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THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko) took die Chair at 2.00 pm, and read prayers.

PEITI'ON - EAST HAMERSLEY PRIMARY SCHOOL, CLOSURE
MR CATANIA (Balcanta) (2.04 pm]: I present the following petition.-

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
die Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned:
totally oppose the closure of the East Hameisley Primary School
call on the Minister for Education to consult with local people, parents and
schools before he makes such important and viral decisions affecting our
community
as a matter of urgency call on the Minister for Education to maintain the East
Hamersicy Primary School for the benefit of local families and the community.
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 14 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 109.]

PETITION - SPEED LIMIT, BEACH ROAD, HAMERSLEY AND WARWICK
MR CATANIA (Balcata) [2.05 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The H-onourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assemnbled.
We, the undersigned hereby petition for a reduction of the speed limit from 70
kilometres per hour to 60 kilonmers per hour on Beach Road, Haniersicy on the
west bound carriageway from the present 70 kilometres per hour sign adjacent to
628 Beach Rd, 1-amersicy to the freeway overpass bridge and on Beach Rd,
Warwick on the east bound carriageway from the freeway overpass bridge to the
present 60 kilometres per hour sign adjacent to 611 Beach Rd, Warwick.
Reasons for this change are the dangerous situations arising when negotiating
entry and exit of vehicles to and from residences and the condition of the road
surface on sections of this woad.
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 52 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 110.]

PETITION - STATE PRINT, PRIVATISATION
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [2.06 pm]: I present the following petition -

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



We, the undersigned petitioners of Western Australia and residents, express our
serious concern at die incompetence of the Court Liberal Coalition Government
and in particular the Minister for Labour Relations, Works, Services,
Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs in dealing with the privatising of Stare Print and
their lack of consideration and loyalty to their employees, who themselves have
been loyal servants to die Government of die day for well over 100 years.
The delay and uncertainty that the Director of Stare Prim, the Government and the
Minister has brought about, has unfairly placed an enormous amount of stress on
employees and families with the uncertainty of the conditions of employment plus
not being able to make any financial commitment during the past eight months.
We respectfully request dint the Government and the Minister and those dealing
with die privatisation of State Print consult with the employees and their Union in
regard to guarantees of employment with the new employer or guarantees of
employment if accepting retraining and redeployment within the Government.
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 401 signatures and I certify char 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 Ill1.]

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR LABOUR RELATIONS
Occupational Health and Safety Programs, Singapore, Indonesia

MR IERATH (Riverton - Minister for Labour Relations) [2.10 pm]: Mr Speaker, I
recently visited Singapore and Indonesia to put the stamp of international approval upon
this Government's occupational health and safety programs. Following meetings with
Singapore's labour Minister and other government officials, I can now confirm that
Western Australia and Singapore are close to finalising a joint venture on worker safety.
I expect the arrangenment to be ratified shortly. As a result Western Austraia's
Department of Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare will provide safety certification
for workers in Singapore and other parts of Asia.
Singapore's massive construction industry is manned, to a large extent, by workers from
other countries, such as Indonesia and the Philippines. There are 10 000 high rise
construction sites currently under way on the island, and the construction companies
involved want to bring their safety up to die highest standard. They have decided the
best standards are in WA. Singaporeans will recognise WA standards for crane drivens,
scaffolders, riggers and ocher workers where our level of competency is the equivalent of
or superior to that of Singapore. Also, DOI-SWA will oversee the program and issue
certification from Perth.
This breakthrough, Mr Speaker, could lead to the sale of Western Australian safety
know-how to other lucrative markets, including China. Almost unlimited potential exists
in this regard for our private sector health and safety professionals. Mome than this, it
enables WA to provide real help for people, taking our knowledge directly into the
workplaces of Asia.
The culmination of my overnight stay abroad was to go to Barn Island in Indonesia to
present certificates to workers employed by the construction company P.T. McDermott.
These workers had qualified under the WA safety requirements and received Australian
occupational health and safety certification. Also, they were the first Indonesian workers
pranted certificates under new WA regulations gazetted in July this year. Incidentally,
Mr Speaker, Western Australia is the only State to have gazetted those regulations; again,
we are leading die way.
Safety in the workplace is a Western Australian success story. So far, no other Australian
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State has been invited to join the South East Asian scheme. Where safety is concerned,
WA is considered the clever State. This success must be a real dilemma for WA's more
militant unions, as they are forever using health and safety as a reason for walking off the
job. They will use every trick known to man to pull on a stoppage.

Point of Order
Mr GRAHAM: I seek a ruling on brief ministerial statements, Mr Speaker. Standing
Order No 1 IS8A allows a Minister in this House to make a statement not exceeding three
minutes. That standing order, as you are awart Mr Speaker, came out of the Standing
Orders and Procedure Committee in July 1990. 1 san sure that you will recall the debate
on that when it was introduced into the Parliament on a trial basis; you, Mr Speaker, were
part of that debate. You will also recall that the very basis for the standing order was that
statements by Ministers were to be noncontroversial.
Mr Kierath: Thai is not true.
Mr GRAHAM: Excuse me; it is.
Several members intwjected
The SPEAKER: Order! The Minister and others will come to order.
Mr GRAHAM: Standing Order No 118A allows for a inister to make a statement not
exceeding three minutes. You, Mr Speaker, will be aware of the deliberations in the
Standing Orders and Procedure Committee during the drafting of the order, the trial
period in the Parliament, and subsequently when it was introduced as a standing order. It
was introduced on the basis that the Opposition has no ability to respond to a statement
by a Minister. An agreement was made behind the Chair - of which you are, aware, Mr
Speaker, in your capacity prior to the last general election - that the ministerial statements
were to be introduced for two reasons: Firstly, to get over a problem the then Opposition
had with lengthy answers given at question time; and secondly, that the major parties
agreed that the statements not be made on controversial issues. flat is the basis of
Standing Order No 118A.
I now refer to the ministerial statements which have been made in 1994. The Minister
for Agriculture this year has made three such statements; the Minister for Labour
Relations has made, including the one today, 12; the Minister for Planning, two; the
Minister for Resources Development, three; the Minister for Local Government, one;, the
Attorney General, three, including one that was a ministerial statement, not a brief
ministerial statement; the Minister for Police has made three; the Minister for Housing,
two; the Premier, three; and the Minister for the Environment has made one.
I have copies of the statements for you, Mr Speaker, and I request that you consider them
before you make your ruling. There is no doubt in my mind that the Minister for Labour
Relation has used the brief ministerial statements standing order to break every one of the
agreements which were the basis of the standing order.
This statement today is an attack on the union movement, which is an integral part of the
Labor Party. it is okay for the Minister to make the statement, but the problem arises in
the language he uses. The standing order was created to be used for noncontroversial
purposes, and I ask you, Mr Speaker, to consider the statements and give serious
consideration to the language used in the brief ministerial statements made by the
Minister for Labour Relations. I ask you to consider also the number of unruly incidents
which have arisen as a result of the provocative language the Minister uses in making
ministerial statements.
I suggest that you do- tv'o things, Mr Speaker, knowing that you understand the basis of
the introduction of brief ministerial statements: First, consider the aspects I have raised
when making your ruling in the House; and second, call the Minister to order.
The SPEAKER: As you have asked on a few occasions that I read these documents
before I make a ruling, I will accede to your request. I will not give a ruling now; I will
seek to do so tomorrow after reading the documents.
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Ministerial Stateenta Resumed
Mr KIERATIH: Faced with statistics which proved that DOHSWA had increased its
vigilance and was introducing more stringent safety controls, the union leaders still went
ahead with a recent strike and marched on Parliament.
I also recently launched the new Jobsafe plan,- which I hoped would have the support of
the Opposition - which encourages employers to improve work place safety standards.
Under the umbrella of DOHSWA, Jobsafe will target hundreds of employers with
practical assistance on safety management. Initiatives such as this are earning us plaudits
abroad, yet union firebrands are using safety as an excuse for industrial mayhem.
I call on the Opposition to lend its support to our safety certification program and the
export of our expertise. Our success should not be measured in dollars and cents alone or
in political point scoring. We are on the threshold of building a new bridge of
international friendship with our near neighbours. Even the Opposition would agree that
this is a worthwhile humanitarian cause.

[Questions without notice taken.]

MOTION - WITHOUT NOTICE
No Confidence in Attorney General

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [2.52 pm]: I move, without notice -

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable
consideration forthwith of a motion of no confidence in the Attorney General.

I advise that a copy of the motion to be moved has been given to the Government and
agreement has been reached that the debate will conclude by the dinner suspension.
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [2.53 pm]: The Government
will not oppose the motion. It is the Government's preference that this matter be dealt
with in private members' time tomorrow, particularly as it relates to a report of the
Dirctor of Public Prosecutions which was made public on Thursday of last week,
sufficiently early to allow questions to be asked in this House of the Attorney General
last Thursday. An agreement has been reached behind the Chair that this debate will
conclude before the dinner break, and I hope that members respect that agreement. It is
the decision of the Opposition to bring forward this debate and the Government has
allowed that to occur. That will not change the Government's approach to the
application of the Sessional Order this week, and we will continue to keep to our original
timetable which was advised to the Leader of the House for the Opposition in writing
yesterday.
Question put and passed with an absolute majority.

MOTION.- NO CONFIDENCE IN ATITORNEY GENERAL
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [2.54 pm]: I move -

That this House has no confidence in the Attorney General because she has -
(1) Sought to misuse the information coming into her possession as first law

officer for political purposes. viz -

(a) the confidential appendix to the royal commission report; and
(b) information arising from the defence to the legal action taken by

the former chairman of the Environmental Protection Authority
against the State Government.

(2) Allowed herself to be directed by Cabinet improperly.

(3) Attempted herself to direct the Director of Public Prosecutions unlawfully
and improperly.

(4) Involved herself personally, politically and financially with Wanneroo Inc.
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(5). Exhibited cronyism in appointments for which she has been responsible as
Attorney General.

(6) Lost the confidence of senior figures responsible for the administration of
justice.

(7) Misled a parliamentary Estimates Committee about the referral of a matter
to the Parliamentary Commissioner.

(8) Failed to proclaim the Electoral Amendment (Political Finance) AcL.
The Attorney General, who is in a position, described by herself, of independence and
not to be directed by Cabinet. has allowed herself to be seen as other than independent
and has allowed herself to be directed by Cabinet in relation to a very critical issue
associated with die running and the operation of the justice system in Western Australia.
The Attorney General has an opportunity today to justify fully the propriety of her
actions; actions that involve the Premier of this State and his officers, other Ministers,
and other people associated with the Liberal Party in Western Australia; and actions that
are grave in any sense, particularly those referring to the Director of Public Prosecutions
and appendix 1 to the royal commission report.
The Attorney General has been given question time on Thursday, Friday, the weekend,
Monday and question time today, to justify her position relating to her action, particularly
in relation to this report or the appendix to the royal commission. The issue is the
improper behaviour of this Attorney General not only in relation to that report, but also as
Attorney General from the time she was appointed to that office. It is behaviour as a
political animal rather than as the number one law officer in Western Australia. She
failed on Thursday, Friday, the weekend, Monday and again today, properly and
adequately to explain her actions as directed by Cabinet, and the involvement of the
Premier and his officers in relation to this appendix. Nothing less than the independence
of the judicial processes and of the integrity of the State's first law officer is at stake in
relation to the behaviour of this Attorney General. She has disqualified herself many
times. That opinion is shared not only by members of the Labor Parry in this Stare, but
also by the judiciary, the legal fraternity, people in academia who are prepared to
comment on these issues, and members of the Government who are privately prepared to
say in the corridors of this Parliament that they do nor agree with the support that the
Premier gives to this Attorney General; and nor should they. This Attorney has called
into question the entire integrity of the position of Attorney General. Last Thursday the
Attorney once again - as she did when asking for this report - questioned her confidence
in the Director of Public Prosecutions. The Attorney stated last Thursday, in answer to a
question in this House, that she made a request for the report, and the request was made
on dietbasis of a legitimate Cabinet request. She then said -

Why does the Leader of the Opposition not want the report to go to the Official
Corruption Commission? Is that what the question should be: T7hat he does not
want the report to be properly investigated?

By the Attorney's own words as reported in Hansard last Thursday she has personally
questioned the very process of investigation and prosecution in this State by the DPP.
This is not just any officer, but an officer who has been quite deliberately determined by
this Parliament to be outside the Ministry of Justice. He is an independent officer whom
the Premier is prepared to implicate by saying that he has not beery prepared to
investigate these matters properly, as a result of which it had to be referred to the Official
Corruption Commission.
Mr Court: That is not she case at all. Could I ask a question?
Mr TAYLO)R- I will ask the Premier what role he had in this and what he knew about Mr
Elliott's recjue~t!.
Mr Court: I will tell you. The Official Corruption Commission said that it wanted a
copy of the report and Cabinet approved it.
The SPEAKER: Order!

4511



Mr D.L. Smith: Who in the 0CC came to see you, Premier?
Mr Court: The Chairman of the 0CC.
Mr TAYLOR: When?
Mr Court: I will tell you all the times.
Several members inherjected.
Mr Court: I will answer your questions. You tell me: Do you think it is proper that the
Official Corruption Commission has a copy of that confidential report?
Mr TAYLOR: I will come to that. I can deal with that very adequately.
Mr Court: You will not answer that.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Several members inteijected.
Mr TAYLOR: Was the Premier aware of and involved in the phone call or conversation
between his Mr Elliott and Mr Easton that led to the phone call of 4 February?
Mr Coont: I will tell you exactly what took place. The head of the Official Corruption
Commission contacted me, met me and has written to me.
Mr TAYLOR: The Premier is up to his scrawny little neck in these issues. This is a
grubby little political act on the part of this coalition Government, as we have shown
during the questioning and from questions asked by the media in this State. I particularly
give credit to The West Australian for puffing the Premier and his Attorney General on
the spot. We have found out that the request from the 0CC came forwardl in August
1993. What happened between August 1993 and 4 February?
Mr Court: I will cell you.
Mr TAYLOR: Nothing - chat is what happened. The operators who work for him and
run his political office are involved in the grubby politics of Western Australia, as shown
by this Government. The former Premier of Western Australia, Carmen Lawrence,
announced to our caucus at the end of January 1994 that she intended to leave the office
of Leader of the Opposition and run for the federal seat of Fremantle, Those grubby little
operators decided they had an opportunity of winning the federal seat of Fremantle. We
even had Mr Hassell and the Premier saying that Fremantle would be a Mabo referendum
and they were confident that Carmen Lawrence would get rolled. They wanted to go one
step further and make certain if they had any opportunity, and this would be the
opportunity, they would destroy her political career. They thought to themselves, "How
are we going to do it? We wonder what was in appendix 1 of the royal commission
report. We wonder whether in fact the former Premier had even seen what was in that
appendix. We had better find out whether she knew what was in the document. How do
we find that out? We will get the Attorney General's office to ask the Director of Public
Prosecutions how the handover took place, what went on and what was the process."
Mr Elliott undoubtedly briefed Mr Easton with the Premier's knowledge and support,
because it would not happen otherwise and it should not have happened otherwise. He
rang Mr Easton because the Attorney General happened to be away on holiday. Mr
Easton rang the DPP and wanted to know about that report and how it was handed over,
etc. When asked to explain by the Director of Public Prosecutions why he wanted to
know the answers to those questions, of course he was not going to give the reasons,
because they were dirty, rotten, grubby and political reasons associated with the effort by
this Government to destroy Carmen Lawrence. That is why he was not able to give
reasons to the DPP by 4 February. The DPP did not cooperate. What happened ten?
The Premier searched around for a reason to get hold of the document. What is that
reason? It is a request to obtain the document made in August 1993 by the Chairman of
the Official Corruption Commission. That was the opportunity the Premier found to get
hold of this document. It is not just a document for this Attorney General to get hold of
and pass on to the Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission. The Premier
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wanted to rake it one step further and decided that Cabinet would become involved and
that all the Ministers would direct the Attorney General to obtain the report. Tfhe Premier
cook it a further step and decided that it was best char Cabinet make the decision as to
whether the report would become public. Most certainly if there were something in that
report chat related to Carmen Lawrence, members should be in no doubt that report
would have been made public in a flash. That is what it was all about.
Mr Speaker, if you want to know the truth of the matter about the role of the 0CC you
should go co the Royal Commission (Custody of Records) Act and you will rimd there,
firstly, that the 0CC does have access via the DPP to that sort of documentation.
Secondly, I understand that you will also find chat the Chairman of the Official
Corruption Commission has had on a regular, monthly basis, briefings from the police
officers involved in these matters to ensure that he was up to date. Add to that the third
reason. Firstly, he had access through the Royal Commission (Custody of Records) Act
to those documents -

Mr Court: Are you questioning thie 0CC for asking for the report?
Mr TAYLOR: Secondly, he had regular briefings in relation to the report; and thirdly, he
had never gone to the trouble of asking the DPP himself for access to this document, and
the DPP points that out in his letter to the Attorney General. The Governiment realised it
may have trouble getting this document and chat it quite properly should remain with the
DPP. It sought a legal opinion, which classified this as a Government document and,
therefore, within the sphere of influence and decision making of the Cabinet, which
should have access to it. The DPP himself refers to his grave concerns about what is now
a Government document and whether all police reports will be available to this Cabinet
for it to release at any time; whether medical records, which of course are also
Government documents, will be available to this Cabinet to release at any time it chooses
in its grubby politics; and whether drafts of Supreme Court decisions by Supreme Court
judges will be political and Government documents, which should be made available to
this Cabinet and, therefore, become public documents. That is the serious nature of what
we are dealing with today, Mr Speaker. It is not just idle, grubby politics on the part of
the Liberal Party but goes to the very depth and nature of this Government.
The Attorney General, having written her letter of 8 February, supposedly coming back
from holiday to sign it, received a minute on 10 February. Where was the Attorney
General on 10 February? She was not in her office but having lunch with Senator Noel
Crichton-Browne in Canberra. This issue goes to the depths of the Liberal Party's
operations in this matter.
Mr Court: Who do you have lunch with over there?
Mr TAYLOR: It was 10 February and that is the date chat relates to the Premier and his
behaviour. The behaviour of his Attorney General who has quite clearly allowed herself
throughout her ministerial career to become involved with the grubbiness of politics, also
involves the Premier. On this occasion the politics were aimed quite clearly at the
opportunity to destroy Carmen Lawrence. The Attorney General's office received the
document on 10 February, the day the Attorney was in Canberra with Senator Noel
Crichton-Browne.
Mr Court: And the Prime Minister.
Mr TAYLOR: Despite the supposed urgency from the Official Corruption Commission,
the appendix did not reach it until June. Why was that the case? It does not take a genius
to work out that theie was nothing in this document that would adversely impact on the
future career of Carmen Lawrence. If there were something in the document that referred
to her future career and impacted adversely on it, members should be in no doubt that at
the Cabinet meeting following 10 February, Cabinet would have directed the Attorney
General to release chat document in its entirety, or in part for public information.
Mr Court: Is this your conspiracy theory?
Mr TAYLOR: It is not a conspiracy theory; it is the truth, and the Premier has been
absolutely caught out in engaging in rotten and grubby politics.
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Insofar as the Director of Public Prosecutions is concerned, he makes it very clear that he
has been doing and will continue to do his job as it relates to appendix I and pant one of
that report. Quite clearly he is less than pleased to have received what he sees as an
improper direction from the Attorney General in relation to this matter. He says -

If my view is correct and the minute is a direction to do an act which is within my
function to perform, then pursuant to s.25 I am not subject to direction and I do
not propose to comply with it.

