated nationall1y by the Commonwealth over three
years for drought-related research to help improve farm management
strategies.

(4) $11.4 million allocated nationally by the Commonwealth over four
years for education and training to assist farmers and their advisers to
improve skills in property management planning, risk assessment,
seasonal management, and to implement associated landcaxt
measures.

(5) $1.5 million allocated nationally by the Commonwealth over two
years for the extension of information to farmers on ways to prepare
for and manage during drought; and

(6) New income support measures to help farmers unable to meet
household living expenses.
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NATIONAL ROAD TRANSPORT COMMISSION - NATIONAL ROAD CHARGES
PROPOSAL

Minister for Transport's Support
1004. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Transport;

(1) Does the Minister support any aspects of the National Road Transport
Commission's proposed national road charges?

(2) If yes, what are these aspects?
(3) Does the Minister oppose any components of the above scheme?
(4) If yes, what are the areas of opposition?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The National Road Transport Commission's heavy vehicle charges

determination contains 10 separate recommendations. The Government has
supported recommendations (4) and (9) which deal with the following
matters -

Recommendation 4 proposes that seasonal registration for heavy
vehicles be made available to operators after further investigation of
the effects on administration and enforcement costs. This may have
advantages for some operators, particularly primary producers.
Recommendation 9 proposes that heavy vehicle registration fees on 1
January 1993 be set by States and Territories - as opposed to being set
by the NRTC as stipulated in the Heavy Vehicle Agreement. This is
an interim arrangement but, because it maintains our authority, I am
not opposed to it.

(3) Yes.
(4) The remaining eight recommendations, which the Government rejected, deal

specifically with the commission's heavy vehicle charging schedule. While
the Government remains committed to genuine and lasting reform in the road
transport sector, it remains unconvinced that the new charges, in themselves,
will realise significant benefits to Western Australia. I believe that issues
such as road funding and heavy vehicle taxation policies must be addressed by
the commission as part of a wider reform agenda.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

SWAN BREWERY SITE - FEDERAL MEMBER FOR KALGOORLIE'S ACTIONS
Aboriginal Groups

266. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:
(1) Is she aware that her Federal parliamentary colleague, Oraeme Campbell

MHR, admitted on radio today that he had organised delegations of
Aborigines from rural Western Australia to attend the old Swan Brewery site
to question the bona fides of Mr Bropho and other Aboriginal local leaders?

(2) If yes, does she condone Mr Campbell's actions, and those of Bluegate
Nominees Pty Ltd. as pant of the Multiplex group, which is alleged by
Mr Campbell to have paid for the transportation of the rural Aboriginal
protagonists taken to the site?

Dr WATSON replied:
(1)-(2)

I do not know about this alleged action, and in any case I certainly would not
condone such action.
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SWAN BREWERY SITE - HERITAGE OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA ACT
Aboriginal Heritage Matters

267. Dr ALEXANDER to the Minister for Heritage:
(1) Can he confirm that on te passage of the Heritage of Western Australia Act

he promised on the Australian Broadcasting Commission on 7 June that the
powers of that Act would never be used to override matters of Aboriginal
heritage?

(2) If that is correct, and in the light of that commitment, how can he justify the
proposed heritage order which will override the Aboriginal Heritage Act in
relation to the old Swan Brewery site?

Mr McGINTY replied:
(I)-(2)