The DPP did not propose to comply with the Attorney General's direction. Perhaps the
DPP could see behind the scenes and realised what the Government was up to in relation
to these matters. The DPP is of the view that the relationship he shares with the Official
Corruption Commission is one of some standing that does not require the interference of
an Attorney General or Cabinet.
Mr Court: Are you going to be fair and say what the DPP said about the Attorney
General?
Mr TAYLOR: The DPP said that the Attorney General gave him a direction that he did
not propose to comply with. It was an improper direction and the Premier knows that.
Mr Court: Can I read what he said? He said, "The Attorney General, Mrs Cheryl
Edwardes, . . . and the Director enjoy friendly and cordial relations and there has been no
need to resort to the formal mechanisms of the Act. There is regular informal
consultation as required."
Mr TAYLOR: Go on.
Mr Court: I will. He said, "There has been one occasion of interference in the functions
of the office during the year. The issue raised an important question of principle as to the
freedom of the office from political direction."
Several members inteijected.
Mr TAYLOR: Dead right. There has been one occasion of interference in this issue and
it raises an important question of principle as to the freedom of the DPP's office from
political direction.
Mr Court: It goes on to say, "The request was not pursued and the miatter is closed."
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition did invite the Premier to go
beyond certain passages he was planning to read out. We cannot do this for too long.
Mr TAYLOR: The DPP may not have been aware of the sheer nastiness of this request.
it had nothing to do with an august request from the Official Corruption Commission: It
had everything to do with this Attorney General doing what she was told to do by the
Premier of this State and/or his officers. The role of an Attorney General is special. Out
of her own mouth she described it as a special and independent role not subject to
direction by Cabinet.
As I said previously in relation to these particular issues, this is not just a request at a
particular time: It is a request that goes to the heart of the role and the independence of
the Attorney General in the system; it goes to the heart of the security of her office; and it
goes to the heart of her tenure as Attorney General. Perhaps if it were the first time this
had occurred, the Opposition could say that the Attorney General had made a mistake
and that these things happen from time to time. However, that is not the case. As was
illustrated last year, this Attorney General was prepared to use confidential information
that related to the role of the former Minister for the Environment, the member for
Fremantle, in a political fashion, without hesitation or any heed whatsoever to her role as
Attorney General. This Attorney General1 through the Crown Law Department and her
access to Crown Law documents, was quite clearly prepared to pass on to the Premier's
Office advice that the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee had received
in relation, once again, to the member for Freman tie.
Mrs. Edwardes: That is absolutely wrong!
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Mr McGinty: Who says it was not you who did it?
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr TAYLOR: I amn speaking about the Attorney General who, in years gone by, played
the role of bovver boy in northern suburbs politics in this State. She seems to have
forgotten that it is not the role of an Attorney General to be involved in the sneaky,
grubby politics which art associated with this issue. It is not the role of an Attorney
General to put the DPP in such an impossible position.
Mr Court: What is impossible about asking for a copy of a government report?
Mr TAYLOR: Apart from the very future of the DPP' -
Several members inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr TAYLOR: The DPP said the following in his report -

As your minute contemplates the possibility that Appendix I may be released
more widely in the future, it would follow that if the document is subject to
direction by Government. any report by Police to the Commissioner or the DPP
on any person may be released by Cabinet for publication. One can readily think
of other examples.

I have already mentioned two. Other examples are medical records, Supreme Court draft
decisions, police notes and notes in relation to the Department for Community
Development. I could go on. I am astounded that the Premier, his Attorney General and
Ministers do not realise, or refuse to realise, dhe seriousness of this issue.
Mr Court: Get your facts right because you are making a dill of yourself.
Mr TAYLOR: The facts are simple. I refer to the extraordinary coincidence of events
concerning dates, the involvement of the Premier's office, the quite clear knowledge the
Premier must have had about Mr Elliott's contact with Mr Easton, and the fact that this
Attorney General was prepared to come back so urgently in order to sign the letter. The
Cabinet agreed to release the document if it thought it was necessary, and the Attorney
General, having asked for this document saying it was required by the Official
Corruption Commission, chose to make a photocopy and keep it. At no time would the
Director of Public Prosecutions have been aware it was the intention of the Attorney
General to make a copy of this document. By any standards that is serious behaviour on
the parl of an Attorney General. As Thre West Australian has stated, such behaviour
should mean the end of the line for this Attorney General. She cannot continue to tough
it out; she is not in a position to smile and joke about the seriousness of these issues. It is
absolutely clear that these issues affect the Attorney General's ability to do her job. It is
clear that at any time the Attorney General will allow herself to be directed by Cabinet;
she will put political opportunity ahead of integrity; and she will ensure that, whatever is
done in her job as Attorney General, politics and winning in the name of politics will
always come first. The fact that she has allowed that to happen and she has put the
Director of Public Prosecutions in an impossible position, means by any standard that she
should resign as Attorney General and that the Premier, who is protecting not only her in
relation to these issues but also himself and his office, must come to grips with this
matter. This issue will not go away. Once one becomes involved in a web of lies and
intrigue, one will be found out, as liars are always found out. Somewhere along the track
people will tell the truth. The truth will sneak out and once it does, that will mean an
even more inglorious end to the Attorney General's career as a Minister in this coalition
Government. The issues associated with this motion of no confidence by the standards of
any Government should mean an end to this ministerial career. Clearly, the Premier and
his office, and the Attorney General in particular, are involved in this web of intrigue.
The fact that the Director of Public Prosecutions was prepared to go to such lengths to
express his concern about the request and the whole process must give cause for concern
to all Western Austrlians. It is not just a matter of politics; it is indeed a matter for the
liberty and security of any Western Australian who may be targeted by this Government
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or who happens to cross its path. They should know full well chat its view of government
documents and the roles of the Attorney General and Cabinet are such that politics will
Slways be given firt priority. The propriety in these issues comes a long last.
Mr Court: What about the petrochemical deal?
Mr TAYLOR: The Premier can talk about the past, but he is Premier now and he has
allowed himself and his Attorney General to become buried in this mess. It is a mess he
will not climb out of because he is up to his dirty little neck in it.
Mr Court: Do you think it is proper that the Official Corruption Commission have a copy
of that report?
Mr TAYLOR: I have already answered that question in three pants, but I will repeat my
answer. Firstly, under the Royal Commission (Custody of Records) Act, the Official
Corruption Commission could have approached the DPP directly. Secondly, I understand
the Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission has received regular briefings on at
least a monthly basis in relation to this matter. Thirdly, according to Mr McKechnie, at
no time did the Official Corruption Commission approach him or his office requesting a
copy of the report.
Mr Court You have not answered the question. I have asked a simple question.
Mr TAYLOR: I have answered the question in three pants, and the Premier should now
answer my question: Why did he wait from August 1993 until at least 4 February 1994
before acting on that request?
Mr Court: I will answer the question but you are not answering mine.
Mr TAYLOR: It had everything to do with a by-election. This goes back to the very
comment made by the Attorney General.
Mr Court: You do not want the Official Corruption Commission to have that report.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Premier.
Mr TAYLOR: The Premier can talk about the Official Corruption Commission and the
report, but he should question why the Attorney General said in this House that the
Official Corruption Commission needed this report in order to ensure that the matters
were properly investigated.
Mr Court: It is part of their mandate, my mrend.
Mr TAYLOR: What does that say about the views of the Premier and his Attorney
General of the role of the Director of Public Prosecutions? Is he suggesting that the DPP
and his officers, having received appendix I of the report, were not properly investigating
and prosecuting matters raised in those reports?
Mr Court: No, I am not saying that at all.
Mr TAYLOR: The Attorney General is saying that without any difficulty at all. This
had everything to do with the nature of the office run by the Premier, and the fact that the
Attorney General allowed herself to be directed by Cabinet. As has been her wont
throughout her term as Attorney General, she has become involved in the day to day
politics of Western Australia. That is not the role of an Attorney General. This Attorney
General is not only frowned upon, but also is highly criticised within the judiciary and
the legal profession.
Mr Court: By whom?
Mr TAYLOR: Has the Premier been asleep for the past few months?
Mr Court: Who criticises the Attorney General from the judiciary?
Mr TAYLOR: I advise the Premier to read the letters to the Attorney General. Is he not
aware of them? Has he been having a nap? Those letters are from the Chief Judge, die
Chief Justice, and the former chief of the Children's Court. These people have all been
in touch with the Attorney General expressing their concern. The legal profession holds
her in no standing whatever.
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Mr Court: Did you read the retraction from the judges? You would not know how to do
that.
Mr TAYLOR: Judge Heenan said he stood by what he had to say.
Mr Court: What did he have to say?
Mr TAYLOR: He criticised the Attorney, and the way she handled the portfolio. It is
not just criticism from the judiciary, the legal profession, people in the universities, and
people who take an interest in day to day politics; it comes from people within the
Attorney's own ranks.
Mr Court: You will not name anyone.
Mr TAYLOR: The criticism comes from within the National and Liberal Parties. They
are all mystified as to why dhe Premier finds it so necessary to back the Attorney's
actions to the hilt. It is necessary because the Premier is involved with her in this whole
process. They put the dirty little deal together themselves. The Premier's office and the
Attorney's office got together on this. I do not know how the Premier explained it away
to his Cabinet colleagues, whether he told them what was going on and what he intended,
or whether they were left in the dark about the nature of this political process. The
Attorney General has acted improperly on not only this matter, but also the multitude of
other matters we have listed.
Mr Court: Who said the Attorney General has acted improperly?
Mr D.L. Smith: The Director of Public Prosecutions said, "I will not obey that direction,
because it is unlawful under section 25 of the Act."
Mr TAYLOR: Defend as he may the role of this Attorney General, the Premier will fail
because he knows the truth of this matter. He knows exactly what went on and why it
went on. The Attorney General knows exactly why she was asked to do what she was
asked to do. It is not just the Premier who is involved, but a number of people within the
Liberal Party - desperate people prepared to do desperate things. They saw an
opportunity, perhaps, to destroy a person they saw as a threat to them or their future.
That person was Carmen Lawrence. That is what it is all about. Add to that the fact that
this Attorney General allowed herself and her office to be so badly abused in this process.
and there is every reason why this Attorney General should be required to resign her
office. She is not fit for the position. She does not meet the standards that are demanded
of anyone who occupies that high office in the ministerial ranks in Western Australia.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [3.33 pml: It is interesting that the Leader of the
Opposition tells us not to delve into the past.
Mr Taylor: You are involved in grave and rotten little politics.
Mr COURT: If the Leader of the Opposition wants to talk about rotten little politicians.
we will talk about a former Premier and a Deputy Premier who are in gaol after being
convicted of serious offences. The Leader of the Opposition was asked whether he
condemned the behaviour of those two men, and he would not answer. The new
standards of the Labor Party are such that on the very day that two of its members are in
gaol, the L eader of the Opposition is not prepared to condemn their behaviour.
Mr Taylor Who are you to talk? You told the royal commissioners that you knew what
was going on, but you refused to tell the truth. You are the one who should be examined,
who should be under the spotlight.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition is a bit touchy.
Mr D.L. Smith: Tell us about this issue and keep your grubby hands off the reputation of
others.
Mr COURT: We do not have grubby hands; the grubby hands are on the other side. The
Leader of the Opposition must be pretty desperate to move a motion of no confidence in
the Attorney General because she gave a copy of a document to the Official Corruption
Commission. The 0CC asked for a copy of a confidential government report, and it was

4517



4518 [ASSEMBLY]

provided. That is the whole reason that members apposite are in trouble. I asked the
Leader of the Opposition whether he believed it was proper that the Official Corruption
Commission had a copy of that confidential report, and I did not-get an answer.
Mr Taylor- So what? Tell us why the request came in 1993 and you did not act until 4
February 1994?
Mr COURT: The last thing the Leader of the Opposition wants is for the Official
Corruption Commission to have any information that will help it in its activities.
MU Taylor How many of your little mates have had access to that information?
Mr COURT: I told the Leader of the Opposition that no-one had had access toil.
Mr Taylor: The Premier cannot even keep the smile off his face; that is how much trth
he is telling.
Mr COURT: How touchy can the Loader of the Opposition get? We spent $30m on a
royal commission; a number of reports were compiled and a confidential report went to
the Director of Public Prosecutions, not to the Government.
Mr D.L Smith: The royal commission wanted it to go to the DPP and that is where it
should have stayed.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order!
Mr COURT: The member for Mitchell will not let me speak.
Mr D.L. Smith: The royal commissioners wanted it to go to the DPP because they
trusted the DPP to do his job; you do not.
Mr COURT: This is our learned legal friend, the member for Mitchell. Did the police
get a copy?
Mr D.L. Smith: The DPP had custody of that document.
Mr COURT: The DPP was not given custody, my Mrend. The Government of the day
was given custody, and the member for Mitchell knows all too well that the royal
commission was called by the Government.
Mr Marlborough: The police did get a copy.
Mr COURT: The member for Mlitchell said they did not get a copy.
Mr Marlborough: Can I tell the Premier why the police got a copy?
Mr COURT: Yes.
Mr Marlborough: They got a copy because the same prosecutors who were employed by
the DPP, who found enough evidence in section I of the royal commission report to lay
charges against individuals, including police officers and QCs, are the same people who
looked at appendix 1 and found no evidence! That is in the letter from the DPP to the
Premier. Why did the Premier allow the DPP to be overridden?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! Members, particularly those on the
opposition benches, I amn happy to take the odd interjection, but the quantity and the
length of interjections that have been coming at the same time have made it difficult for
the member on his feet to answer.
Mr Marlborough: I was asked to respond.
The ACTING SPEAKER: An interjection is not a full blown speech; the member for
Peel will get that opportunity later on.

Point of Order
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Mr Acting Speaker, you had no need to admonish me on the
issue. If you had been following the debate, you would have recognised that in response
to the Premier's asking whether we believed the police had this information, I offered an
answer and the Premier indicated that he wanted to hear that answer.
The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Peel is doing now what I criticised him for.

4518



[Tuesday, 20 September 1994]151

He is not making a paint of order. I admonished him because he would not come ro
order when I called him to order.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: You admonished me because you gave the wrong answer.
The ACTING SPEAKER: I formally call to order the member for Peel.

Debate Resumed
Mr COURT: I want to spell out a couple of things in the report of the Director of Public
Prosecutions. Opposition members last week grabbed a couple of lines from this report.
Mr Taylor: Just deal with the timing. You am not interested in dealing with the timing.
Mr COURT: I will go through that. I will make a foal of the Leader of the Opposition
for taildog about the Carmen Lawrence conspiracy. The report states that the DPP's
office -

... recognises it is accountable to Parliament and the public.. .
The Director may supply -

Mr Taylor: It is a concoction of lies.
Mr COURT: Can the Leader of the Opposition just stop twerping and listen for a
moment?

Withdrawal of Remark
T'he ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): I ask the Leader of the Opposition to withdraw
his remark about a concoction of lies.
Mr TAYLOR: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Mr COURT: As I was saying, the document continues -

The Director may supply information for the Attorney for the conduct of the
Attorney General's public business.
In theory, the Attorney General is entitled to be informed and advised in respect
of any particular prosecution in order to consider whether the Attorney General
should exercise power.

The Leader of the Opposition should just think about that because a whole heap of
prosecutions that are going on affect some of his former colleagues.
Mr Taylor: And some of yours.
Mr COURT: I accept that; however, the Leader of the Opposition must understand this
report. It continues -

Thus, requests for information by the Attorney General in respect of a particular
matter should receive the response of the Director unless it is plainly not in the
interests of justice - for instance, if the Attorney were personally involved in the
matter the subject of the request.
In practice, the Attorney General prefers to keep at arm's length from all aspects
of the Director's functions leaving the exercise of power to the independent
discretion of the Ditor ...

As I have stated earlier, the report continues.-
The Attorney General, Mrs Cheryl Edwardes ... and the Director enjoy friendly
and cordial relations and there has been no need to resort to the formal
mechanisms of the Act. There is regular informal consultation as required.
There has been one occasion of interference in the functions of the office during
the year. The issue raised an important question of principle as to the freedom of
the office from political direction.

Mr D.L. Smith: Read it slowly.
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Mr COURT: It continues -

The circumstances are fully set out in Appendices A and B to this report being the
Attorney General's request at the direction of Cabinet and the Director's
response.

In relation to Appendices A and B, the report talks about the Attorney General asking
that a copy of that confidential report be given to the Official Corruption Commission.
The Director of Public Prosecutions is saying that he will give it to the Attorney General.
I will quote a letter in that regard shortly. The report continues -

Subsequently, on the invitation of the Premier, the Director addressed Cabinet ...
The request was not pursued and the matter is closed.

Later the report states -

S.29 empowers the Director to furnish the Attorney General with information for
the proper conduct of the Attorney General's public business so far as the
interests of justice allow ...

Appendix I is a confidential report, not a secret report. The Attorney General of
this state as Principal Law Officer retains power over the investigation and
prosecution of offences notwithstanding the creation of the office of Director.

Mr D.L. Smith: That is why he gave her a copy.
Mr COURT: Does the member understand the part that refers to the principal law officer
retaining power over the investigation and prosecution of offences?
Mr D.L. Smith: Yes.
Mr COURT: The report goes on -

I therefore enclose a copy of Appendix I to enable you to carry out the functions
of your office.

Mr Taylor: You will not read the remainder, it is too embarrassing for you.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: If the Attorney General had not received a copy of that report and given it
to the Official Corruption Commission what would the headlines in the newspaper have
been? They would have been "Information kept from the Official Corruption
Commission". This Government would be derelict in its duty if it did not follow this
matter through. For those opposite to come into this Parliament -

Mr DiL. Smith: Don't you miust the Director of Public Prosecutions? Tell us.
The ACTIG SPEAKER: Order!
Wr D.L. Smith: Just tell us.

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The member for Mitchell will come to order.
Mr DiL. Smith: Do you miust the Director of Public Prosecutions or not?
Mr Taylor: You will not answer the interjection because you do not trust him.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I ask the member for Michell to come to order.
Mr COURT: This Government would be derelict in its duty if it did not pursue this
matter. Members opposite do not like these matters being looked at.
Mr Taylor You are the one who does not want it looked at.
Wr COURT: I will run through the timing. The Honourable Justice Wickham, Chairman

of the Official Corruption Commission, made an approach by telephone to me regarding
the release of the confidential volume. On 20 September the Chairman met me and made
a verbal request for the confidential volume to be made available to him. I raised this
matter with the Attorney General to have her seek some advice about whether it was the
correct thing to do.
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Mr D. Smith: When did you do that?
Mr COURT: In October.
Mr DL. Smith inteijecced.
M~r COURT: The member should just let me finish. He has asked a question and I anm
giving him the answer. On 15 November the Attorney General rang the Solicitor General
to ascertain whether she had the authority to release the confidential volume. The
Solicitor General provided oral advice and then provided it in writing on the same day.
On 16 November the Attorney General wrote to the Chairman of the Official Corruption
Commission and referred a copy of the Solicitor General's advice to him and invited him
to make a direct approach to the DPP. This all happened in November. This is all
supposed to be part of the conspiracy to destroy Carmen Lawrence. What an absolute
nonsense to suggest that in November we were talking about a by-election in February!
A letner from die Official Corruption Commission stares -

It would be improper for this Commission to ask the Director to furnish it with a
confidential Government document, and even more improper for the Director to
comply with such a request. I will not be making any such request.

Mr Taylor: The Director of Public Prosecutions said that he never received a request.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition should answer this simple question: Is it
proper for the Official Corruption Commission to have a copy of the confidential report?
The Official Corruption Commission said that it would be improper for it to ask for it
directly from the Director of Public Prosecutions and proper to ask for it through me
because, as members know, this matter comes under my area of responsibility.
Dr Gallop: This is all subterfuge.
Mr Taylor You concocted this over t course of the weekend to protect yourself and
your nasty little politics. This is what this is all about. This is all about trying to destroy
political careers.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: I am being told that I have concocted this information over the weekend,
notwithstanding the letter from the Official Corruption Commission of 19 November.
These are the desperate levels -

Mr Taylor interjected.
Mr COURT: If Carmen Lawrence was to resign, why did she not tell us so? What
absolute nonsense!
Mr Taylor: Answer one more question: Apart from directing the Attorney General, why
did the Cabinet decide when these documents would be made public?
M COURT: The Leader of the Opposition does not get his facts right, and that is his
problem. Cabinet approved that the Official Corruption Commission be given a copy of
that confidential report.
Mr Taylor: Why did Cabinet approve the release of the document?
Mr COURT: It approved its release to the Official Corruption Commission.
Mr Taylor: It didn't say that; far from it.
Mr COURT: I am telling the member what happened. Cabinet gave approval for the
Official Corruption Commission to have a copy of that confidential report.
Mr DiL. Smith: When?
Mr COURT: When it went to Cabinet on 7 February.
Mr DiL. Smith: You received the letter from the Official Corruption Commission in
November.
Mr COURT: That is right. We are doing everything absolutely properly, but members
opposite cannot understand a relatively simple process.
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Mr Taylor The other issue is about the release of the document. You say you approved
the release to the Official Corruption Commission. In fact, it was stated that it was not
proposed that the confidential report be released beyond the Official Corruption
Commission unless such action were approved at a later time by Cabinet. Why would
Cabinet make that decision?
Mr COURT: Because it might be quite appropriate at a later time.
Mr Taylor Why would it be appropriate?
Mr COURT: Because it happens to be a government document and, if down the brack -

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order!
Mr COURT: We have had the Carmen Lawrence conspiracy; that did not happen. We
have said that apart from the Attorney General, the Official Corruption Commission and
the Director of Public Prosecutions, no-one has seen, read or had a copy of the repomt
We now say that in the future a decision might be made to give that confidential report to
someone else. That could well be the case. Members opposite do not appreciate the fact
that the report went to the Government. It is a government document and it is up to the
Government to accept responsibility for what happens to that document.
Mr Taylor: It was for the Fremantle by-election.
Mr COURT: Get off the by-elections! I have just given all the dates for September,
October and November. If Carmen Lawrence was going to resign then, she could have
said so at die time.
Several parts of this motion are repetition of some areas the Opposition has covered
before. It is absolutely amazing for the Opposition to make a big issue out of the Official
Corruption Commission asking the Premier for a copy of that confidential report, and the
Government giving the commission a copy.
Mr Taylor: It goes to the very heart of your Government; improper practice.
Mr COURT: I put forward the exact opposite position. The Government would be
derelict in its duty if it did not give that report to the Official Corruption Commission.
We now have got to the bottom of it all; members opposite do not want the Official
Corruption Commission to have a copy of that report.
I thought that today of all days was not the day for the Labor Party to come into
Parliament talking about grubby politics and political donations.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The member for Mitchell.
Mr COURT: A former member for Perth in this House took 25 per cent off the
collections for the Opposition's donations. He collected $600 000 of $2.4m. Members
opposite belong to a party that publicly says it uses party funds to pay off gambling debts
and other sorts of expenses. I thought that members opposite would be the last people
today to talk about political donations.
Mr Taylor interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition will come to order.
Mr COURT: The Government is keen to introuce amendments to the electoral
legislation to deal with political donations. The member for Fremantle has been quick to
ask why the legislation has not been proclaimed.
Mr McGinty: Your Attorney General has been very slow in proclaiming it or bringing
the amendments forward.
Mr COURT: The member for Fremantle knows why it could not be proclaimed. That is
why the former Government did not proclaim it. The Government will introduce
amendments to that Act. The Attorney General will explain the advice the Governiment
has received on those amendments. The sooner they ame brought forward, the better.
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Members opposite appear all prim and proper. They talk about freedom of information
legislation. After 10 years in government there was no freedom of information
legislation. They say one thing, but they do another. Today, they have come into this
Parliament talking about political donations. All they need to do is consider their own
track record. What rook place was absolutely despicable. The member for Fremantle last
night hung up on an interviewer on radio.
Mr McGinty: That is not wiue, and you know it, Premier. You are teiling fibs to this
House.
Mr COURT: Come off i The member for Fremantle was asked a question on political
donations and then he was not on the line. The announcer asked, "Are you there Jim? Or
perhaps he did not like that question." Did the member for Fremnan tle hang up?
Mr McGinty: No, I didn't.
Mr COURT: Was the member for Fremnantle cut off?
Mr McGinty: That is why I say you are not telling the truth to this House.
Mr COURT: It was a bad line; the member for Fremantle was out of mobile range!
The Leader of the Opposition said that it was unlawful that the Government provided that
information to the Official Corruption Commission. That summnarises why this State
went through the WA Inc years.
MR McGINTY (Fremantle) [3.56 pmJ. We must ask what it takes in trns of
impropriety to get this Attorney General to resign. In the past 18 months in this Stare we
have seen a litany of impropriety, unlawful action, and breaches of standards of conduct
which are traditionally expected under the Westminster system for the Director of Public
Prosecutions; however. the Attorney General is still there. The West Australian has come
in for a little criticism over its description of her in its editorial as a political cockroach. I
have no trouble with literary allusions. Clearly, The Wes: Australian was not saying that
the Attorney General has the physical characteristics of a cockroach, but rather that she is
the sort of person who should have gone by now and that she is showing a resilience; not
a resilience to be admired, but a resilience in the face of all odds, and in the face of every
section of the legal community in Western Australia, most of this Parliament and most of
the community believing that she should no longer be the Attorney General.
Mr Ripper: It's the resilience of a Russ 1-haze.
Mr McGINT: That is a fair analogy. As happened with others who have committed the
sorts of transgressions the Attorney has committed, we will track her down and pursue
her relentlessly. Ultimately, her political friend the Premier will be forced to act. It is
simply a question of dine. The runs are on the board. Her transgressions are so great that
she has no credibility left in Western Australia. Ultimately, she will be seen to be such a
liability to her parliamentary colleagues that she will be removed from office.
If people needed a reason the Attorney General should be removed from office, I provide
the following: The Attorney General is the first law officer of the State. I thought that
unlawful behaviour in the conduct of her office was sufficient reason for her to resign.
That is too much to expect from this Attorney General, but it is certainly sufficient reason
for the Premier to sack her. I will go through the nature of the illegality that has been
involved in this case. This whole affair, arising as it does out of the report of the DPP, is
tainted with unlawfulness of the part of the Attorney General.
Let us start with the most minor of those unlawful aspects of this affair. The Attorney
General was directed by the Cabinet in the conduct of her affairs. Cabinet should not be
directing the Attorney General in the conduct of her portfolio arnd particularly it should
not do so in a matter which touches on the political function of the member as distinct
from her legal function as the first law officer of the State. Nonetheless, she accepted a
direction from Cabinet. She spell it out in those termis in her letter to the Director of
Public Prosecutions in which she said "as directed by Cabinet". She was subject to
direction and relayed that direction to the Director of Public Prosecutions. I quote to the
Attorney General her words on this very important principle of the separateness and
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special nature of the Attorney General in this Stat. These words were used by Cheryl
Edwardes as a member of the Opposition in May 1992 -

The Attorney General holds a very special place in the Westminster system of
Government since it is a position that is not directed by Cabinet. and if there is a
conflict between Cabinet decisions and the independence of the office of the
Attorney General, then the occupant usually resigns the position.

That is a very clear, classical statement of the position of the Attorney General. There
are two positions in this Parliament that warrant special consideration because aspects of
their functions place them above the political role which is played by the rest of us in this
place. One is die office of the Speaker. We an all aware of the traditions in the UK
attaching to that office which protect the independence of that position in return for
which members expect a high measure of impartiality in the Speaker's presiding over the
Chamber. He cannot act in a partisan political way. That would destroy the functions of
the House. For that meason we have a long established tradition for the way he operates.
Although the current Speaker of this House is a member of the Liberal Party and elected
to represent a liberal constituency, he cannot act in a partisan liberal Party fashion.
That is one of the two officers of this Parliament who must not act in a partisan political
way.
Mr C.J Barnett: To perform that role, the Speaker must rely on the cooperation and
good conduct of all members.
Mr McGINT Y: I have no argument with that, but crucial to that is the apolitical role of
the Speaker. We all accept that that is the function of the Speaker. The other person who
must operate in an apolitical way is the Attorney General. The Attorney General on the
one hand is both a member of the Parliament and a politician and, on the other hand, the
first law officer of this State. In respect of the non-political first law officer functions,
the Attorney General cannot be directed politically by the Cabinet on how to exercise her
functions in a particular case. The Attorney General spelt out those principles in crystal
clear termis before she was the Attorney General and when it was convenient for her to
attack the Labor Party. We have no argument with her statement and, on that basis, she
should resign her office forthwith. She was, in her own words, directed by the Cabinet.
That is untenable for any person who maintains that the office of Attorney General is
above politics and should be above politics because the person who holds that office is
the first law officer of the State. Therefore, for her to remain in that position and not to
resign is an absolute abrogation of her responsibilities. By accepting a direction from the
Cabinet, she has prostituted her position as Attorney General for the political whim of her
party.
The second unlawful aspect of the conduct of the Attorney General was her direction of
the Director of Public Prosecutions. Lest there be any doubt that what the Attorney
General did on this occasion was unlawful, I need go no further than refer members to
the report of the Director of Public Prosecutions tabled in this Parliament last Thursday.
Section 25 of the Director of Public Prosecutions Act provides -

Except as provided in this Part the Director is not subject to direction by the
Attorney General or any other person in the performance of the Director's
functions.

That is pretty clear: The director is not subject to direction by the Attorney General.
However, the Attorney General issued a direction to the Director of Public Prosecutions.
Mr Wiese: Read the other sections of the Act.
Mr McGINTY: Section 27 makes it worse from the Minister's point of view. Section 25
is there to protect the director. Because the Attorney General sought to make an unlawful
direction does not mean that the Attorney General has committed an offence. It is there
as a protection for the Director of Public Prosecutions so that he cannot accept a direction
from the Attorney General. The Minister for Police wanted me to deal with the other
sections: Section 27 of the Director of Public Prosecutions Act deals with what the
Attorney General can do. It states -
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A direction may not be issued ... in respect of a particular case.
If there is any doubt about the capacity of die Attorney General to issue a direction, that
section clarifies the matter. It states that she cannot do it and, in particular, she cannot do
it in respect of a particular case. This was a specific direction in the case of the royal
commission's confidential appendix and the Attorney General issued a direction. It was
unlawful for her to do that. The Director of Public Prosecutions said quite rightly that the
Attorney General can do whatever she likes -

Mr Wiese: You have misinterpreted it.
Mr McGINTY: No, I have not misinterpreted it. The Minister should read the
document.
Mr Wiese: Read section 27(1) before you read section 27(2).
Mr McGINTY: The relevant clause is the one that I have just read. The Director of
Public Prosecutions said that he would not accept the direction from the Attorney
General because it was unlawful. That is why he refused to accept it. I do not know
what greater indignity can be foisted upon the Attorney General than her being caught
out behaving unlawfully, making a direction which she cannot make under the Act and
then have the Director of Public Prosecutions tell her whene to get off - that he will not
comply with her direction. He said in his report tabled last Thursday that the Attorney
General had acted unlawfully. He said that she sought to interfere politically in the
operations of his office which is, by Statute, independent; and she directed him, which
she had no power to do. In fact, the Act provides that she cannot make a direction of that
nature. By that direction, she has acted unlawfully and has been caught out by the report
of the Director of Public Prosecutions. That is the second unlawful Act in recent times
by the upholder of the law, the State's first law officer.
However, there is another and so far relatively undiscussed unlawful behaviour by the
Attorney General. It relates to the core issue involved heme - her seeking documents from
the Director of Public Prosecutions which she had no power to seek - but she also sought
those documents for a purpose which is proscribed by legislation from this House. The
motivation of this Attorney General can be described only as corruption under the Act
because the document which regulates the documents from the royal commission and the
document about which we have heard very little so far during this debate, whether it be in
this Parliament last Thursday and today or in the media during the weekend, and to which
everyone should turn when they have any questions about what should be done with
documents from tie royal commission, is the Royal Commission (Custody of Records)
Act; that Statute regulates these matters.
Thte confidential appendix in question is a record of the royal commission according to
the definition in that Act. This is a most serious allegation against the Attorney General,
and I want to ensure that the argument is fully developed so that members opposite,
particularly the Attorney General, can answer my points. The Attorney General sought
to retain a copy of a document for her own purposes without making reference to the Act
controlling the way in which the document should be created. I am amazed at that.
Section 5 of the Royal Commission (Custody of Records) Act stipulates that it vests
custody of all classes of royal commission documents, including the appendix, in the
Director of Public Prosecutions.
Mrs Edwardes: Are you sure about that?
Mr McGIINTY: The Attorney can tell. me if I am wrong. The legislation indicates -

Subject to this Act, after the Royal Commission has delivered its report under the
terms of reference the DPP has custody of all the records of the Royal
Commission.

If that is not clear, I do not know what it. Yes, Attorney, I am sure.
Mrs Edwaides: Are you saying that the Solicitor General was wrong if he said that
appendix 1 is not covered under that Act?
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Mr MeGiNTY: I refer to the DPP having custody of those documents.
Mrs Edwaides: Are you talking about appendix I?
Mr McGTNT: We are talking about royal commission documents, including appendix

Mrs Edwaides: There is a difference under the Act.
Mr McGJfN: By virtue of section 5, appendix 1 is vested in the custody of the DPP.
Given that an Act of Parliament gives custody of the document to the DPP, and also that
it regulates the way irk which others can have access to the document -

Mr Wiese: Does that apply to the copies passed to the NCA and the ASC?
Mr McGlNTY:. I will conic to that. The Act then refers to the circumstances in which
copies may be made available. This is the crucial point about what was involved in this
incident and indicates the unlawful behaviour of the Attorney General.
Mr Court: The DPP said that everything had been done totally lawfully and totally
property.
M McGINTY: No. he does not. He makes it abundantly clear that the Attorney has
acted unlawfully.
Mr Cout: He has said otherwise today.
Mr MeGITY: The Premier should make no mistake about that. When the Premier was
out of the room I indicated the three points by which the Attorney had acted unlawfully.
Mr Court: Was the DPP telling lies in the other Chamber?
Mr McGINTY I am developing an argument about the regulations in the Act
determining the way the DPP is to make documents available. Section 11(4) of the Act
gives the DPP this power, as follows -

The DPP may make a record available to any other regulatory body for use by the
body in the course of the performance of its public or statutory function.

Thtat answers the question given by the Minister for Police. Obviously, bodies such as
the Police Force and the Austraian Securities Commission are listed in the Act as
regulatory bodies to which the documents can be made available by the DPP. However,
section 11(3) - I leave out one small irrelevant portion, which I will read if members
opposite want - reads -

Records ... are available to the State for the purposes of the prosecution of
offences and .. . are not available for any other purpose.

Therefore, the Act clearly indicates that the appendix to the royal commission report can
be made available for one reason, and one reason alone; namely, the prosecution of
offences.
Mr Wiese: What about the investigation of offences?
Mr McGINT: It refers to the prosecution of offences; the inister should read the AcL.
If the investigation is designed to lead to a prosecution, that is fine. However, why did
the Attorney General make a copy of the document? She told us that this had nothing to
do with the prosecution of offences - by her own words she stands convicted of a breach
of the Royal Commission (Custody ofRecords) Act. This Parliament was clear in that
Act: When documents were to be made available, the DPP would make them available
for the purpose of the prosecution of offences and fir no other purpose. That is the
problem fared by the Attorney General.
She is on record as indicating a number of purposes for which she wanted that document;
however, very few of those purposes relate to the need to assist in the prosecutorial
function. Let us consider what the Attorney General has said on this matter. The
Australian of 19 September reads -

Backed by Mr Court, Ms Edwardes defended her actions by saying she wanted
Appendix I only to provide to the Official Corruption Commission.
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That is the first reason. A great conflict emerged as the weekend progressed regarding
die reasons given by the Attorney for retaining a copy of the document. The first reason
was that she wanted to give it to the 0CC. We know that the 0CC does not have a single
prosecutorial function; also, the DPP made it abundantly clear that he would not give a
copy of the report to the 0CC because it did not have an investigative or prosecutorial
function. The very Act establishing the 0CC is devoid of any prosecutorial function
reference. Therefore, the Attorney General has breached the custody of records Act by
providing a copy to that body. The Attorney General unlawfully handed the document to
the 0CC. This is a serious allegation. Furthermore, it is contrary to the advice of the
DPP. It is unlawful, and the Attorney General should resign.
Mrs Edwardes: When I have proved that I have advice that it is not unlawful, will you
apologise?
M McGINTY: If the Attorney can establish that fact beyond reasonable doubt, of course
I will. However, she cannot do it.
Mrs Edwardes: I told you last Thursday that the Solicitor General told me -

Mr McGINTY: How can the Attorney tell me that giving a document to a,
nonprosecurorial body is for the purpose of prosecutions?
Mrs Edwardes inteijected.
M McGINT: It is so. Cut it out! The Attorney General is going over the top now.
Mrs Edwantes: For how many years have you been a solicitor? Are you a QC?
Mr McGINTY: The Attorney General is trying to cover up; she has been caught out
breaking the law, and she will pay the price. Her friend and political colleague the
Premier will eventually sack hen however, he should have done so before now. He has
been remiss in leaving the Attorney General in that position as she is sapping the
confidence of every person in Western Australia connected with law enforcement and the
judiciary. These people axe losing confidence in the system of justice and in the
administration of our courts while the Attorney remains in that position.
The Attorney General changed her mind the next day in a written response given to The
West Australian. We all know that her off the cuff remarks are almost incoherent. The
20 September article read -

In a written response to The West Australian, Mrs Edwardes said she needed the
appendix to carry out her duties as WA's principal law officer.
Those responsibilities included consideration of whether the appendix contained
information relevant to matters arising from WA Inc - including litigation
involving the State - such as cases involving the former Bond Corporation and
failed merchant bank Rothwells.