A few comments am necessary to put the question into context. Firstly, in
1990 under the provisions of section 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act
consent was given to a proposal to redevelop the old Swan Brewery, which is
in all substance very similar, if not identical, to the current development
proposal on that site. Therefore, it is certainly arguable that valid consent is in
existence under section 18 of that Act. I am not here to argue whether that is
the final, considered legal opinion on that issue, but it has been put to me by
lawyers that the existing consent from 1990 is valid, and that it is also
transferrable to the new lessees of the site. In a sense no question has to be
answered about making a new application regarding the new development
because a consent was already in existence; therefore, the Act could not be
overridden.
Answering the member's question specifically, I do not recollect the interview
to which he refers; I have not had it drawn to my attention in recent days. The
only comment of which I have some recollection in this regard was one made
12 or 14 months ago in a letter I wrote to the then WA Greens Senator, Jo
Vallentine. In the letter I indicated at that stage that the use of the provisions
of the Heritage of Western Australia Act to override the Aboriginal Heritage
Act had not been contemplated. That was certainly true at the time the letter
was written.
Finally, regarding the matter of overriding the Act, I have, on the
recommendation of the Heritage Council, issued an order under section 38 of
the Heritage of Western Australia Act which requires consent, which section
18 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act refers to, to be obtained in respect of the
works which have to be undertaken on the brewery. All this does is make the
Heritage Council assume the responsibility of the Minister for Heritage or the
cultural materials committee - although I am not sure whether the committee
is the deciding authority or the recommending authority to the Minister.
Anyway, approval must be obtained, and all the order does is designate a
different body to give the approval. If that approval is not given, section 18 of
the Aboriginal Heritage Act will come into effect.
I am sorry for the roundabout answer to the member's question, but I do not
believe section 18 has been overridden because there is an existing consent.
However, the same consents are necessary through the Heritage Council, it is
just that the nature of the body which makes the decision has changed.

AUSTRALIAN BUREAU OF STATISTICS - ECONOMIC INDICATORS
268. Mr READ to the Premier:

What are the latest economic indicators to be released by the Australian
Bureau of Statistics?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
The Australian Bureau of Statistics is a body for which I have considerable
respect, although it appears that that view is not shored by members opposite.
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I noticed with some interest in the course of the past couple of weeks that
some critical comments were made by members opposite pertaining to the
objectivity of the ABS figures regarding unemployment. In the course of that
criticism the Opposition decided to conduct its own phony phone poll.
Indeed, one member involved with the phone poll was heard on radio
announcing the result of t poll a couple of hours after the poll began. One
could not have much confidence in chat poll because members opposite knew
its result before it was conducted.
The Australian Bureau of Statistics collects uniform statistics on various
economic indicators throughout Australia. It has done this work for a very
long time and it applies the same rules and standards year after year, month
after month and from State to State, as it has always properly done. The test
of the community has no problem in accepting the fairness of the independent
collection of data of that kind. On the other hand, members opposite are keen
to denigrate a body that might be shown to be saying that the Western
Australian economy - although it has problems - is in recovery mode. A great
many independent experts would concur with that view.

Mr Bloffwitch: Name a few examples.
Dr LAWRENCE:- I will be pleased to give the member quite a number- The latest

figures from the ABS reinforce the view that a range of indicators suggest that
Western Australia is in recovery. I would have thought that members
opposite would welcome that, and I ant surprised when I hear them whingeing
and carping. Members opposite are not prepared to see what is staring them
in the face.
The ABS figures released today indicate that new motor vehicle registrations -
which many people regard as an indication of increasing consumer confidence
and spending - for July show a strong growth in Western Australia. However,
that is in the face, I am sad to say, of a decline nationally. Therefore, the
Western Australian figure goes against the national average. The increase in
Western Australia was 9.9 per cent over die previous month. The Deputy
Leader of the Opposition indicated that figures are erratic and vary from
month to month, and I hope he remembers that when he refers to them on
other occasions. However, the more reliable figures cover the year to year
situation, and this figure showed an encouraging sign with an 11.9 per cent
increase in this July from last. Therefore, this is not just a monthly change; it
represents a year long trend. I realise that these figures do not indicate a
recovery in themselves; I am not in the business of misleading the people of
Western Australia, as are members opposite.
Also, housing start approval figures have been consistently showing an
upward trend, and employment growth in Western Australia, again going
against the national trend, showed an increase - although this was still not
enough to take up all the unemployed people in our community. However,
the trends are moving in the right direction, and it is time that members
opposite recognised that.
The business sector has recognised that improvement, and some members will
have seen the Kelly recruitment consultants' survey which showed the hiring
intentions of a number of firms in Australia. The study's conclusion was that
the climate in Western Australia was the most optimistic in the country. That
is the climate I want members opposite to cultivate, so that as a Parliament, as
well as a Government, we acknowledge the improvements that are occurring
in vehicle registrations, housing starts, finance approvals, and employment
growth. Members opposite must stop denigrating no: only every reasonable
development in this State, but also the recovery of confidence that consumers
in Western Australia are clearly showing. The gloom and doom merchants
opposite may want to denigrate the people who collect these statistics, they
may want to say it is not happening, but frankly they are living in fairyland.
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COLUIE COAL FIRED POWER STATION - ASEA BROWN BOVERI
Postponement of Public Meetings - Minister's Lack of Optimism

269. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:
When Asea Brown Boveri postponed its public briefings about the Collie
power station in the south west the Minister was reported in The West
Australian as being less optimistic about the projecr proceeding on time. Can
the Minister give his reasons for his lack of optimism?