However, none of those matters fits the description in the Act that the only basis on
which the documents are to be made available is for the prosecution of offences. The
Attorney General changed her mind. She sprayed around the place whatever she thought
was a reasonable purpose for copying the document; she then changed her reason. It is
clear that the Attorney General has acted unlawfully, and that is sufficient reason for the
Premier to sack her. As I said at the outset, we have no confidence in the Attorney
General doing the honourable thing, notwithstanding the lofty motives of which she
spoke in opposition. That highlights the hypocrisy of her stand. Notwithstanding those
correctly stated principles then, the Attorney General now stands condemned for her
hypocrisy and refusal to resign, but the decision will ultimately be taken out of her hands.
It was also quite interesting that a little earlier, the Attorney General gave two other
reasons why she wanted that document. It is sheer nonsense on the Attorney's part, but
to complete what I am saying here, I should draw it to the attention of the House. The
West Ausrralian of 16 September states that when the Attorney General was asked why
she kept a copy of the report, she said, 'Nothing other than keeping it in my safe." That
certainly is not the prosecutorial function. When the Attorney General was asked, "But
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why?', she said, "It was provided to me." Five different reasons have been given by the
Attorney Genera about why she sought a copy of that document and why she sought it
for unlawful purposes.
Clearly this is the height of political impropriety. It involves unlawful behaviour by the
Attorney General. However, that comes as no surprise to any of us here. We all
remember, I more than most, the appalling effort made by this grubby Attorney General
during the cours of 1993. when in good faith I made available to the Crown Law
Department a comprehensive statement to assist it in legal proceedings, where she
obtained a confidential document which was not hers to deal with, but which she dredged
up from her department, and sought to use it to score cheap political points. The
Attorney General should have learnit her lesson from that, because that has cost her dearly
in terms of her reputation as the State's first law officer. The fact that the Attorney
General sought to use a confidential legal document which was not her property, in order
to politically embarrass me, I am happy to say backfired on her, and the only political
embarrassment today is that which rests with the Attorney General of the State, because
she has again been roundly condemned for her impropriety in so doing.
All of these improprieties stem from one simple flaw in the character and personality of
the Attorney General. She cannot understand why it is important that she separate her
political functions from her judicial functions as the State's first law officer. That is what
led her to commit the grievous error with the Barry Carbon document. She thought that
it was okay for the first law officer of the State to take confidential, protected documents
that were not hers and use them for a political purpose, and she has paid the price for that.
We see here the same event occurring again. This Attorney General now has a clear
track record as someone who ignores her responsibilities as the State's frst law officer.
We have a woman who is prepared to gain access unlawfully to documents associated
with the royal commission, because we can picture her now, rubbing heir hands in glee,
saying, "I am going to get my hands on a document which is political dynamite; we will
be able to damnage the Labor Party." That would have been her sole motivation.
Mr Court Who said that was unlawful?
Mr McGINTY: The Premier was not here for the debate.
Mr Court I have been here for the whole debate.
Mr McGINTY: The Premier should not interject when he has not been here and has not
heard the debate. The Premier does that too often and exposes his shallowness in
interjecting in this way. If the Premier listened to the debate, he would understand the
issue. On this occasion, the Attorney General has sought to obtain a privileged and
confidential document, regulated by an Act of Parliament, and protected by an office
bearer of the Crown, who is in every sense independent in his office from direction by
the Attorney General, in order to use it politically. It is a disgrace for any Attorney
General to behave in that way. The fact that the Attorney General does not in any way
acknowledge the gross error of her behaviour and will, no doubt, stand up and try to
defend herself, is evidence of the fact that she simply does not understand her functions
and responsibilities as the State's first law officer. The Attorney General is an absolute
disgrace, and the sooner she goes, the better.
MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Attorney General) [4.25 pm]: I obviously do not
support the censure motion. No reasonable evidence has been presented in the case put
by members opposite to support this censure motion. What is the so-called case? Firstly.
it was improper for me to have the document. Secondly, it was improper for me to hand
it to the Official Corruption Commission. Thirdly, there were sinister political motives in
the request. Fourthly, there was political interference. Fifthly, it was improper for mec to
request the document. Sixthly, that as it was a direction from Cabinet and a conflict of
interest, I should resign. The real confusion arises because the member for Fremantle
does not understand the Royal Commission (Custody of Records) Act. That is obviously
where the flaw in his thinking lies.
in regard to the roles of the various bodies, there are sufficient checks and balances in the
system. The President of the Law Society of Western Australia. Mr Michael McPhee,
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indicated on radio last Thursday evening that it was a goad outcome from dhe sequence
of events; there were sufficient checks and balances in place; the fact that Mr McKcchnie
was given the opportunity to speak to Cabinet was a good thing; and the correct position
was obviously obtained at the end of the day. Therefore, the legal profession accepts that
there are sufficient checks and balances. The role of the Official Corruption Commission
is to receive complaints of corruption by government and other public officers. We
extended its powers and functions in 1993, and that Act came into existence this year.
The 0CC has inquiries ongoing regularly and consistently. The role of the police is to
investigate matters which are referred to them by way of complaint from the 0CC or in
conjunction with the Director of Public Prosecutions. The Director of Public
Prosecutions has a role in prosecutions. Those bodies carry out their functions separately
and independently, but they work together closely.
The point that was missed, as the Premier pointed out, is that the 0CC believed it was
totally improper for it to ask the DPP for a confidential government document; that had
to be done trough the Premier. The Solicitor General's advice to me in November was
to get the 0CC to ask the DPP, but the 0CC believed it was totally improper for it to do
so; therefore, it continued to make the request through the Premier. The Premier has
identified the time frame. It had nothing to do with any political or sinister motive in
regard to the Fremantle by-election, If we look at the time framne of all the events and the
advice that has been sought, there was obviously no political motive in the request.
Is it proper for me to have the document? The legal advice that I have received from the
Solicitor General is quite clear. In fact, it has been reported to me that an answer to a
question asked of the DPP in the other House this afternoon states that it is quite proper
for me to have a copy of the document. He went further and said that it was quite proper
for me to copy the document, and that he does not have a problem with my giving it to
the Official Corruption Commission. He has no reason to suppose that I would use the
document in any other way than within the functions of my office. He has no evidence
that I have used it otherwise. Members opposite talk about political interference and
sinister motives but they fail to provide one example.
Several members interjected.
Mrs EDWARDES: The Director of Public Prosecutions has seen no evidence that I have
used dhe document other than within the functions of my office, and he has no reason to
suppose that I would use it otherwise. I receive confidential documents all the time as
the first law officer of the State. Obviously that will continue to be the case. There will
be restrictions on documents, as the Director of Public Prosecutions points out in his
letter, particularly documents involving ongoing investigations and charges before the
courts. It could be seen to be prejudicial to make available documents, or parts thereof,
for wide publication but that is not the reason I have a copy of the report. The DPP's
letter clearly states that it is proper for me to have a copy of the repor. If it was not - and
he did not say it was given to me reluctantly - under section 29 of the Director of Public
Prosecutions Act he has power to provide a copy to me.
Dr Gallop: Why did you want it?
Mrs EDWARDES: I will get to that. If it was not proper, the Director of Public
Prosecutions would not have given it to me -
Mr D.L Smith: He didn't give it to you to give it to the Official Corruption
Commission!
Mrs EDWARDES: The Director of Public Prosecutions has no difficulty with that -
Mr D.L. Smith: That is an untruth.
Mrs EDWARDES: It has been reported to me that he said in the other place today, to the
Estimates Committee, that he has no difficulty with my giving a copy of the document to
the Official Corruption Commission. When we sat down to discuss his letter and the fact
that the report had been given to me, he said he would be very happy to discuss any
aspects of the report with the Chairman of the Official Corruption Commission. It could
not be said to be reluctant.
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I turn now to the people who have stated that insufficient reasons have been given. I
refer to Bevan Lawrence. I provided him with a letter on Saturday outlining the reasons
for the retention of the document I will outline them to this House today. In his reply he
thanked me for sending the letter. He said -

I agree that there are good measons why you should have access to dhe report in
question and that the matters you enumerate in your letter are clearly adequate
reasons.

It is clear that now people outside the legal profession, outside the Official Corruption
Commission, and outside my office agree that the reasons enumerated ame adequate. I
will go through sonic of the reasons that have been outlinedL Obviously a number of
matters are t. igoing. These are major pieces of litigation in this Stare which arose out of
the royal cc ninission hearings. They are matters which may or may not be contained
within the appendix. Thbis is very important because we were elected as a government
basically as a result of revulsion by people regarding what had occurred and what had
been evidenced in the royal commission. We have a responsibility to the people of
Western Australia to oversee matters arising from the royal commission, and we will
continue to do so. We have set up a Cabinet subcommittee on litigation. We take into
account all those matters coming from the royal commission, and we ensure that they are
followed through.
-It Ripper: Have you briefed the subcommittee on the confidential appendix?

Mrs EDWARDES: No.
Dr Gallop: You are implying that you might.
Mrs EDWARDES: No.
Dr Gallop: What are you saying, then?
Mrs EDWARDES: The member should listen. First, in considering appendix 1, and as
to whether it contained information relevant to matters arising from WA Inc - which
includes current or pending litigation involving the State - I will highlight some examples
of the current major litigation, none of which comes within the province of the Director
of Public Prosecutions. For instance, a clam by Bond Corporation arising from the
failed petrochemical project was settled successfully, and involved the subcommittee.
There is the matter of the State of Western Australia against Wardley Australia, Connell,
Yonge and Rothwells. This is a claim by the State for the $22.5m loss on the National
Australia Bank guarantee on Rothwells. That is continuing. The third case involves
Tipperary Developments. Warren Anderson has a claim against the State for loss arising
from a $50m deposit with Rothwells.
I refer also to Spedley Securities versus Western Collieries, a case which was settled in
June 1993. The fifth case is Bond Corporation (Southern Equities Corporation [td)
versus the State Government Insurance Commission, which is a claim by the State
against Bond for $212m arising from a breach of indemnity given by Bond. That matter
is dormantL Rothwells versus Government Employees Superannuation Board is a claim
by Rothwells' liquidator that $50m repaid to the Government Employees Superannuation
Board by Rothwells in June 1988 constituted an undue preference. The matter is
continuing.
Another case is Petrochemical Industries Ltd against Dempster Nominees, Dempster and
Griffin. This is a claim by the P11. liquidator in relation to alleged improper payments
totalling $17.5m for management fees and expenses. The State is a secured creditor of
Petrochemical industries Ltd through WA Government Holdings. That matter is
continuing. Two cases, Swan Building Society versus Hungerfords and former directors,
and the State of Western Australia versus Hungerfords, relate to a claim for losses
incurred by the society and the State arising from alleged negligence of auditors. The
claim by the State is for approximately $l9m. The matter is continuing. The final
matter, Government Employees Superannuation Board versus Martin, Brush and related
companies , involves claims by the GESB in relation to the Fremantle Anchorage project
and breaches of contract, breach of fiduciary duty and negligence. The amount involved
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is approximately $9.5m. There are two associated actions against the GESB for alleged
unpaid fees of $lm r and loss of joint venture profits. The mactens are continuing.
Clearly, a number of mattens are ongoing which arose out of WA Inc maven, none of
which falls within the province of the Director of Public Prosecutions. He states clearly
in his letter to me dated 10 February chat I have ihe overall responsibility relating to
criminal mactrm. The point which the Opposition failed to pick up in its motion was that
I cannot direct in relation to a specific case. If there had been cases, such as to nolle a
particular matter - and I am sure the fanner Minister for Justice will recall attempts by
previous Attorneys to nolle matters -

Mr D.L. Smith: That is not what the Director of Public Prosecutions said. Tell us what
he said!
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs EDWARDES: Considering whether the information might be or might become
relevant to future litigation which might arise including, for example, the possibility of
recovering on behalf of the taxpayers of this State moneys which have been lost - this is
required. So, in the discharge of my responsibility as Attorney General, a copy of the
report should be retained.
Dr Gallop: Was this a worked out after the event? It is so obvious!
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Dr Gallop: Why didn't you mention that?
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs EDWARDES: In considering these matters it is obvious that the Attorney General -

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs EDWARDES: - has a much broader role and wider responsibility than the Director
of Public Prosecutions. As the Premier said, we would have been derelict - according to
the next headline - if we had not retained a copy to ensure it was ready for the proper
occasion. Had we not passed on the copy to the Official Corruption Commission we
would have been derelict in our duty. There has been no interference with the Director of
Public Prosecutions because he still -

Dr Gallop: Why did you not outline all of this in your letter?
Mrs EDWARDES: It was obviously contemplated by all the legal advice, the
discussions, and when I sat down with the Director of Public Prosecutions -

Dr Gallop: In your letter to the Director of Public Prosecutions you said that you would
pass it to the Official Corruption Commission. You mentioned none of this material you
are referring to now. This has been worked out in the past few days.
Mrs EDWARDES: Obviously the real problem for the Opposition is that it has not read
the DPP's report. Further, it has no intention of examining the relevant words. With
regard to interference with the DPP, his letter says that I have a role which oversees the
DPP. There has been no interference with the role of the DPP; he still has a copy of the
report.
Dr Gallop: Why did you keep a copy?
Mrs EDWARDES: I have given a reason.
Dr Gallop: You have not given a reason.
Mrs EDWARDES: It is obvious that Bevan Lawrence accepted those as valid reasons
for my retainting a copy of the report. The DPP has his copy. There has never been
interference with the DPP's function. He has given the relevant police officers copies.
That is referred to at page 3 of his letter. The basis of this Government's being elected
was partly the revulsion of the community for WA Inc. This Government was elected
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with a mandate to pursue, prosecute and recover moneys. The royal commission cost the
taxpayers of this State $30m. Every ant of those taxpayers wants to know when he or
she will get back some of the money that is part of the missing millions.
As to whether it was proper for me to give the report to the Official Corruption
Commission, under the Royal Commission (Custody of Records) Act and based on the
advice of the Solicitor General - a Queen's Counsel, unlike the member for Fremantle -

Points of Order
Mr D.L. SMITH: I require that the Attorney table the document from which she is
quoting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! Is the Attorney General quoting f-rm
an official document?
Mrs EDWARDES: These are my working documents.
Mr TAYLOR: Mr Acting Speaker, it is unacceptable for you to dismiss without question
a comment from the Attorney General that she is reading from working documents, when
clearly she is reading advice from the Solicitor General. There is a precedent in this
House that when Ministers are reading from such documents and are requested to table
diem, they are obliged to do so.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I asked the Attorney General whether she was quoting
from an official document. She showed me the document and assured me that it was not
an official document, but her working papers. I must accept that as being the truth, and I
do.

Debate Resumed
Mrs EDWARDES: Appendix I is a report and does not fall within the definition of the
Royal Commission (Custody of Records) Act. That is obviously where the confusion
exists for members opposite.
Dr Gallop interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs EDWARDES: I have responsibility for the interests of justice in this State and I
have every intention of ensuring that that role is carried out.
The history of the request from the Official Corruption Commission, the process of
obtaining legal advice and the subsequent correspondence which the Premier covered in
some detail, puts paid to any suggestion of sinister political motives. I invite members
opposite to say where I have used any part of the opinion in that way. The DPP said in
the other place that I had not used any part of the opinion. I have never interfered with
the function of the DPP. The interference referred to in section 4 of the Act is where one
interferes to stop a case. By the DPP's own letter it was proper for me to request a copy
of the report from the DPP. I discussed that point with him after receiving a copy of the
document, when I had the chance.
As to whether I gave an improper direction; it was not a direction, it was a request. it
was certainly not an unlawful direction and it was not part of a political function.
Members opposite have been at pains to try to describe the role of the Attorney General
and the Cabinet. If they accept that there was nothing unlawful in the Attorney General's
obtaining a copy of fth report from the DPP - the DPP says in his letter that section 29 of
the Act empowers the DPP to furnish the Attorney General informFation for the proper
conduct of the Attorney General's public business - theme is no conflict between the
Attorney General and Cabinet. Cabinet made a decision to endeavour to obtain a copy of
the report. That is different from the circumstances referred to by members opposite.
In response to each point of the motion, firstly, I have demonstrated that there has been
no political interference or improper motive. In fact, it was quite proper for me to receive
a copy of the report. It was not unlawful for met to have a copy and according to the
Solicitor General's advice it was certainly not improper or unlawful to give a copy of that
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to die Official Corruption Commission. Secondly, members opposite said that they had
made a complaint to the Legal Practice Board, but they did not say exactly what the
board said about their allegations of unprofessional conduct by me. The Legal Practice
Board said that no unprofessional conduct occurred by the Attorney General and that
Cabinet did not make a direction. If it was not unlawful for me to have a copy of the
report no conflict of interest has occurred.
Mr DiL. Smith interjected.
Mrs EDWARDES: Cabinet approved a copy of the report going to the 0CC.
Thirdly, I did not direct the DPP, it is quite clear that I made a request. The substantive
part of his report refers to the request made by the Attorney General and to his discussing
the request with Cabinet. He said that the request was not pursued. Fourthly, therm has
been no personal, political or financial involvement with the affairs of the Wanneroo City
Council. My involvement in the northern suburbs has been -

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Interjections have a place in the debate and we have
had quite a few. When the member for Victoria Park sought the opportunity to interject,
it was clearly declined. The Attorney General has the right to be heard in this place. I
ask members to reflect on that. I am not in any way ruling out interjections but there are
appropriate occasions on which to interject, and members must be given a fair
opportunity to make their speeches.
Mrs EDWARDES: The Opposition is again indulging in a campaign of smear and
innuendo and guilt by association, and I remind members that the Director of Public
Prosecutions had plenty to say about this tactic recently. He stated, "Put up or shut up",
and obviously this message has not been received by the Opposition. My reply to point
(5) of the motion is that people are appointed in the proper way and by the proper
processes. Again the Opposition is absolutely wrong.
In relation to point (6), I refer to several letters which have been referred to by the Chief
Justice and his comments which have been reported in The West Australian. He states
that he was delighted that Mrs Edwardes had told him that the Ministry of Justice would
provide the money. The concerns he raised have been rectified. In relation to the Chief
Justice, a misunderstanding was communicated to him by a person who is no longer
employed within the Ministry of Justice. He was satisfied when I spoke to him directly
about the matters which had been previously discussed. In relation to point (7), that
matter has already been discussed in a question without notice. I put it on record that I
have not misled the parliamentary Estimates Committee about the referral of that matter
to the Official Corruption Commission.
This motion of no confidence demonstrates that the Opposition will continue with its
smear and innuendo, will continue to raise matters but never raise the truth, and will just
drop points all over the place without even reading the relevant document. Members
opposite have not read the Act. It is presumed there is some intelligence on that side; but
at least members opposite are consistent - they are consistently wrong.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [4.52 pm]: We need no better demonstration of the lack
of integrity and accountability of this Government than the speeches made by the Premier
and die Attorney General today. Although the Premier may preach and complain about
the standards of others, it is clear this Government has no intention of meeting any of the
standards of propriety normally expected of civilised Governments, especially those of
the Westminster system.
Let us not be bothered with our allegations. Let us start this debate with the core of the
statements made by the Director of Public Prosecutions. At page 31 of his report he
states -

There has been one occasion of interference in the functions of the office during
the year.

That is not an allegation from this side;, it is not an opinion that perhaps there was
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interference; it is a bold statement that in the opinion of the Director of Public
Prosecutions there was one occasion of interference in the functions of the office during
the year. He continues -

The issue raised an important question of principle as to the freedom of the office
from political direction.

That is not our opinion; that is the opinion of the Director of Public Prosecutions. He
even states at another stage of his own letter to the Attorney -

The minute raises important issues both as to the relationship of the government
with bodies required by law to carry out their functions independently and also as
to my own future.

That is the position of our Director of Public Prosecutions. He feels insecure about his
own future because of the actions of the Attorney General and her political interference
with his office. mar is not a concoction fronm this side of the House. It is the opinion of
a person who has been given the function of prosecuting offenders in this State in relation
to criminal law. His opinion is that the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions has
been interfered with. It was political interference and it raises questions as to his future.
He feels insecure. What sort of Government. what sort of Attorney, can leave a Director
of Public Prosecutions insecure about the future of his position? What questions does
that raise about whether he will act independently if he feels insecure about his future?
The Director of Public ProsecUtions then states that the circumstances are fully set out in
Appendices A and B to this report, being the Attorney General's request, at the direction
_of Cabinet, and the director's response. Subsequently the director says that, on the
invitation of the Premier, he addressed Cabinet and explained the position. The request
Was not pursued and the matter was closed. What was the request that was not pursued?
Thbe request that was not pursued was for a copy of Appendix I to be delivered to the
Official Corruption Commission. Why was that direction not pursued by the Attorney?
The reason is that it had already been done. She, on her own admission, had already
obtained the report from the director and delivered it to the Official Corruption
Commission, and that is the only reason that the request was not pursued.
If one cakes the word of the Director of Public Prosecutions, he believed when he wrote
his report, as recently as a month ago, before it was delivered to the Parliament, that the
request had not been pursued by Cabinet He did not understand that what he thought
they were asking for had already been done. Who had already done it? It was the
Attorney. What did the Director of Public Prosecutions say at the conclusion of his letter
to the Attorney in that regard? The Attorney seems to fail to understand this point. The
DPP spends seven pages explaining what was wrong with the conduct of the Attorney
and Cabinet. He then states that although the Attorney cannot give him a direction, she
does have some residual prosecutorial functions and he is required to provide her with
information to assist her with those functions. In relation to those matters, he feels that
he can give her the report. He is not giving her the report to give it to the Official
Corruption Commission; he is giving the Attorney the report in relation to her own
functions, duties and responsibilities to the Parliament and of her office. When he gave it
to her, he made this caution -

Appendix I is a confidential report, not a secret report. The Attorney General of
this state as Principal Law Officer retains power over the investigation and
prosecution of offences notwithstanding the creation of the office of Director.

Mr Prince: That is not a residual power; that is an overriding power.
Mr D.L. SMITH: It is a residual power as a result of' the Act. He then states -

I therefore enclose a copy of Appendix I to enable you to carry out the functions
of your office.

That is, for the prosecution of offences. That is why he was giving the report to her, for
the functions of her office in that regard. The DPP's concluding words are -

I would advise that any publication of Appendix I -
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The Minister for Housing well knows that publication includes a delivery to a person or
an office such as the 0CC. The DPP continued -

- at this time is likely to prejudice certain prosecutions which have been brought
and will impede investigations which are being undertaken.

Mr Prince: That does not deny the right to do it.
Mr D.L SMITH: The Director of Public Prosecutions refused to give a copy of that
report to the Official Corruption Commission and explained why he would not do so. He
referred the Attorney General to the residual powers in relation to prosecution and said
that she could have the report under that function but must not publish it to anyone else
because it could prejudice the prosecution of offences. That is what he is charged with
and that is the Attorney General's residual or overarching power, if the Minister for
Housing wants it that way. Instead of acting on the advice that the release of the
document could prejudice prosecutions by the DPP or herself, and despite having been
given six pages of reasons why the document should not go to the 0CC, die Attorney
chose to give it to the 0CC.
The Premier today tried to justify this whole charade by saying that somehow or other we
on this side did not want the report to go to the 0CC because we were frightened of the
consequences. That is an absolute untruth. Quite frankly, we do not care whether it goes
to the 0CC. If it leads to further prosecutions, that is what should happen. However, I
emphasise that the opinion of the royal commission was that the Director of Public
Prosecutions should do all the prosecuting arising out of the royal commission report and
especially appendix 1. The DPP's opinion was that he was doing everything required of
him - I will go through what he said chapter and verse - and that he would report to the
Attorney General before he delivered his annual report to the Parlianment as to the state of
those prosecutions, because that is part of his duty to her and her functions. However, he
said, "Why am I being asked to give this report to the 0CC? I asked Mr Euston and he
could not tell me." In his letter he is saying, "I do not know, Attorney General, why I am
being asked to give this report to the 0CC." Did the Premier explain today why the DPP
was being asked to give a copy of the document to the 0CC? The Premier did not give
any explanation, other than to say to this Parliament that the 0CC asked him for it.
Mr Prince: Is that not enough?
Mr D.L SMITH: No.
Mr Prince: Why not?
Mr D.L SMITH: The DPP knew that the request had been made and he was asking for
the reason. The Premier today made no effort to explain to the House why the 0CC was
of the view that it should have a copy of the report and, more importantly, the Premier,
the Cabinet, the Attorney General and Mr Easton have not been willing to tell the DPP
why he should deliver a copy of the report to the 0CC. That is really the central core of
his objection to providing a copy to the 0CC. He says. "I do not know the reasons and I
cannot see any reason. Look at what I have done so far. What else can anybody do?"
Did the Attorney General today explain the justification or reason for the request? Did
the Premier explain the justification or reason? Has the Official Corruption Commission
come out publicly and stated its reason for making the request? No, there has been a
deathly silence. While there is that deathly silence, not just to the Parliament, the
Opposition and the media but to the Director of Public Prosecutions, we are entitled to
our conspiracy theories because they so neatly fit the facts. The Premier told us that the
request was made orally to him in August. He said that for some reason or other the
0CC chose to write to him in November saying that it did not feel free to ask the DPP
himself for a copy of the report. Did the Premier explain why the 0CC thought it could
not ask the DPP directly? No. Did he table the so-called letter from the 0CC to himself?
What is secret or privileged about that letter, or unusual about tabling it, if he wants to
rely on that request, so that we, the public and the Director of Public Prosecutions might
be informed of the reasons the 0CC thought it should have the document and why it
thought it could not ask the DPP directly for it?
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On the basis of that letter the matter apparently turned up in Cabinet in February. The
Premier was told by the 0CC, so he said, "We do not feel free to ask the DPP for a
copy." Why did the Premier not do the easy thing and say to the Attorney. "I have had
this letter from the 0CC. Why do you not go and have a chat with the DPP to see what
you can sort out? You are quite entitled to informal consultation under the DPP
legislation." Why did it have to go to Cabinet? Why did it cake from November until
February to get to Cabinet? What is magical about those four months? What about the
role of the Attorney General? She was confronted in Cabinet, apparently without any
prior notice from the Premier, with some sort of minute supposedly from the Premier's
office saying that he believed the 0CC should have a copy of the report and that the
Attorney should direct the DPP to provide a copy. Did she say to Cabinet, "This is
totally wrong. I am not entitled to give any direction to the DPP. Why did the 0CC not
ask for it itself'? Why involve Cabinet or me as Attorney General? Why abuse and
misuse my office in this way? What about my relationship with the DPP? Will he not be
obliged to report the fact that I give a direction? Will he not be entitled to be disgruntled
about the fact that I am taking something away from him for some reason which we are
not going to tell him?" An independent, responsible Attorney faced with that situation
should have hotfoowed it to the DPP and said, "I am in a terrible predicament. I do not
know what to do. You know my responsibilities as first law officer of the land. You are
a lawyer. You are the Director of Public Prosecutions. What will I do? Cabinet is
requiring me to do something that I know ethically I should not do, which reflects on
your performance as director because the indications are that the 0CC and the Premier
believe you are not doing your job."
Mrs Edwardes: There is obviously life after politics for you in acting.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The sooner the Attorney's life after politics begins, the better for the
public, law and the administration of justice in this State. I ask you, Mr Deputy Speaker,
to understand her position. What did she say?
Mrs Edwardes: There was nothing improper.
Mr D.L. SMITH: As has been said on a number of occasions by members on this side,
when she was in opposition she was prepared to say that if an Attorney General received
a direction from Cabinet that conflicted with her responsibilities, including her
responsibilities for the administration of the DPP's office and her accountability to this
Parliament for it, the Attorney General should resign.
Mrs Edwardes: Do you think the Solicitor General is well and truly experienced in law?
Mr D.L. SMITH: That undertaking and statement was as shallow as everything from this
Attorney and as shallow as her promise to the media that, "When I am elected to
government and become Attorney, my poor husband can no longer remain in his
position, because there would be a conflict of interest. He understands that, and as soon
as it happens he will find another career in another agency." What happened as soon as
she was elected? She found, as she has been finding today, reasons for not doing the
honourable thing.
Mrs Edwardes: I abolished his job. What more did you want me to do?
Mr D.L. SMITH: Every time the Attorney General is caught out she finds a reason for
not doing the honourable thing.
The member for Fremantle has already referred to the comments about the Attorney
General that were made in The West Australian. I must confess I found its description of
her as a political cockroach disgusting. I do not think the media should describe the
holder of any public office in those terms. If members can forget about my offence on
behalf of the Attorney General and the office she holds, in a literal sense that description
is perfectly apt because we all know that the poor old cockroach has survived every
natural catastrophe which has wiped out the dinosaur and every other creature which is
no longer on this planet. The best scientific research is that the poor old cockroach will
survive a nuclear holocaust. He will be on his own and the Attorney General will be on
her own; hopefully they will mate and there will be thousands more cockroaches and
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nothing else left on this planet. it is obvious the Premier is not interested in this debate
because he is not in the Chamber. If every Parliament in Australia applied the ordinary
standards to their behaviour, the Attorney General would be the last survivor because she
would never agree to abide by any of those standards, nor accept that she had breached
any of them.
In this case the Premier and Cabinet, including the National Party, are locked in behind
the Attorney General. The very reason they cannot sack her on this occasion is that they
are right in it. Every member of the Government's backbench knows that. It is no longer
an issue which concerns only the Attorney General; if she has to go every member of
Cabinet will have to resign because they are involved in breaking the law and making the
Attorney breach her duty. There is no chance of the Attorney General going this time.
However, I suggest that she does what she sometimes suggests to me in relation to my
knowledge of public information; that is, talk to a few of We backbenchers about their
opinion of her and how long they think she will survive after this event has died down
and she has made her next mistake.
I have stood in this place on no fewer than five occasions and tried to give the Attorney
General and the Premier advice about the fact that the position of Attorney is quite
different from every other Minister's position. I have told the Premier that there is an
obvious conflict. For God's sake, if the Premier will not sack her from the Ministry, he
should move her to where she cannot damage the administration of justice and the office
of Attorney General. I come back to what I have said in Harnsard; that is, if the Premier
does not take the action I have suggested, he will compromise himself by what the
Attorney has done and his survival as well as hers will be in jeopardy. The fact is that
that has happened. Unfortunately, she has gone so far that it is no longer good enough to
shift the Attorney General to another position. She must be moved out of the Ministry
altogether. On the Attorney General's behalf I feel sorry about that, but a Minister must
uphold certain standards and there are consequences which must be faced when those
standards ame not met
I will go through some of the other comments that have been made and things that have
happened. The Chief Judge of the District Court. Judge Heenan, is not prone to extremes
of view. He has a very high standard of protocol, procedure and efficacy. He righdly
regards it as being important that when people are dealing with him as a judge they
should respect his office and treat him with the respect that his office requires. We know
what that means. People who go before him in court =i required to swear to tell the
truth. The counsel who appear before him anc required to meet certain standards by the
oath they take when they first become barristers and solicitors. There are special
relationships, and that is all understood. If a lawyer misleads the court, he can expect the
consequences because of that special relationship. When a witness misleads the court, he
can expect the consequences that flow from that.
Mr Prince: It is called perjury, for which people go to gaol.
Mr DJ_ SMITH: Yes, it is called perjury and people found guilty of that go to gaol.
The position of Attorney General, vis-a-vis the judiciary, is even more important than
that of the witnesses and the counsel. Their relationship concerns a particular event and
situation. The Attorney General, as the first law officer, and the judiciary are charged
with the due administration of justice in this State. Members know that the chief judge
said he met with the Attorney and she told him what she would go to Cabinet to do. Lo
and behold, that day or a few days later, the person responsible for court administration
who wa 'pcallyr brought in by this Government from Victoria - not a political
appointee of the previous Government -

Mrs Edwardes: Misrepresented my position.
Mr D.L. SMITH: No; he went to the chief judge to discuss what should happen and it
immediately became apparent to him that what the Attorney was telling him to do, as the
court administrator, and what she had told the judge she was going to do were different
things. The Attorney compromised that poor man and he had to say to the judge, "I am
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afraid you will not get what the Attorney said. I have specific instructions you will not
get it and you and I have to find some other means of dealing with your problem." I
invite members opposite and any member of dhe public to read the chief judge's letter. It
was a letter of anger and angst. It was a letter from a person who felt he had been misled
by someone with whom he thought he should have a special relationship and should be
able to trust. He thought that trust had been abused. He went on to explain the
consequences of what the Attorney was doing in terms of justice delayed and all those
things that go wrong when the courts are not properly resourced.
Same people, including the Attorney. may think that she is doing a good job, but the
opinion of the judiciary is that it cannot miust her and she is not doing the right thing by it
in trms of court administration and resources. Ihe judiciary is appalled that the
Attorney General created the lilnistry of Justice and put the Department of Corrective
Services in charge of it; that is, the administration of the courts, the appointment of the
judiciary, the operation of the Crown Law Department and the Director of Public
Prosecutions and the resourcing of that agency. Who is in control? It is the Department
of Corrective Services. What a great success this ministry has been. The courts are
starved of resources and independence. Unfortunately, last week three prisoners died in
custody. Earlier this year there was a murder and there was another unreported tragic
death in prison. I do not know the circumstances of those. I hope that in the end the
Attorney General and all the people in the ministry are exonerated of any blame.
However, it certainly does not give a good impression to the world out there - especially
to those who live beyond the borders of this State - that this State is caring and protective
of its prisoners.
What do we know about the prsnpopulation under the Attorney's administration? It
has blown out from 1 800 to 2 0 nd the prisons are grossly overcrowded. While that
is occurring the Attorney General is stripping the prison staff of the resources and the
staff to do their job. The Attorney General is saying that the Governmnent will privatise
that sector but if the workers agree to give up conditions, manning levels and other
working arrangements, it will not be privatised for the next three years. Every impartial
person who has read the report of the Director of Public Prosecutions, and especially the
seven page letter to the Attorney General, clearly understands that she gave him a
political direction, interfered with his office, and made him question his own future. The
Attorney General was requested not to publish the report to the Official Corruption
Commission. The Director of Public Prosecutions thought the matter had died a natural
death because the request was not pursued; however, we find that after she received it,
the report was published to the 0CC. In doing so, the Attorney General ignored the
DPP's advice and prejudiced future prosecutions. That is not the standard of an Attorney
General. She has misled Judge Heenan; that is not the standard of an Attorney General.
More importantly, if one looks at her performance objectively, the role she has not played
in the reorganisation of the Crown Law Department and her refusal to publish so many
reports, she is not only no longer suitable to be Attorney General, but also is incompetent
in that position. The Attorney General should go because she has been guilty of
impropriety, the judiciary cannot trust her, she has interfered with the office of the
Director of Public Prosecutions, and she was not prepared to see the invidious position in
which she and her husband were placed in relation to her independence, and because of
her relationship with matters known as WA Inc and reported in the Kyle inquiry.
However, if she is not willing to go for those reasons, in my judgment, regretfully, after
21 months in the job she must go because not only is she incompetent in the delivery of
her responsibilities as Attorney General, but also so much is going wrong in the
administration of justice in Western Australia as a result. I refer to the servicing,
resourcing and independence of the courts, and the independence of the legal advice she
gets from Crown Law Department, which has been placed in jeopardy by a review that
she claims to have played no part in personally. I refer also to matters such as
retrospective legislation, the taking away of common law rights and the imposition of
restrictions on people suing for third party damages. My judgment of the Attorney
General's 21 months in the portfolio is that in every way she has let down the public in
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her failure to protect rights, she has let down the judiciary, the legal profession, the
Director of Public Prosecutions, and the Parliament, and she must go.
DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) (5.23 pm]: In the short time available to me I will address
one or two issues and try to distil this down to sensible proportions. It is a very sad day
when a motion such as this is debated in this Parliamnent, and when the office of Attorney
General - and not the person - is brought into question as it has been. I will briefly go
through the timetable of events from August last year until last Thursday when the report
of the Director of Public Prosecutions was received, and comment on a number of
features of it.
In August last year I understand a request was made to the Premier by the Official
Corruption Commission. It was initially an oral request. Much has been said and the
situation is somewhat confusing. It seems odd that the Official Corruption Commission
did not go directly to the Director of Public Prosecutions, as suggested in the letter from
the Director of Public Prosecutions attached to his report. It was a strange route to go
through the Premier's department. Nothing was heard of the matter for six months, and
on 4 February a senior officer of the Attorney General's department telephoned the
Director of Public Prosecutions. Did the Attorney General know he was making that
telephone call late on that Friday evening? She may have been on holiday. Under whose
direction was the telephone call made? We know telephone calls were made from the
Premier's department to Mr Easton. What was the role of that department on 4
February? Why would Mr Easton not tell the Director of Public Prosecutions why he
sought the informazion in appendix I of the royal commission report? On Monday, 7
February a Cabinet meeting was held at which presumably this matter was discussed.
The upshot of the meet 'ing is the letter of 8 February sent by the Attorey General to the
Director of Public Prosecutions. It is a very curious letter. We know from the Attorney
General's letter to the DPP that she took a direction from Cabinet - odd in itself - to write
to the DPP requesting a copy of appendix 1. At that point the Attorney General, or
someone else at the Cabinet meeting, should have said that the Attorney General could
not be directed in that way, and she should have refused to be directed. However, that is
history.
On 8 February the Attorney General sent a very curious letter to the Director of Public
Prosecutions. It has five paragraphs, the tbrst two of which are more about the previous
Premier, Dr Lawrence, than a request from the Official Corruption Commission. It states
that Dr Lawrence received a copy of the appendix in a sealed envelope which she handed
to the Director of Public Prosecutions. There is a great deal of detail about the previous
Premier in those first two paragraphs, and no mention of a request to the Government for
a copy of this appendix. The last paragraph of the letter includes the comment "I would
appreciate your urgent consideration". Suddenly after six months it became urgent for
the Director of Public Prosecutions to consider this matter. Why was it so urgent on '7
February? I do not think that question has been answered. It became even more curious
because it took four months for a copy of the appendix to be passed on. On 7 and 8
February it was a very urgent matter, but it was not so urgent after it had been received.
On 10 February the Director of Public Prosecutions responded, and all members have had
an opportunity to look at the seven page letter written by him in response to the request in
that memo from the Attorney General. I find many features of this disturbing, most of
which have already been mentioned. The Director of Public Prosecutions was offened no
reason that the Official Corruption Commission should have a copy of that report
although the Attorney General said she intended to pass it to the Official Corruption
Commission. Perhaps he deserved the courtesy of being given a reason in order to try to
understand the request. The Director of Public Prosecutions agreed that the appendix
was the property of the Government, as are all documents of that sort. The Director of
Public Prosecutions made it quite clear that if the Attorney General's memo was a
request he would not accede, and if it was a direction, he would not agree to be directed
by the Attorney General. He found another reason for giving her a copy of the appendix.
What happened between February and June? We know the Attorney General made a
copy of appendix 1. She said she read it once and then locked it in her safe. Why did she
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want it? No matter what explanations have been given in the past five days, no clear
reason has emerged. If it had, she would have been able to answer the question last
Thursday. In the past five days the Attorney General has been in damage control made,
trying to work out the reasons she wanted it and the reasons for copying it. I amn not
convinced by her reasons. I have listened carefully to the reasons she has given. The
Attorney General said she had told Bevan Lawrence the reasons, although we have not
seen a copy of that letter. May we see a copy of that letter?
I keep coming back to two sentences on page 31 of the annual report of the Director of
Public Prosecutions, in which he states -

There has been one occasion of interference in the functions of the office during
the year. The issue raised an important question of principle as to the freedom of
the office from political direction.

I have thought a lot about this over the weekend, as l am sure the Attorney General and
others have. In making a decision on what I will do today, I have weighed up what I
have read and heard, and what the DPP has said. The DPP has reported to this
Parliament in his annual report that there has been political interference and direction in
his office. We must cake that seriously. We must have confidence, in the final analysis,
in the position of Attorney General, not the person. It seems that the position of the
Attorney General has been undermined by that direction and political interference. We
also must have confidence in the DPP and express that confidence. In deciding what to
do in voting on this motion, I must come down on the side of the DPP and show my
confidence in the DPI' and his report.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [5.31 pm]: Theme are two intersections in our system of
government: The first is the intersection between the Parliament and the Executive
which exists in this Chamber, and for which currently you, Mr Deputy Speaker, and the
Speaker, have a very important responsibility. The other important intersection in our
system of government is between the Executive and the judiciary. That intersection is
occupied by the office of the Attorney General. It is a job in our system of government
which is different from all ocher jobs, because not only does the Attorney General have a
very heavy responsibility as a member of the Government in formulating policies on the
issues that come up, such as sentencing and, as we see curntly, the Young Offenders
Bill, but also the Attorney General has a responsibility to ensure the judicial process is
conducted properly. By chat we mean fairly, and without any hint or whiff of political
interference. I am afraid, in all the facts that have been put before us in this instance, we
have every reason to remain, at minimum, sceptical as to whether that office has not been
politicised in a way which threatens the security and liberty of every Western Australian
in this State.
On one side, we have the story time argument of the Premier and the Attorney General
which is provided to the children when they go to bed at night: "Boys and girls, this is
really how it happened." Nobody believes that story, but the Government persists in
peddling the line that it had nothing to do with the issues that have been raised in the
media or by the Opposition; that all it has to do with is the legitimate request of the
Official Corruption Commission to get hold of appendix 1. "That is the only issue," says
the Government. Then we have the position presented by the Opposition, and by the
Leader of the Opposition, which focuses very much on the timing of events and asks the
right questdons: Why did this matter came up in February? The Leader of the Opposition
constructed a plausible explanation of all of the events that are being discussed here
today. I will detail seven very important pieces of evidence to indicate that the
presentation of the facts by the Leader of the Opposition is closer to the truth than the
presentation of the facts by the Premier and the Attorney General. First, if the case put
by the Premier is true, why was there a delay from August 1993 until February 1994
before any action took place in the relationship between the Government and the DPP?.
That question has not been adequately answered.
The second piece of evidence which indicates our case is a stronger one than the
Government's is: Why did Richar Elliott play a prominent role in this? That individual
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played a prominent role on behalf of the then Opposition in matters related to WA Inc
and is now right at the centre of this issue. He is a political operative. It is his job to find
mnuck on the Government, as we were then, and muck on the Opposition, as we are now,
in order to further the aims and ambitions of the Liberal Party. The fact that his name
comes up in this issue leads us to be very sceptical of the cuse presented by the
Government.
The thin! piece of evidence is the timing of the call by Richard Elliott to the Attorney's
office early in February. It was just after Carmen Lawrence announced that she would
move into federal politics. We have every right to be sceptical when one considers the
timing of that matter. The case I make for the timing issue to be crucially important in
our argument is that in the last paragraph of the Attorney General's letter to the Director
of Public Prosecutions, she states, "I would appreciate your urgent consideration of my
request." It was not urgent from August through to February, so why did it become
urgent on 8 February? It was important because Carmen Lawrence had announced her
intention to go into federal politics and the Liberal Party could not wait to gets its grubby
hands on appendix 1. Members should note how far members opposite were prepared to
go to get this document.
The fifth piece of evidence is that they were prepared to go to the lengths that ame
described in the seven pages of the DPP's letter to the Attorney General that indicated his
concern that there was interference in his office. That is evidence for our point of view.
The sixth piece of evidetice concerns the delay in passing it on to the 0CC. It was
received by the Attorney General inFebruary and did not get there until August. The
delay has never been adequately explained by the Government. My final point in relation
to the evidence that I believe we have is this simple question that has been asked by
everyone in the media. bd is asked again by us in this Parliament tonight: Why did she
copy that document? Why did she need to copy that document or to read that document?
This Attorney General does not understand the distinction between the State and the
Government. We have an Attorney General who cannot resist using the powers of her
office to gain possession of information that potentially could be used to benefit her
political party as against the Opposition, and used in a very political way. I believe she
could not resist that temptation. We have seen in this Parliament today an attempt to
justify that action that comes well after the event, If her reason for wanting that
document was, as she indicated in the Parliament this evening, because it was important
for her as Attorney General to know what was happening with respect to the
administration of the justice system, as I read her argument here today - and I ask all
members of the Government backbench to consider this fact - why was there not one
reference to that argument in her letter to the DPP?
Not one reference to that argument was made to the Director of Public Prosecutions. The
Atuirney General is trying to convince the DPP that he should do something. She came
into this Parliament and used it because she had been caught. She gets caught out and all
the troops come in and provide a few arguments for her so that she can extract herself
from her own weaknesses, which we all know. Those weaknesses add up to a person
who should not occupy that position in our system of government, which position is
responsible not only to the Government of the day but also to the system. The Attorney
General cannot understand the distinction between pre serving the system and the
interests of the Government that she represents. Evidence of the fact that she does not
understand it is that she copied and read that document immediately she got it. We
should contrast that with the actions of the former Premier, the now federal Minister for
Health, who passed the docun.-cnt to those who could follow up the matters through the
prosecution process.
The royal commission said a number of things about the conduct of government in
Western Australia that we should recognise as being important. Firstly, it said that the
interests of the political party should not be put ahead of the public interests. We have a
clear case in this affair where the interests of the party have been put ahead of those of
the public. It is no good for the Attorney General to come in heme with all of her fancy
legal arguments. Let me ask a couple of simple questions about right and wrong: Was
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the Attorney General morally right to copy that document? Was she right in reading it?
The answer to those questions is no. All of the fancy legal arguments that she put
together cannot justify that.
Secondly, in the words of the DPP, there has been interference in his office which should
lead us to be concerned about the way this Government conducts itself in relation to
major statutory authorities. That was die major point made by the royal commission:
Relations between government and statutory authorities are crucially important. Thirdly,
and finally - I ask everyone to reflect upon this - very important confidential information
which could damage the reputation of individuals, if improperly used, has passed into the
hands of a political operative, the Attorney General of this State. As the Leader of the
Opposition said, no-one in this State can rest easy knowing this has happened. For no
other reason than that, if this Government had any morality, any skeruick of a notion of
how our system of government should work, it should shift to that position immediately.
MR PRINCE (Albany - inister for Aboriginal Affairs) [5.45 pmj: I have listened
with interest to the debate this afternoon. I would like to take issue with a number of
points, principally those raised by the member for Fremantle and the member for
Mitchell. There seems to have been a fundamental misstatement of some of the functions
of the Director of Public Prosecutions and the Official Corruption Commission.
It should be understood that the function of the DPP is to bring and prosecute matters that
are indictable offences, and to take over prosecution of similar matters. He is a
prosecutor and his office is a prosecutorial office for criminal offences. and not for
anything else. It has nothing to do with civil matters. That is to be distinguished from
the function of the office of the 0CC which in section 7 of his Act requires the
commissioner to receive information furnished which alleges public officers have acted
corruptly. It does not necessarily mean that he is confined to criminal matters but it does
mean that he has a much wider brief.
Mr Taylor: Is this your bid to be Attorney General?
Mr PRINCE: I have much better things to do with my time than to take an interjection
like that.
Mr McGinty: He is doing a much better job than the Attorney General.
Mr Taylor: You will make a better defence of her position than she did herself.
Mr PRINCE: The 0CC has been in existence longer and had a great deal to do with
exposing some of the matters that ultimately led to the royal commission.
Mr Taylor: Were you in Cabinet when that direction was issued to the Attorney General?
Mr PRINCE: I became a Minister on 25 January so I must have been in Cabinet when it
was issued It was either the firs: or second meeting I attended, and I stand by that.
Mr Taylor: Were you quite happy with it?
Mr Court: There was no direction, my Mrend.
Mr Taylor: It was in the letter.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Taylor: The Attorney General said that she had been directed by Cabinet4 and the
Premier knows it.
Mr Court: I said that there was no direction.
Mr Taylor: It was in her letter: 1I have been directed by Cabinet."
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I ask the Minister to resume his seat. I remind the
House about an unacceptable level of interjection. We have just had an example Of it.
By directing his remarks to the Chair, the Minister will probably reduce the number of
interjections being made. If he pauses to take them, I will allow them.
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Mr PRINCE: It needs to be stated again that appendix I came from the royal
commission, a commission chat was ultimately (orced on the Opposition, then in
goverfnent. to investigate its dealings with the business affairs of this State. It was a
commission which reported at length. The commissioners saw fit to put in a confidential,
but Rot secret, appendix, matters which they deemed should not be made public but
which should be sent to appropriate officers - and they were sent, as rapidly as the then
Premier could arrange, to the DPP. I refer to the letter of the DPP', much quoted in this
debate, which at page three staes -