Dr GALLOP replied:
I was expressing some disappointment that the project had not reached the
stage that had been expected and which would have enabled ABB to brief the
community. That expression of disappointment is common to many
members. We thought that we would be in a position last week to go down
and talk to the Collie community.

Mr Court: The Premier said it had the green light.
Dr GALLOP: It still has the green light. Members of the Opposition love playing

politics in these issues. When one side of' the argument squeezes them a little
bit - that is the gas side - they respond appropriately; when the other side of
the argument squeezes them a little bit they respond appropriately. What does
the Opposition stand for? When one pushes a balloon at a certain point it
pops out in one spot; when one squeezes it at another point it pops out at
another spot - it has no substance or fornm. That is what the Opposition is all
about. One of the great laws of physics - that I am just about to invent - is that
when a person has a lot of empty space in his head, he tries to find a lot of
words to fill in the space. That is exactly what members opposite are doing.

Mr C.J. Barnett: We are getting a feel for why the Minister has not been able to get
the project together - he is talking about balloons!

Dr GALLOP: Negotiations for this project are continuing -
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! If members want question time to finish before 5.45 pm,

they are heading in the right direction.
Dr GALLOP: Negotiations for this project will continue. They are being conducted

by the State Energy Commission, which is representing the State in this
matter in a very honest and diligent way. The Government has made it clear
to the SEC that it should represent the interests of every taxpayer in this State.

CRIMINAL CODE - SECTION 361 REVIEW
False or Scandalous Allegations made under Parliamentary Privilege

270. Mrs WATKINS to the Premier:
In the light of the findings of the Standing Orders and Procedure Committee
on the rights of citizens to reply to what they believe to be false or scandalous
allegations made under cover of parliamentary privilege, does the Premier
propose to review the archaic and draconian section 361 of the Criminal
Code?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
That may seem like a somewhat arcane question, but I was disappointed by
the proposition of the Standing Orders and Procedure Committee that the
means by which members of the public might seek redress if they had been
maligned in this Parliament should be restricted in the way that I think is too
narrow. That being the case, and the Standing Orders and Procedure
Committee has discussed that, the matter will be debated in due course. It is
important that we recognise that members of Parliament under the existing
Criminal Code have some extraordinary privileges. I draw members'
attention to Chapter XXXV of the Criminal Code which deals with criminal
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defamation. Ir may again be something char not many members know much
about, although at least one member in this Chamber does. Chapter XXXV
stares -

Any person who, not being a member of either House of Parliament,
unlawfully publishes any false or scandalous defamatory matter
couching the conduct of any member or members of either House of
Parliament as such member or members, is guilty of a misdemeanour,
and is liable to imprisonment with hard labour for 2 years, and to a
fi ne of $1 000.

Members will agree that that is pretty serious stuff. As far as I knew, this
provision was a dead letter. However, 1 was horrified to learn in recent days
that an ordinary member of the public and his spouse -

Points of Order
Mr WATT: Is it proper for this matter to be canvassed when under Standing Order

No 125 a question before the House may not be canvassed or discussed?
Dr Lawrence: It is not a question before the House.
Mr WATT: Yes, but the Premier is responding to a question about the report of the

Standing Orders and Procedure Comm ittee, which is still on the Notice Paper.
Dr Lawrence: I said, "in the light of that report."
Mr WATT: It is for the Speaker to decide.
The SPEAKER: It is my view that if I were to apply that rule to question time about

half the questions asked about legislation on our Notice Paper could not be
asked or answered and debate in this place would be impeded. I am most
reluctant to accept the interpretation placed on Standing Order No 125 by the
member for Albany.