We cook an early view that Appendix I was of little assistance in identifying
evidence or matters which required further investigation, In this respect it may be
contrasted with the much fuller and more complete confidential volume of the
McCusker Report..

In the body of his report that was tabled last week, under the heading "Investigations
Conducted and Results" which is pant of the section dealing with royal commission
prosecutions, the DPP states -

.. it can be said that the Royal Commission referred some 14 general subject
matters to the Director of Public Prosecutions for consideration.
In 4 of those areas charges have been laid. In relation to 7 areas, a decision has
been made that no charges are to be laid on the material presently available and
that no further investigation is warranted.

This is a prosecutor speaking about prosecutions on indictment not summary
prosecutions, not civil matters and not matters of official corruption. He continues -

In relafion to 3 areas, some further investigation is required before a final decision
is made.

Mr Marlborough interjected.
Mr PRINCE: Hence, the DPP says that the early view that the appendix is of little
assistance is borne out by the detail on page 70 of his report.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr PRINCE: The DPP is a prosecutor.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The member for Peel will come to order.
Mr PRINCE: Further the DPP goes on -

Mr Marlborough interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Peel for the
second time,
Mr PRINCE: In the first sentence on page 30 of his report, under the heading
"Relationships with external bodies", the DPP' states -

The relationship between an Attorney General as first law officer and a Director
of Public Prosecutions is a curious one which varies from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction. There have been cases of spectacular rifts leading to litigation.

The report continues -
The Attorney General ... and the Director enjoy friendly and cordial relations
and there has been no need to resort to the formal mechanisms of the Act. There
is regular informal consultation as requiredL

A page is taken to detail exactly what is the relationship, how it can work under the
legislation and how it is working in practice, and the point is made that the whole system
is working extremely well. He then goes on to say -

There has been one occasion of interference in the functions of the office during
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the year. The issue raised an important question of principle as to the freedom of
the office from political direction.

He brings to public notice that the direction - if it is classed as that: but it should be
classed as a request by the Attorney General because that is what the Attorney said it
was - is in writing. If there has been some attempt to interfere improperly - or, as the
member for Fremantle said, unlawfully - with the office of the DPP, we would not expect
the matter to be put in writing in this way, which is a matter of' record. It is in writing, it
is a matter of record, and the response is in writing and is brought to the attention of the
Parliament, as the Attorney General knew it must be, because the Director of Public
Prosecutions Act states that he must report and must give the details. If members
opposite read the whole report of the DPP, they will find that there is an excellent and
quite proper working relationship between the two. The suggestion, which I find
extraordinary, that the Act has taken away from the Office of Attorney General some
prosecutorial function or power and given it exclusively to the DPP is, to put it bluntly,
completely incorrect.
Mr McGinty: No-one is suggesting that.
Mr PRINCE: The member for Mitchell did.
The Attorney General has always had, and retains, the total overarching power for
prosecutions and all other legal matters that go with that office. The DPP Act provides
that there shall not be interference in cases. I refer members particularly to sections 25
and 27 of the DPP Act which provide that a direction cannot be issued with respect to a
particular case. For example, the Attorney General cannot order the DPP to prosecute or
not prosecute a person. However, in consultation with the DPP or otherwise the Attorney
General can and must give general views on policy. There is no way in the world that the
Attorney General's functions and powers are derogated by ibis Act. The DPP clearly
stated in this case that if it was a request, he did not wish to comply with it. If it was a
direction, section 25 states that he does not have to comply with it. Nonetheless, the
Attorney has the power and the right to ask for information. The fact that the DPP then
rejected the request but gave the information clearly shows that the DPP knew that the
Office of the Attorney General should have this information in the exercise of the public
functions of the Attorney General. The only question then for debate is whether what
was done with the appendix is proper. It has been passed on to the Official Corruption
Commission, which asked for it in the first place and is bound by confidentiality. The
0CC no doubt is dealing with it. There is a further copy in a safe. I have not seen it
either, nor do I seek to.
Mr Taylor: Nor should you.
Mr PRINCE: That is debatable.
Mr Taylor: What is debatable about that?
Mr PRINCE: It is a report that came out of a royal commission into the activities of the
Leader of the Opposition's Government. The DPP said this afternoon that there was
nothing improper with the appendix to the report being passed to the 0CC. There is
nothing wrong with the Attorney having a copy of it, or with anything that has been done
by the Attorney in this matter. What has not been asked or answered, and what should
never be forgotten, is how the document camne into existence in the first place. I pose the
question: What is in this confidential report that so terrifies opposition members that
they do not want anybody ever to see it? its contents relate to the activities of their
Government over the period known as WA Inc: It came out of the royal commission into
their Governmient.
Mr Taylor: How do you know what is in it?
Mr PRINCE: I have no idea.
Mr Taylor: Then why are you saying that?
Mr PRINCE: Why are members opposite so terrified that it might come out?
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Mr Taylor interjectedL
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition knows how highly
disorderly it is to interject. His name is on a list before me, which indicates that he has
been formally called to order three tines. I want him to have the opportunity to reply if
he wishes.
Mr PRINCE: Opposition members probably have some idea of what is in this appendix -
if they did not suspect I would be very surprised - because many were involved in die
royal commission and were in this place for that period in government, If they cannot
answer why they are so frightened that this report should be made public, they should
have no qualms about the appendix being sent to the Official Corruption Commission
which looks into other things that are not prosecutorial.
Mr D.L Smith interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The member for Mitchell.
Mr PRINCE: There is absolutely no doubt that the actions of the Attorney in this matter
and in the others, which I do not have time to address, are entirely proper and consistent
with her office. They do not deserve the censure of this House. This motion should be
defeated.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie -. Leader of the Opposition) [5.55 pm]: Out of his own
mouth the man who would 'be Attorney General has just torpedoed the Attorney
General's little ship int relation to the nature of this document and the processes involved
in obtaining it. I will highlight some of the interesting aspects that have come out in die
course of this, debate." We found out from the Premier that Cabinet did not direct the
Attorney General; it suipposedly apprioved the release of this document. In a letter dated
8 February to the Director of Public Prosecutions the Attorney General states -

It is my view that the confidential volume, as part of the Royal Commission
report, remains the property of the Government. As such, and as directed by
Cabinet, I request that the volume now be made avaiabe ...

It was not released as approved or suggested by Cabinet, or because Cabinet asked
whether it was a good idea; it was released "as directed by Cabinet". Not one Minister
has taken the opportunity to explain why no comment has been made on why Cabinet
decided that this document, apart from going to the Official Corruption Commission,
could also be released as a public document. There is no rhyme or reason to explain that
decision of Cabinet, except the grubby politics about which I spoke earlier today that are
associated with the Premier and his people requiring the Attorney General - a compliant
Attorney in this case - to ensure that this document became available to her and,
therefore, to the Premier and his cohorts so they could release it if it provided any
ammunition to damage Carmen Lawrence in her campaign for the seat of Fremantle.
There is no question about that.
The Government has taken the opportunity over the past three days to concoct a story,
which we have heard today, that relates to this Attorney General's claim that the reason
she made a photocopy of the report was the range of litigation that is before the
Government. We know full well that the Attorney General has refused to provide to this
House the advice that she has taken that information to the litigation committee which
this Cabinet set up. AUl it proves is that over the course of the weekend the Attorney
General desperately sought with Elliott and others to find reasons that would allow her to
claim that she should be able to keep a copy of this document. There was never any
suggestion to the DPP or anyone else that the Attorney General would keep a copy of that
document.
All of a sudden, some four or five months after the first request was made by the Official
Corruption Commission, following a series of telephone calls and discussions with the
0CC and other people, and following a mystery telephone call on 4 February about the
need for the document, on 8 February the matter became urgent. The Attorey's letter
states -
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I would appreciate your urgent consideration of my request and advice to me,
please. It will be necessary for me to report to Cabinet on Monday, 14 February
1994 as to the action in hand.

All of a sudden after months of roing-and-froing on the matter it becomes a matter of
urgency. The matter of urgency is directly related to the grubby politics we have talked
about on this issue.
Today we have seen not only the Premier but also the Minister for Aboriginal Mfairs
refuse to support publicly the efforts of the DPP on these matters. The Premier was
asked not once but three times to provide that public backing on this matter. He has
refused to provide that backing necessary for the Director of Public Prosecutions to do
his job. Last Thursday, out of her own mouth, we had the Attorney General undermine
the role of the DPP. However, the Government has tried to excuse itself by saying that
the DPP should refer this matter to the Official Corruption Commission so that that body
could deal with die issues. That is not the way these matters should be handled.
In conclusion, today we have seen the Government and its advisers concoct words to try
to support the impossible position of the Attorney General. She has used her position to
become totally involved in the political processes of Western Australia. It began many
years ago with her involvement in Wanneroo. It has continued day after day over the 20
months or so that she has been the Attorney General of this State. She has now
undermined in every sense the independence and the integrity of the position of Attorney
General. She is unfit to continue in that position. As the Independent member for
Elorear said, given a choice between the advice provided by the Direcor of Public
Prosecutions to this Parliament and the advice concocted by the Attorney General and the
Premier over the past few days or so, I will support the advice of the Director of Public
Prosecutions.
The Attorney General has acted improperly, She has betrayed the confidence of the
Director of Public Prosecutions and she has betrayed the confidence that the public of
Western Australia put in her as the State's first law officer. She should not have the
confidence of this House to continue in that position.
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (22)
Mr Bridge. Mr Grill Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Brown Mrs Hallahan Mr Taylor
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mr Thomas
Dr Consfable Mr Kobelke Ms Warnock
Mr Cunningham M~r Martborough Dr Watson
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Mr Leahy (Teller)
Dr Galtp Mr Riebeling
Mr irahamn Mr Ripper

Noes (27)
Mdr Ainsworth Mr House Mrs Parker
Mr CJ. Barnett Mr Johnson Mr Fendal
Mr Board Mr Kiemibh Mr Prince
Mr Bradshaw Mr Lewis Mr Trenorden
Mr Court Mr Marshall Mr Tubby
Mr Cowan Mr Minson Dr Turnbuill
Mr Day Mr Nicholls Mrs van de Kiashors
Mrs Edwardes Mr Omodei Mr Wiese
Dr Hamnes Mr Osborne Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)

Question thus negatived.
Sitting suspended from 6.0610o 730 pm
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MOTION - TIME MANAGEMENT SESSIONAL ORDER
MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloc - Leader of the House) 17.32 pm]: In accordance with
the sessional order for time management, I move -

That the following items of business be completed up to and including the stages
specified at 5.30 pmn on Thursday, 22 September 1994 -

Young Offenders Bill - all remaining stages.
Collie Coal (Western Collieries) Agreement Amendment Bill - all
remaining stages.

Under the sessional order only two items have been listed for handling this week;
however, the Government's intention is that other items will be dealt with during the
course of this week: The Government intends to complete the debate and the third
reading stage of the Appropriation (Consolidation Fund) Bill (No 1) - the Budget - and to
progress through all stages of the Acts Amendment (Health Services Integration) Bill,
which involves some urgency. I also propose to complete the second weading debate on
the Fish Resources Management Bill. It is intended on Thursday that we will consider
the notice of motion for the select committee on heavy transport proposed by the member
for Roleystone.
The sessional order, as debated many times previously, is about better management of
time in this House. I can do no better than refer to some words expressed on this
subject -

We believe that with continued cooperation this Sessional Order will not often be
required to be used. However, if the Opposition does decide to become
obstructive it is of value to have a Sessional Order of this kind so that the
Government can get its legislation through the House without too much
obstruction.

Those words belong to a former Labor Leader of the House, Mr Arthur Tonkin, who thus
commented when considering a sessional order in 1985.
Mr Taylor What was the response of the then Opposition to those waits? Read out
what your colleagues said when that was moved!
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition is rather excited. Bob Pearce on
another occasion used similar words to those used by Arthur Tonkin. When the matter
was put to the vote in 1985 a Mrs Henderson, a Mr Pearce, a Mr D. Smith and a Mr 1.
Taylor voted in favour of the sessional order! Is it not curious -

Mr Taylor: Read out how your colleagues voted.
Mr CJ. BARNETIT: Members currently on this side of the House argued against the
motion. We have seen a turn of 360 degrees in the House.
However, the sessional order is about efficient management of time. It will require an
element of cooperation, and it is not my desire to use it in a draconian manner. I intend
to use it responsibly, and members will be advised of the intended program, which, in
normal events, will be outlined immediately after question time on Tuesdays. As the
session progresses. members can expect to see more business included in the sessional
order during any week. However, members will always have adequate time to deal with
matters and the Goverment will always bring on legislation intended to be debated. I
shall do this to the best of my ability.
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [7.35 pm]: The Government's attitude is that Parliament will
have two certainties: First, we will have standard sitting times; and second, the
Government's legislation will pass, regardless of whatever else occurs in the
parliamentary week. Interestingly, a motion was moved today which indicates the
necessary uncertainty of parliamentary life when the very necessary debate ensued on the
behaviour and performance of the Attorney General. Everyone, including the
Government. agreed that it was appropriate to have that debate this afternoon.

4547



4548 [ASSEMBLY]

The Government wants its legislation to pass through this place week after week
regardless of the other functions of the Parliament. The Royal Commission into
Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters drew specific attention to these
matters, and it made 40 recommendations to improve the system to ensure accountability
of the Executive. The royal commission said that Parliament was at the centre of its
proposed improvements, and it drew attention to the need for parliamentary reforms
through its committee system and question cime. Nevertheless, we have seen exhibited
today a reversal of the spirit of the royal commission's recommendations. The royal
commission said that Parliament has a key role in ensuring openness, integrity and
accountability in government, but this motion strikes at t heart of Parliament's role.
The motion does not allow for the uncertainties which are central to Parliament's
accouability role. The Government is saying that, regardless of what happens in
Parliament. its legislation will pass.
The Leader of the House quoted statements in support of the guillotine motion from a
previous Labor Letader of the House. The Leader of the House knows that the guillotine
was used exceedingly sparingly by the previous Government. It was used only once in
recent years, and on that occasion the then Opposition in 1989 spent more than 65 hours
on the estimates budgetary process. That was before we had die Estimates Committee.
More than two debating weeks of the Parliament was spent considering the estimates, and
as a result of that extravagant effort the budgetary process was reformed. The Estimates
Committee now takes only one sitting week to deal with the Budget. The only occasion
on which the previous Labor Government used the guillotine was in extraordinary
circumstances which will not occur again due to reforms of the parliamentary system.
The Leader of the House did not tell us today that he will use the guillotine sparingly. He
has made the first of a series of weekly announcements in this regard, therefore, rather
than being used sparingly, this motion will become a normal condition of parliamentary
life. it is ironic that he should use the guillotine this week and suffer the political pain for
doing so when the intention of the motion could have been achieved through agreement
with the Opposition. I would estimate that no more than six hours of debate will be
required for the legislation subject to the guillotine motion. Perhaps the Leader of die
House is trying to lull us into a false sense of security. I am sure that controversial
legislation, such as the planning legislation which will make serious attacks on
environmental protection in this State, will be rammed through by this Government
without adequate Opposition scrutiny.
The Government must allow time for Parliament to scrutinise legislation and to hold the
Executive accountable. The Government should do some things in order to ensure diat
the Parliament can meet that role. The Government should restore private members' time
to die four and a half hours which applied for many yenr rather than have the cut to four
hours which has applied since this Government has come to power. Question time
should be extended to 45 minutes. There should be an improved committee system in
this place. There are many other reforms, none of which should include this guillotine.
MRS HALLAHAN (Arnadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [7.41 pmj: The
Opposition still remains strenuously opposed to this. guillotine sessional order, despite the
fact that die proposal for this week's business seems to be a reaction to the very strong
reaction that came from the Opposition benches last week. The Leader of the House has
put forward a fairly timid work plan for this week, which again is an indication of his
inability to manage the business of the House.
MW CJ. Barnett: Do you want mue to be harder?
Mrs HALLAHAN: No. The Leader of die House is being a bit more sensible, but -
Mr CJ. Barnett: Is it not fairly logical, as this is the first week of time management, that
it will take a little while to get used to the system?
Mrs HALLAHAN: That is far from the arrogant and authoritarian way in which die
Leader of die House spoke last week. It seems that the Leader of the House wants to be a
bit conciliatory, and that is sensible, but we have no confidence that he will continue with
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a sensible approach. I say that because of the appalling speeches that were made last
week about die value of members' contributions in this place. I will say two things on
this matter. Firstly, die proposal put forward by Arthur Tonkin, ta which the Government
referred, did not work when we were in government and it is not the basis upon which we
carried out the business of the House in die years leading up to the change of
government. Therefore, it is no good the Government saying that this is the model which
we put forward, because we knew it did not work, and on that basis we moved away from
it. We had a very good Leader of the House who was able to negotiate through the
business of the House. That is the challenge for the present Loader of the House, which
he has been remarkably unable to achieve.
Secondly, the referral of the Young Offenders Bill to the Legislation Committee in the
other place is a victory for commonsense. That will allow the Bill to be developed and to
have taken out of it the problems which presently exist. That was arrived at by
negotiation which was initiated by the Opposition, not the Government, and that is a
good illustration of what can be achieved by negotiation. I understand that it was
proposed that the Bill be sent to a select committee of this Chamber in order that the
public could have the opportunity to discuss it. That proposal was rejected.
If the Government intends to destroy democracy by not allowing this Parliament to
debate important Bills, using the excuse that it has a sessional order and at the end of the
week can chop off legislation without any consideration at all, or with inadequate
consideration, then we will make our views on that known very clearly to the electorate.
I would have thought from this week's program of business that has been put forward by
the Leader of the House that the Government understands that its proposal is
unacceptable to the community and should be changed. The next sensible step would be
to withdraw this sessional order and not continue with it, because it will set an
unfortunate precedent for the way in which this House deals with important Bills.
This House is not a board of company directors or a committee of a tennis club, and the
Government cannot take the simplistic view that the way in which companies or clubs
conduct their business is a reasonable model for the Parliament to conduct its business in
this or the other place. That view is ridiculous and destructive of everything that has
been built up in this democratic society. The Bills that we pass in this place become law
and people have to live their lives by those laws. We have people in this place who do
not appreciate the importance of the responsibility that we all have to represent people in
our electorate and the community collectively.
MR BLOFFWITCH (Geraldton) [7.46 pm]: I would like to add a little to this debate.
It seems incredible to me that we can spend six hours -

Several members interjected.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: If members would let me have a say instead of interjecting, that
would be appreciated. That is probably a classic example of why we need good business
management in this House. I can tell members that when I say to people in my electorate
that we sat here for six hours in Committee and argued about the title of a Bill, they
righdly think we are stark raving mad.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Belmont interjected, and the Leader of the
House then interjected and I did not try to arrest his flow, but as soon as he stopped, the
member for Cockburn immediately came in, and that makes it intolerable. Stop that.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: We are asking business at a state level, through quality assurance,
to introduce better work practices and to make more efficient use of resources. The
Leader of the House has laid down a program that any reasonable person would say is
reasonable. However, that is not good enough for members opposite. Members opposite
do not want that, because their objective is to prevent legislation.
Let us look at the track record of members opposite. I remember the debate on the
Adoption Bill, when mothers were sitting in the Public Gallery and crying, which
because of the gross mismanagement of the former government did not even get through
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this House to die upper House. I remember a motor vehicle dealers Bill in which I took
an interest, where amendments which were brought in by the former Minister 18g months
before the cessation of the Parliament were still on the Notice Paper. So much for the
former government's concern about whether we do the job that we are supposed to do.
Members opposite do not care. All they want to do is destroy the system. We are trying
to put some reasonable management practices in place, If members opposite were
reasonable in their approach, they would have nothing to fear from time management,
and people in the community would see tie legislation which we were given a mandate
to introduce when we came into government put through and not frustrated with useless
rhetoric and drivel.
Mr McGinty: Have you looked in the mirror Iateiy?
Mr BLO)FFW1TCH: I have. I have sat here and listened to the absolutely stupid
arguments put forward by members of the Opposition. I listened to the censure motion
for three and a half hours today, and what did the Opposition prove? Not even the Press
took any interest in it. The Opposition is wasting the Parliament's time. T'hank goodness
we are taking the initiative and putting in place some proper time management.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [7.50 pm]: Mr Speaker -

The SPEAKER: Order! Before the member begins, I remind him that approximately
two or three minutes remain.
Mr TAYLOR: The Gettysburg Address took five minutes, and I think it will be possible
for me to complete my speech in two or three minutes. The Leader of the House has seen
fit to recall what happened in 1985. As you are in the Chair, Mr Speaker, I will quote
from a speech in 1985 when the then member for Karrinyup said -

The nub of the matter is that the man who rook the longest time ever for a speech
in this Parliament when it suited him, has now introduced, as he did last year, a
system to give members no longer than five minutes' speaking time. What sort of
fairness is that? None at all.
I was pleased to hear the Deputy Leader of the Opposition say a few moments ago
that when we return to the Government benches we will not play tit for tat and we
will allow the then Opposition a reasonable amount of time to debate matters.

Mr Speaker, you happen to be in the Chair now, and we have exactly the opposite to a
reasonable amount of time to debate matters. Currently, not only do more than 300
questions on the Notice Paper remain unanswered but also, in relation to the management
of the House by the Chair, well over 100 formnal warnings have been issued to Labor
members and only one warning to a government member. That warning was issued by a
Chairman of Committees. In addition, the reason that time management is being
imposed on this House has nothing to do with the way the House should run but
everything to do with the inability of the Leader of the House to manage time and the day
to day running of this House -

Mrt CJ. Barnett: You are getting nasty now.
Mr TAYLOR: The Leader of the House may think that is nasty - it is meantto be. This
matter has more to do with his inability to handle personalities and day to day matters,
and to negotiate with the Opposition on outcomes and other issues.
The matter was dealt with in 1985 because the then Leader of the House felt it was the
only way to sort things out. Mr Speaker, you will know that Having experienced time
management, and the conflict and nastiness that entered the proceedings, we decided it
was not an appropriate way to run a House of Parliament The order was very quickly
withdrawn and we returned to the situation where we resolved the issues behind the
Chair, and ensured that the day to day running of the Parliament was proper and efficient.
T7hat is the key. People of goodwill will always be able to resolve the issues -

[Ube member's time expired.]
Question put and a division taken with the following result-
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Ayes (28)
Mr Ainsworth Mr Johrnson Mr W. Smith
Mr C.J. Damett Mr Kiadih Mr Stuickland
Mr Board Mr Lewis Mr Treinden
MrfBradshaw MrMarshall Mr Tubby
Mr court Mr Minson Dr Turn bull
Mr Cowan Mr Nicholls Mrs van de Kiashorst
MrD~ade Mr Omodei Mr Wiese

MsM risMr Ostome Mr BloIfwiwch (Teller)
Dr flames Mrs Parker
Mr House Mr Prince

Noes (20)
Mr Bridge Mr Grahamn Mr DiL. Smith
Mr Brown Mr Grill Mr Taylor
Mr Catania Mrs Haflahan Mr Thomas
Mr Constable Mrs Henderson MS Warnock
Mr Cunningham Mr Kobelke Dr Watson
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Mr Leatiy (feller)
Dr Gallop Mr Ripper

Question thus passed.
YOUNG OFFENDERS BILL

Report

Report of Committee adopted.

COLLIE COAL (WESTERN COLLIERIES) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT
BELL

Second Reading
Resumed from 9 June.
MR GRILL (Eyre) [7.57 pm]: The principal purpose of this Bill is to remove the
obligation on Western Collieries to produce underground coal and the obligation on
SECWA to take up underground coal. Until now, coal has been mined at Collie from
both underground and open cut operations. The companies that mine in Collie presently
are Western Collieries and the Griffin Corporation. The obligation to mine underground
coal has been imposed on Western Collieries alone. For historical reasons there has been
no such obligation on Griffin which operates only open cut mines in Collie. This Bill
also removes an obligation on the Worslcy Alumina Company to take some 80 000
tonnes of underground coal. In all, the principal purpose of this Bill is the discontinuance
of underground mining of coal in Collie and the removal of obligations from SECWA
and Worsicy Alumina to take such coal.
For reasons I shall shortly explain, the Opposition opposes this legislation.
Pr C.J. Barnett: It will be an interesting argument.
Mr GRILL: I will go into that shortly. Before I do so, I will address somec ancillary
purposes for this legislation. The first is to bring about more effective and efficient
mining of coal at the common boundaries of adjoining leases. I understand that is
principally the case in respect of the Muja open cut; that is, the extension of that cut
which is operated by Griffin runs into a lease at its far end which belongs to Western
Collieries. There are mineable measures of coal within the Western Collieries' lease and
there is coal within the boundaries of the Griffin lease which cannot be mined unless
some agreement is made between the two companies for mining at the common
boundary. This Bill quite properly makes provision for negotiations between those two
companies in that instance. There are other potential instances of a like nature, and
although the principal cause of concern is the Muja open cut mine, because of the pattern
and layout of coalmining leases in Collie, it is likely that in the future conflict will arise
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between these two companies and possibly other companies; not thac other companies are
on the horizon at present.
This Bill sets up a mechanism by which coal can be mined at that common boundary for
the benefit of both companies. In normal circumstances we would support that measure.
It is unfortunate that tonight the Opposition will not support this provision.
Mr Ci. Barnett- Are you opposing the Bill or that provision?
Mr GRILL: Unfortunately if we oppose the Bill we arm opposing it in its totality.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I understand why you might philosophically oppose the Bill, but not
that particular provision.
Mr GRILL: I anm conceding that is a proper and sensible provision.
Another ancillary provision of this Bill is to dispense with reservations of coal for the
State Energy Commission of Western Australia. In the past, for strategic reasons, a
reservation of approximately 50 per cent of coal in the Collie coal basin - that is, of the
notional reserves within that Collie basin - has been set aside for SECWA. It is
considered by the Mines Department and by SECWA that such a reservation is no longer
necessary. I agree with that assessment. However, in respect of this specific provision I
have some doubts about whether the Government should set aside 50 per cent, or some
other figure, of the coal measures within the Collie basin for industry generally. I know
they have been designated as strategic industries, although I am not sure what "strategic"
means. I suppose one use is electricity power generation.
Mr C.J. Barnett: It could be for private power generation.
Mr GRILL: it might also be for a possible steelworks further down the track. Steel can
be produced by a method which allows coal of the quality found at Collie to be used.
The corex process is one of those.
Mr C.J. Burnett: It is a cautious, long term approach. If it conic to the crunch, that would
be relaxed. We would not inhibit the development of the coal company.
Mr GRIL.L: Given the immense amount of coal at Collie and the meagre amount that is
mined each year, I do not see why such a provision is any longer necessary. Surely we
could have dispensed with the provision in toto and left it to the free market. I suppose
making that reservation will not do any damage. The Opposition will not object to it too
much. A third ancillary provision of the Bill is to allow for the operation of coal
conveyor belts across, and within, mining leases at Collie. That is a sensible suggestion.
It will lead to greater efficiencies in the mining and transport of coal. Our understanding
is that initially these coal conveyors will be operated by SECWA. That also makes
sense, although at a later date we imagine that coalmining companies will operate such
coal conveyors.
The Bill proposes that land be excised from mining tenements so that these conveyor
belts can be constructed, owned and operated by SECWA and others. I have no specific
opposition to that provision; ir is sensible. However, the Collie coalmining union has
some reservations about the way it may happen. In that sense, I make a request of the
Government well knowing that, despite our opposition, this Bill will be passed. The
union has requested that the excisions be made in such a way that the coal unions and the
men employed under the coalmining award have the ability to both load coal at one end
of the conveyor and unload it at the other end. I am not certain what machinations we
need to put in place to ensure, that happens. If there is an excision which allows SECWA
or another company to operate these conveyors, we may find another union will come in
over the top of the Collie coalmining union and claim coverage- That would be
counterproductive. It does not fit in with the Opposition's philosophy about union
coverage and I doubt whether it fits in with the philosophy of the Government. I think
the Government would like to see a limited number of unions operating in the coalfields,
as would the Opposition. If another union moved in from outside and took the weight of
the work normally done by the Collie coatmining union members, it would be disruptive,
and counteirproductive. We make a request - but cannot suggest a mechanism for it at
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this stage - that it be done in a way which will allow the traditional coalmining workers
to carry out the work.
A fourth ancillary provision in this Bill will allow the coalmining companies to supply
excess water from their dewatering operations. Almost all these coalmining measures
involve a huge amount of water. Dewatering in the past has been a technical challenge
for the mining companies, which they have overcome. Nonetheless, it creates a fair
amnount of excess water. The ancillary provision in this Bill will allow that water to be
sold to a body other than the Government. I understand the provision was originally
placed in the legislation so that water could be sold to Asca Brown Boveri Ltd. That
company gained the mandate to construct a 600 MW power station at Collie. AB
would have needed water in that operation and the coalmining industry Act would have
to be amended to allow ABB to take that water directly from the coahnining companies.
That will not happen now because ibis free enterprise Government has decided that the
Government will run the power station there.
Mr C.J. Barnett: We made the decision that the Government will build the power station
and them will be a private sector operator. There may well be a private sector owner on
completion.
Mr GRILL: This private sector Government decided it will be built and initially owned,
at least, by the Government. That is something of a contradiction.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Much to my dismay.
Mr GRILL: It does not fit entirely with the philosophy expressed by the Government
prior to the election, but we will discuss that later. It is a sensible provision and one that,
under normal circumstances, we would not oppose. However, as I said before,
unfortunately we oppose this legislation in its totality, not because we do not believe
there are sufficient reserves of coal at Collie that can be mined by open cut means. We
know - I have personally checked with the relevant officers in the Mines Department and
within the companies - that more than sufficient coal is in Collie to allow open cut
mining for many years to come. It is not because we mistakenly believe underground
coalmining can be as cheap at Collie as open cut mining. At one stage Western
Collieries believed that given the right capital investment it could see a long wall
mechanism being placed underground at Collie which would allow efficient mining
there. That was its hope when we were in government. We decided to give full rein to
that hope and allow it to proceed down that track. We are not silly enough to believe that
underground mining is as efficient or as cheap as open cut mining, or will be in the
future. That is not why we oppose this legislation. Nor do we oppose this legislation
because we think there is any real prospect that our opposition will affect the course of
the legislation through this House or the upper House. We believe it will go through both
Houses. We oppose the legislation because we want to register a protest about the
process inflicted upon the people of Collie by this Government in respect of open cut
mining of coal. That process has seen the almost arbitrary dispensing of 239 jobs in
Collie. In many respects that has ripped the heart and soul out of that mining town. We
oppose the legislation because of that process and because of the completely unnecessary
trauma and suffering that this Government has inflicted upon the people of Collie. We
also oppose this legislation as a protest at the way in which this Government broke its
promises to the people of Collie in respect of the 600 MW coal fired power station.
Mr CJ. Barnett: The member is not going to run that argument again, surely.
Mr GRILL: The Minister does not like the argument.
Mr DL. Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I ask the member for Lyre to continue.
Mr GRILLJ: Far be it from me to say that the Minister is immoral, but some of his
colleagues were immoral in this respect. This Minister did not play a direct part in the
making of those promises regarding a 600 MW power station. However, this Minister,
together with his colleagues and with the connivance of the National Party, later broke
those promises. They have been correctly described as immoral. They were solemn
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promises made prior to an election by an opposition that then went into government. I do
not know whether they knew the promises would be broken before going into
government, but they were broken callously after the election. Either the National Party
connived in it or the National Party was irrelevant to the process.
Mr Kierath: Has the member a straight face when he says that?
Mr GRILL: There ame only two options: The promises were made and broken. Either
the National Party connived in it or it was irrelevant to the process, I am not sure which.
Either way, it is not a very happy story for the National Party.
We also oppose this legislation because of the way in which this Government broke its
promises and decided to halve the size of the power station which will be constructed at
Collie. In doing so, it has denied Collie the essential economy of scale to make its
industry efficient and competitive with gas. There is a very strong theory in business
circles that this Liberal Party - not so much the National Party - was in the pocket of the
gas companies well prior to the election.

Withdrawal of Remtark
Mr CIJ. Barnett: The member for Eyre has implied the decision over the Collie power
station may in some way have been corrupted in the sense that the Liberal Party was in
the pocket of gas producers. It was not said in a malicious way, but I cannot let that go
without noting it and drawing it to your attention.
The SPEAKER: Order! I call on the member for Eyre to withdraw that phrase.
Mr GRILL: I withdraw the phrase "in the pocket", which is the one the Minister is
referring to.

Debate Restumed
Mr GRILL: Elements of the Liberal Party were under the influence of the gas lobby
prior to the election. That factor later played a very big part in the breaking of the
promises to the people of Collie.
Mr C.J. Barnett: At no stage was I under the influence of or influenced by any group.
The only group that mounted a campaign was the coal lobby, in particular transport,
which published $600 000 worth of ads in the paper over many weeks. I did not
succumb to that, nor did I succumb to any pressure frorn anyone in the gas industry. The
whole process was done objectively, on commercial prounds, and all members have seen
the evidence of that.
M& GRILL: The Minister forgets that copies of that - it would be kind to call it a policy
paper-cum-conspiracy theory composed by Elliott and his friends - fell into our hands not
long after the election. That shows quite clearly that elements within the Liberal Party,
perhaps not the Minister, were under the influence of the gas lobby at that time. The
Minister has read that document. Some of the conclusions can now be proved by the
carriage of events to be absolutely fallacious. They demonstrate clearly that at that time
sizeable anid influential elements within the Liberal Party were under the influence of the
gas lobby.
Mr CJ. Barnett: There were groups within the Liberal Party that supported the gas
industry and groups that supported the coal industry. The point I make is that neither
side influenced me, nor did the analysis undertaken for that power station project
influence me.
Mr GRILLI: We oppose this legislation because the actions taken by the Government in
deciding to downsize that power station have not allowed Collie to develop to the
potential it should have. It has not allowed Collie to develop the economies of scale
which would have made it more competitive against gas. That can be seen quite clearly
from some of the figures that have come out hrorn Collie. From the time Asea Brown
Boveri was negotiating for a 600 megawatt coal power station, the quotes from both
major coal companies in Collie were around $30 per tonne. Not long ago this
Government, through SECWA, wrote contracts for coal from Western Collieries at in
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excess of $40 a toane. Our understanding is that is around $42 a tonne. That figure has
been put to the Mfinister in the past and he has not denied it. The difference between 530
a toane and $40 a toinne, or $42 for us, is very big. It is a huge differential. We point to
that differential when we say that actions taken by this Government have prevented
Collie from reaching its true potential and from introducing the essential economies of
scale which would have made it more competitive against gas. We oppose this
legislation for those reasons. We also oppose it because this Government, consisting of
the liberal and National Parties, has failed to recognise the sacrifices made by the people
in Collie, particularly the workers. Negotiations between the unions and the companies
regarding the 600 MW coal fired power station resulted in 171 jobs being lost in the
Collie coalfields. That is a sizeable sacrifice. That sacrifice has now been overshadowed
by the compulsory sacrifice which has been brought about by this Government's
downsizing the power station and going back on its solemn promises to Collie prior to
the last election.
The Lawrence Government, when it negotiated the 600 MW power station, well knew
that 171 jobs would be lost. However, they would be lost on a voluntary basis. A f.uphy
put around and promoted by some members of the Government is that many of the 249
jobs lost at Collie during the latest round, were lost on a voluntary basis. That is not true.
When we spoke to Western Collieries shortly after the announcement that it would be
proceeding with the retrenchments, it indicated to us that all 30 of the staff members that
would be retrenched had volunteered to go. I suppose we had to accept that information
coming as it did from the company manager at that stage. However, within about 20
minutes when we walked around the corner and down the main street of Collie we ran
into some of those staff members who told us in no uncertain terms that they were
marched into management's offices, told that they were leaving and told to sign a form
which dispensed with their services. I asked them whether they signed it voluntarily and
was told that I had to be joking; There was nothing voluntary about the loss of the 249
jobs; there was an air of volunteering in the loss of 171 jobs.
When the Lawrence Government decided to proceed with the 600 MW power station -
Mr C.J. Barnett: It did not. You did not decide to proceed with it. You talked about it,
but you did not decide to proceed with it. Right up to the eve of the election you had not
decided to proceed with it. You did not sign a contract; you could not bring yourselves to
sign the contract.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr GRILL: Cabinet had decided to proceed and SECWA had been instructed to draw up
the. formal documents. Some of them had not been signed before we went out of
government, but there was every intention that chose formalities would be completed.
Mr C.J. Barnett; The whole deal was a financial fiasco for Western Australia. I am glad
you did not sign it because we would have had exactly the same problem that Victoria
has had with its power station.
The SPEAKER: Oxder!
Mr GRILL: The Minister is very sensitive about this subject and sensitive he should be
because ultimately he is responsible for the breaking of those promises to Collie. He is
responsible ultimately for Collie not producing at its optimum rate; for the loss of 239
jobs; and for Collie not being as competitive. It cannot be as competitive because of its
loss of economies of wcale. I believe the Liberal Party ultimately does not care too much
about that. For a very long time - we can go back over a few decades -the Liberal Party
haI ent atcual senstv abou the prme 'pston th t Colehspae nrset
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prvosMinisters for mines and energy. It fits in with a general philosophy that this
Goenent and its predecessor had of breaking the will and the spirit of the work force

and the people of Collie. That is what it amounts. to. -This Government and its
predecessors have held the view that Collie should never have hegemony in respect of the
production of coal and energy.
Mr CJ. Barnett- Are you going to accept the invitation to attend when we dig the first
sod for the commencement of construction of the power station? That is the rest. When
something happens after all the years of talk, and bulldozers and concrete trucks go onto
that site, you will be there. You will have to wait only until September next year.
Mr GRILL1: The truth is that this Government has crippled Collie. It has given Colle a
toy power station and it believes the people should be happy about it.
Mr CS. Barnett: You tell them it is a toy power station on opening day!
Mr GRILJL: I wrnl probably be there on opening day and I will say the same things as I
am saying today. That will stk a chord and I will have support as I always do when I
go to Collie.
Dr Turnbull: Excuse me.
Mr GRILL: As the member for Collie does not
Dr Turnbull.: You do have some support in Collie, but you would be very surprised at the
size of your support. it is minuscule on this subject.
Mr GRILL: We will see about support shortly. I do not know how relevant the people of
Collie consider the members view of this matter to be. Many of them tell me that she
has let them down very badly. We will be listening to what she says in this debate and
watching later this evening to see what she does when we oppose this legislation. I have
no doubt that she will make a contribution.
Mr Cowan: She wants to bring Collie into the twenty-first century, which is more than
you had the guts to do.
Mr GRILL: The Deputy Premier should hang his head in shame because he made a
range of contradictory statements.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The number of inteijectors has been growing at a significant
rate. The member for Eyre gave certain interjectors an opportunity to make comments.
However, there are far too many interjections now and, although the member for Eyre
has the privilege to entertain inteiJections if they are not out of order, he cannot have it
when he considers them out of order and seeks to continue.