Mr SHAVE: I am interested that the Premier has raised this issue because I am also
aware that a criminal investigation is under way. I understand that indirectly
or directly one of her members of Parliament is involved. I suggest that as a
police investigation is under way the Premier might be better served in
allowing the investigation to be completed.

Dr Lawrence: That is what 1 would call covering one's backside.
Mrs Beggs: The member for Melville is very jumpy.
Mr SHAVE: I am not jumpy, 1 am telling the truth.
The SPEAKER: Order! I am a little disturbed at the member for Melville's use of

Standing Orders. [ believe that he has just misused the Standing Orders in an
extraordinary way. The member for Melville did noc raise a point of order.
He simply had a point of view which he wanted to get across to this House in
a way which, in my view, was particularly improper. The member for
Melville should not do that again. The member for Melville does not have a
point of order; he certainly did not raise one with me. He simply advised the
House of a particular set of circumstances inappropriately.

Questions without Notice Resumed
Dr LAWRENCE: My point in raising this was not to name any member, although

that may have been done for me, but to raise the very serious nature of this
offence and the fact that the relevanc section in the Criminal Code has been
regarded as a dead letter but is now being applied to voters in a particular
member's constituency.
The allegation was apparently made by a member of Parliament who look
exception to a letter from a member of the public which was published in a
community newspaper. I do not know whether the newspaper's editor is also
under investigation, but it is a very serious matter. As members know,
defamation is normally dealt with by civil action at the expense of the person
claiming to be defamed. That is how members of this Parliament conduct
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themselves inside and outside Parliament. It is extraordinary to have a
situation that someone is so thin-skinned that they can apply this provision
and involve the police in an investigation of an offence that many people
would regard as extraordinary. Members may be interested to know that the
view on criminal defamation formed by the Law Reform Commission, which
looked at this matter some time ago, under the chairmanship of the present
Chief Justice, Hon D.K. Malcolm, was that existing law in Western Australia
relating to criminal defamation leaves open a real possibility for misuse. The
commission was concerned, for example, that recent successful prosecutions
in this State - they are among the very few that have been undertaken for
criminal defamation - could seriously inhibit free expression. More than that,
they go on to say that they took into account the fear that a prosecution could
be threatened for political purposes or to stifle opinion on a particular issue
and the fact that the provision had largely fallen into disuse should lead to its
abolition. The reason it has not been abolished at this stage is because we
were attempting to move towards uniform defamation laws. In light of the
recent experience where it appears that members of the public are being
subjected to this extraordinary provision, it is timely for the Government to
move independently of the national uniformity to abolish that provision of the
Criminal Code.

Mr Lewis: It must be hurting.
Dr LAWRENCE: It is a very serious mauer when a member of Parliament threatens

the public in that way.
The SPEAKER: Order! I was pausing to indicate to the member for Melville that he

could have the opportunity to address this issue in view of what has been said
by both him and me. I would give him the call but it does not appear he wants
it.

ALBANY PORT AUTHORITY - GENERAL MANAGER POSITION
Appointment Advice

271. Mr WATT to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Will the Minister advise whether the substantive position of General Manager

of the Albany Port Authority has yet been filled, given that it was first
advertised in March this year?

(2) If so, who is the successful applicant?
(3) If not, when will a decision be made and why has there been an

extraordinarily long delay?
Mrs BEGGS replied:

The position has not been filled. I understand, as the member stated, that
applications have been called and that there is a selection panel.
Recommendations from that panel will come to me fairly soon - I do not
involve myself in the process of selection.

Mr Watt: The interviews were held months ago.
Mrs BEGGS: Yes, but the selection panel will, when it has made a decision, advise

me accordingly. As yet I have not been advised. I am not aware of any
problems with the position.

Mr Watt: It is a long time.
Mrs BEGGS: Yes, it is, and it is a very important position which must be filled

because it is an important port. I have not been advised of any difficulty. It
may be that the difficulty lies in assessing who is the best applicant. I do not
know how many applicants there are, or who has applied. The selection panel
is constituted by the Public Service Commission and as soon as it is ready to
make a decision I am sure it will advise me accordingly.
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HOMESWEST - ELLENBROOK PROJECT
Conservation Zone Recommnendation - Sanwa Vines Pry Ltd Joint Venturer

272. Mr DONOVAN to the Minister for Housing:
My question concerns the Ellenbrook project in which Homneswesc is a joint
venturer with SANWA.
(1) Is the Minister aware that the Environmental Protection Authority has

recommended a conservation zone of 450 ha and a study of an
additional 500 ha?

(2) Is he also aware that the joint venturers regard the project as unviable
if these recommendations produce a conservation zone of that
combined order?

(3) Should this outcome Occur, is it the Minister's intention to negotiate
with Multiplex Constructions Pry Ltd for part of its neighbouring land
to return viability to the project?

Mr McCINTY replied:
(1) Yes, I am aware that the Environmental Protection Authority has made a

report on the proposed Ellenbrook housing development and has
recommended that 450 ha of land, which is substantially owned by the
company known as Mount Lawley. and which overlaps a little into the joint
venture land, be set aside for conservation purposes. I am also aware that a
further area involving part of the remaining 500 hectares has been designated
as in need of further studies.

(2) I am not aware that the view of Sanwa Vines Pty Ltd or the joint venture is
the proposal is unviable. Two days before the EPA's report was released I
visited Ellenbrook to gain a good understanding of the environmental issues
and the type of land that would be developed. I am unaware that their view is
that the project becomes enviable if that land is set aside. I am certainly
aware that they have a preference that that land be set aside, but I am not
familiar with the details.

(3) The land in the vicinity of Ellenbrook has basically four owners - Mount
Lawley, Homeswest, Sanwa and Multiplex. To the best of my knowledge
Multiplex is not part of the joint venture and I am not sure whether it is part of
the rezoning.

Mr Donovan: It is part of the rezoning; it is nor pant of the joint venture.
Mr McGINTY: The joint venture involves Sanwa and l-omeswest. It was suggested

that Mount Lawley become part of the joint venture, but it has not at this
stage. I am certainly not aware of any discussions with Multiplex regarding
any land or interest it has in the proposal. I was advised a year or more ago
that Multiplex does not wish to be part of this proposal and we have not
progressed the matter in any shape or form with Multiplex, and do not intend
to do so.

STATE ELECTION - SPECULATIONS ABOUT DATE
273. Dr EDWARDS to the Premier:

Is the Government aware of Opposition and media speculation of a State
election next month?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
Members opposite are so enthusiastic to be defeated that they want an election
sooner rather than later. They are so concerned to sit on the Opposition
benches for another four years that they want to get the pain over with. I am
not proposing to do that and I am again pleased to advise the House that,
despite the rumour mongering around the corridors principally initiated by the
Opposition and speculated upon by the media, we are not proposing an early
election. The only State in which I am aware an election will be held
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following the bringing down of a Budget is in Queensland where Mr Wayne
Gloss, who is a very goodl leader of that Government, has called an election for
later in September. There is certainly no intention to hold one here. Th1e
Liberal Party in Queensland has already suffered the same fate as members
opposite will eventually suffer as people examine their lack of policy and
initiative and their absolute opposition to anything decent in Western
Australia. They barely fill a phone box in Queensland. [ am not so optimistic
that that will be the result of our coming election, but I can assure members of
the House and the media that we are not about to embark on an early election
campaign.
I have said on many occasions that the Government will bring down a
responsible Budget which will be in the interests of Western Australians. It
will provide the services required by this State, employment growth,
initiatives for industry and business and the sort of optimism that this State
needs. In addition we have a substantial legislative program which, despite
the typical filibustering tactics of the Opposition, we will get through in this
sitting. As members know, the Royal Commission will be bringing down its
findings and they will be properly debated in this Parliament and be
responded to by the Parliament and the Government and only then will we be
contemplating an election.

SWAN BREWERY SITE - MULTIPLEX REDEVELOPMENT DEAL
Minister's Support

274. Mr SHAVE to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:
I hope the Minister is not as sensitive as some members opposite. Does she
support the Government's Multiplex Constructions Pty Ltd deal for the
redevelopment of the Swan Brewery site?

Dr WATSON replied:
Yes.
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