Withdrawal of Remark

Mr GRILL: I want to give the Deputy Premier the opportunity to withdraw his last
interjection. It was highly uncomplimentary and highly unparliamentary and I ask that he
withdraw.
T1he SPEAKER: I ant not aware of what the words were. However, if the Deputy
Premier uttered words which were unparliamentary, I request him to withdraw.
Mr COWAN: Ilam not sure that they were, but I amn aware of the rules of this place and I
withdraw unequivocally.

Debate Resumed
Mr GRILL: I finish my contribution to this debate by saying to the member for Collie
that I hope she will be more relevant to this matter in the future and votes with us tonight.
We will be watching what she does and we hope that she will support our general
philosophy on Collie and on this legislation. Having said all that, the Opposition opposes
this legislation.
MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [8.30 pm]: I wish to join this debate to reinforce the
comments made by my colleague the member for Eyre. I hesitated when the motion was
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called because I was hoping that the member for Collie would rise before me to make her
contribution to the debate.
Mr Cowan: She will.
Mr THOMAS: I have no doubt she will. I was very eager to hear her contribution. She
seemed not to want to rise to speak before me, and in order to prevent the motion being
put without an opportunity to speak I make my contribution now' in anticipation and
wondering what the contribution of the member for Collie will be.
The provisions this Bill is seeking to move from the agreement Act have a long history,
which is based firstly in the conservation of the coal resource in the Collie coal basin and,
latterly and more importantly, the miaximisation of employment in that industry. At one
stage the notion essentially was that coal resources in this State were a strategic
consideration, limited in extent but important to the economy of the State at a rime when
not only electricity but railways, as an important element of our transport infrastructure at
that time, ran on coal. Therefore, it was important to maximise the utilisation of that
resource and, hence, the requirement was introduced that a certain proportion of that
resource be mined underground. That meant that an inherent efficiency was built in, as
measured by the greater cost of coal produced in that way. At one time in the late 1970s
or early 1980s I believe that we were consuming the most expensive coal in the world,
which had implications for the cost of electricity and flowed through to the economy in
the form of the cost of goods where electricity was an important input and in the cost of
living in Western Australia generally. That had to be addressed. I acknowledge it is
being addressed, but I submit in the wrong way, in an inhuman way and in a way which
is deceptive to the people of Western Australia and deceptive especially to the
community in Collie.
As the reserves of the Collie coal basin have been explored much more coal has been
shown to be there than was originally thought to be the case. It becamne apparent that the
artificial conservation measures requiring underground coalmining, a means which
ensured a greater proportion of resources were covered but in a much more expensive
way, were not necessary because the State has an excess from open cut mining, and no
doubt more than that if it were worth the cost of that resource. It will not be worth
undertaking that cost until the end of the century is much closer. The Minister in his
second reading speech quite clearly acknowledged that the circumstances that led to the
artificial conservation measures with their inherent inefficiency have disappeared. That
conservation measure which was introduced and that requirement to adhere to a certain
proportion of underground coalmining had the incidental effect of maximising
employment.
Mr Cowan: It may also have had the incidental effect of bringing about its relative
decline because of the increase in expense at Collie.
Mr THOMAS: It could well have done that, and it is a matter I wish to address. I do not
argue that there did not need to be structural change in the Collie coal industry. As I
indicated earlier, at the beginning of the 1980s or late 1970s it was said that we were
consuming the most expensive coal in the world. I do not know whether that was
precisely the case, but we were at the upper end of the spectrum. During the 1980s the
Labor Government did something about it. My colleague the member for Eyre talked
about the contribution made by the Collie community generally, the Collie miners
particularly and their unions to improve productivity in the industry. In the early 1980s
the industry inherited by the Labor Government from the Liberal Government had
important, expensive pieces of plant working only one shift a day.
Dr Turnbull: Where was that one shift a day?
Mr THOMAS: Some expensive pieces of equipment.
DrTurnbull: Go on!
Mr THOMAS: It happens to be the case that they were used for only one shift a day.
Mr Cowan: Put up or shut up and say where.
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Mr THOMAS: Negotiations wook place.
Mr Cowan: Tell us where.
Mr THOMAS: I do not have that information with me, but -
Dr Turnbull: I will cell you why there was that extensive increase in production. It was
because we increased die number of power stations.
Mr THOMAS: The unions in the coalmining industry throughout the 1980s, in
anticipation of an increase in the market for coal from new power stations, were prepared
to change work practices radically. Negtiations took place between the unions, the
companies and the State Energy Commission on work practices in order to reduce the
price of coal. It was recognised that if there were to be a future for that industry it had to
produce its product at a price which was competitive with other sources of energy,
because the community would not forever continue to pay a higher price for energy than
it could obtain from another source.
in his second reading speech the Minister recognised that the company went to the
Government and said, "We wish to be released from our obligations under the
agreements Act to mine underground coal for SECWA." SECWA wished to be released
from its obligation to do it and Woraley similarly wished to be released from its
obligation to buy coshnined underground. On the second page of the second reading
speech the Minister indicates that he has exceeded to those requests.
I said earlier that the action the Government has undertaken in this matter is deceitful for
Collie and Western Australia, and I believe it will cost the member for Collie her political
caneer. The people of Collie will long remember that they were misled, and must have
been deliberately misled, when this Government came to power in 1993. Prior to that
election the Leader of the National Party visited Collie and said that there would be a 600
megawatt power station built there.
Mr Cowan: That is right.
Mr THOMAS: The current Premier said it was 99 per cent certain that a 600 MW power
station would be built at Collie. The basic reason we are opposing this legislation is that
the Liberal Parry, the National Party and the member for Collie went to the people of
collie prior to the last election to tell them that. They did not say that within months of
the election they would get rid of the requirement for underground mining at Collie.
They did not ten the people of Collie that within months of the election they would be
reneging on the promise, made unequivocal by the National Party leader and marginally
unequivocally by the Premier, that there would be a 600 MW power station at Collie.
Those people who voted for the current member for Collie cast their vote thinking that
underground mining in Collie would continue and that a 600 MW power station would be
built in Collie. They thought the alternative Government they were voting for would be
as committed to a 600 MW power station in Collie as the then Government. Within
months both those undertakings were broken by this Government - one implicit and the
other explicit Firstly, there was a cessation of underground mining in Collie and,
secondly, the Government reneged on its promise of a 600 MW power station and the
people of Comle have been given a bauble - a 300 MW, toy power station which is a
desperate attempt to try to prp up the political prospects of the member for Collie, but
one which is almost certain not to succeed for two reasons: Firsdy, the increased market
for coal from a 600 MW power station obviously would be twice that required for a 300
MW power station; therefore, the equivalent of power that would be generated by a 600
MW power station as opposed to a 300 MW power station would not be produced in
Colie; therefore, the market for coal is reduced by char amount. That reduction in the
market is further exacerbated by the fact that the Bunbury power station has a limited life
and the surplus the State must dispose of in the gas inventory is likely to lead to a
reduced consumption of coal in the power industry.
Mr Bloffwitch: Are you going to talk about the pollution aspect of coal?

Mr THOMAS: As a matter of fact I do intend to address that issue. If the member for
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Geraldton has a concern about the pollution impact of burning coal to generate electricity
as opposed to gas. I suggest he take it up with his coalition colleague, the member for
Collie. She might have a different view.
Mr Bloffwitch: We have gas up my way, not coal.
Dr Turnbull: And you have pollution as well.
Mr THOMAS: I suspect the member for Geraldton's coalition colleague may have a
different view from him on that subject. I believe there is a very significant place for
coal in the energy economy of Western Australia. The prospect of that being realised is
seriously diminished by the actions this Government has undertaken, and is undertakting,
and this Bill is a very important part of giving effect to those actions.
What place does coal have in the long term energy economy of Western Australia anid
many parts of the world? It is essentially to produce base load power where it is able to
be generated very close to the place from which the coal is mined; that is, where the
economies are much greater. The preference is that it is not located in the city. The
emissions from same varieties of coal create greater pollution in the immediate vicinity
of the power station than that emitted from a power station based on gas. However, the
people at the other end of the system - those who must pay the bills - have another
interest apart from their environment and the pollution aspect. They have to pay the bills
and the energy must be cost competitive. No-one wants power that is any more
expensive than it need otherwise be. No-one wants to pay more than would otherwise be
the case for domestic power bills and no-one wants to live in an economy that is
encumbered by higher energy costs than need otherwise be the case because that
decreases the likelihood of international competitors and industry locating in that place as
opposed to anywhere else.
How does the Government reduce the price of coal? The mine could adopt the measure
like that introduced by the Labor Government of working three shifts so that the plant is
operating 24 hours a day and there is efficient utilisation of it. It must move to the
efficient work practices which were negotiated by the previous Labor Government and
the unions in anticipation of getting more work and in order to make their industry and
product mome competitive. Negotiations took place with a union which has a record for
not having engaged in industrial action for a very long time, It is a responsible union
which wants to play its part in the future of Western Australia.
Another element which is desirable to produce low price coal is to have economies of
scale. The product must be in such demand that the mine is able to operate on a scale to
make it worthwhile to bring in major pieces of plant and to engage in practices that can
be undertaken in a mine which is producing at a high rate.
Mr CJ. Barnett: You will obviously be supporting the Western Collieries development
of the premier mine.
Mr THOMAS: I support the development of any mine.
Mr CJ. Barnett: It is a $100m development and a large scale open cut mine.
Mr THOMAS: The Minister is trying to tell the House that the premier mine will be
worth $100m and that it is a major development. That is great and it is certainly
something I welcome. The Minister for Energy would have to concede that if that mine
were producing coal for a 600 MW instead of a 300 MW power station it would be able
to operate at a greater rate and there would be the scope for greater economies of scale
than is the case. I ask the Minister whether that is the case - I recall that he is a former
lecturer in economics. Did I hear him say yes?
Mr C.I. Barnett: As I have said 100 times, you build power stations to produce
electricity, not to justify coalmines. That has been the fallacy of your analysis for six
years.

Mr THOMAS: This is where we differ and I am glad the Minister interjected. Even
though he did not say it, I thought he implied that the answer was yes. I will take it that
that was what he meant.
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Mr CJ. Barnett: You are wrong.
Mr THOMAS: I certainly agree that mines should be developed to meet energy markets
rather than to justify coalmines.
Dr Turnbull: I am very pleased to hear the member being so intellectually honest. He is
correct. The economies of scale are in the size of the power station. If you produce
electricity which cannot be sold you end up with a large stockpile of coal, like your
Government did.
Mr THOMAS: I accept those comments in the spirit in which they are intended.
Dr Turnbull: A stockpile of coal is money on the ground.
Mr THOMAS: The point is that we are not faced with a situation where there are only
two variables in the equation. There is a third variable in the equation; that is, the
competitor for Collie's product. Of course, that is gas. At present this State has gas
which is already paid for and it will be off loaded onto the market to compete with the
product which is produced by the member for Collie's electorate.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Absolutely wrong. The inventory of $300m will be used in power
generation and will be just about used before the Collie power station comes into
production. It will be used for power generation at the cost for which it was purchased
under the gas contract. There will be no offloading - it will be used to produce power
and less gas will be used when Collie comes on stream.
Mr THOMAS: I agree it must be got rid of otherwise coal will be burned in most power
stations. In any event the point I make is that it is not possible to develop fair
competition between these two fuel sources because the potential of Collie to produce
coal at $30 or less a tonne is substantially diminished since it cannot get a contract for the
sorts of tonnages required for a 600 MW power station as opposed to a 300 MW power
station. The industry which is so near and dear to the heart of the member for Collie and
to my heart - although I have no direct electoral interest - will compete with the gas
industry with one arm tied behind its back. I have nothing against the gas industry. It
shows great promise, has a great future, and has a substantial part to play in the energy
economy of this State. I acknowledge the role the current Minister has played in
facilitating that development although I have always pointed out he is essentially
building on the policies developed by the previous Government. There is great
movement in that industry, in the piping of gas to the goldfields, and Port Hedland, and
the opening of the Bunbury to Dampier pipeline. Those projects are proceeding and it
certainly has a place in the market. In many cases its place is where coal cannot
compete, for example, as an export product. It is delivered to places in Western Australia
where it is not economic to deliver coal or electricity based on the generation of coal.
The role of coal is in base load power generation. Collie is the ideal site for the
construction of substantial base load power stations, which can be supplemented by other
contributions to the electricity grid. Gas can be the primary source of energy in parts of
the State where it is not economic to provide coal. I agree with the Minister that certainly
mines should be developed to meet the energy market, and not developed for the sake of
it. That applies to Power Stations also.
in the early 1980s either the O'Connor Government or the Court Government made a
decision to proceed with Muja stage D before there was a market for its product, in
anticipation of the 1983 state election or the 1982 federal election. A political decision
was made by that Government to construct the Muja power station before it was needed.
Hence, in the early 1980s this State had 60 per cent excess generating capacity within the
State Energy Commission. It was very expensive generating capacity which had to be
serviced. It led to a debt overhang in SECWA, which is still with us today and, although
not as significant, it is a significant contributor.
Mr CJ. Barnett: Do you think 40 per cent is too high?
Mr THOMAS: I do not have my figures in front of me.
Mr CJ. Barnett A 600 MW station would deliver that.
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Mr THOMAS: I recall from my figures that the ideal situation is a 20 per cent excess
capacity.
Dr Turnbull: Recognise that you said the debt from that is still with us, and you are
correct in saying that. If you reduce the power station too early, the problem is that you
carry the debt. It is the same with the pipeline. It is better if it is tailored.
Mr THOMAS: But it is not tailored.
Mr D.L. Smith: In the next two years 220 MW of gas will be installed. You do not have
a debt for an operating power station if you are selling electricity from it.
Mr THOMAS: The point made by the member for Mitchell is correct. The member for
Collie knows that is the case. We have very healthy load growth in the energy market of
Western Australia, and the projections are that it will continue for some time. Provision
is being made in the planning of this Government for part of that to be met by sources
other than coal. The Minister will say we cannot have a 600 MW power station because
it will lead to 40 per cent excess capacity. However, we could have stages A and B. and
develop the 600 MW power station in sequential mode - as Muja stages C and D were
developed - presumably more attuned to demand than was the case in that event. Some
undertakings could be given to proponents of mines, perhaps with some flexibility built
into them, and the contracts negotiated on that basis. It could well be done, but it has not
been done.
I kniow the Leader of the National Party is a historic figure because he will be the last
Leaader of the National Party. The National Party will not be with us in any significant
form after the next state election. The High Court will take cam of that. The member for
Collie, similarly, is a historic figure. It will not be the Hi1gh Court that extinguishes the
member for Collie's political carter. The Government. of which the Leader of the House
and Minister for Energy is part, has already taken care of the seat of Collie with the
recent redistribution.
Dr Turnbull: Who do you predict will be the member for Collie?
Mr THOMAS: I do not want to put a name on it. The Labor Party has not yet been
through its preselection procedures but it will do so some time in the next six months.
Mr Kierath: You could not even win the seat of Helena.
Mr THOMAS: We will see what happens after the next election. I would like to see the
Minister for Labour Relations do some doorknocking in Collie.
Mr Kierath: I went doorknocldng in the electorate of Helena and asked what issues
people were concerned about. They said we were doing a good job.
Mr THOMAS: I have spent time in Collie over the past few months, and not many of the
people to whom I have spoken have said they will vote for the current member for Collie
or for any of the Ministers of the Government she supports, particularly the Minister for
Energy. The people in that electorate do not dislike the member for Collie. Th1ey
universally like her and say she is a good, honest woman who does the best for her
electorate, but that she is ineffective. They say she means well but she does not do well.
Dr Turnbull: I think the member opposite is spreading the rumour in Collie.
Mr THOMAS: They tell me that the member for Collie has had limited success.
Dr Turnbull: Limited success? The people of Collie know that I got them at least a
300 MW station and you would have given them no megawatts.
Mr THOMAS: The member for Collie is able to deliver her own party. The last Leader
of the National Party promised a 300 MW power station but he does not have the
numbers in Cabinet to deliver. Thecy do not have the numbers in the joint party to
deliver. The people of Collie will long remember that in the 1993 election the Leader of
the National Party promised them a 600 MW power station. T'here was no suggestion of
any possibility that the Government would remove the requirement for underground
mining in Collie. In the space of 12 months -
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Dr Turnbull: What about the broken promises of your Government?
Mr THOMAS: We did not lie to them as the Premier and the Leader of the National
Party did. They actively misled them.

Withdrawal of Remark

Mr COWAN: The member for Cockburn has been round long enough to know chat he
cannot directly accuse people of lying.
Mr THOMAS: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Mr THOMAS: This is probably a convenient point to close my contribution to the
debate. The people of Collie were, if not lied to, actively misled by the leadens of the
coalition parties and they will long remember the member for Collie.
DR TURNBULL (Collie) [9.00 pm]: My address to the Parliament on this amendment
Bill is entitled "Collie: Our first 100 years, and our second 100 years". This Bill
concerns the closure of the underground mines. It has six clauses. My speech will
concentrate on underground coalmining, and I will not address the remaining clauses
until the Committee stage. The passage of this Bill tonight will be the final legal nail in
the coffin of underground coalndning in Western Australia. Coal has been mined by that
method in Collie for 100 years, and that ceased on 24 June 1994.
As all members know, Western Australia is a rich mining State and underground
coalmining in Collie represented a proud part of the indusarial history of our State. This
past year has been a sad and difficult time for Collie. The problems we have experienced
have affected the town, the people who live in it, and particularly those who have lost
their jobs.
Thec State was founded in 1827 and in 1839 it was recognised that the most important
requirement for the State was a source of energy. Coal was being imported from the
Eastern States and India at a prohibitive cost A reward of 2 560 acres of land was
offered for the discovery of considerable quantities of coal. The State's economy was
improving and by the 1880s coal was essential for the continued growth of railways and
for the steamships that were visiting our State.
Coal was discovered at Collie in 1883. In 1893, at the direction of C-Y. O'Connor, the
first test bores were drilled on the Collie coalfields, but the extent of the deposit was not
recognised until 1894. The discovery of so many of our rich mineral resources - coal
came first, and gold followed - is a fascinating part of our history. In 1894 it appeared
that the coal at Collie had some economic base. I will read a short extract from The 100
years of Collie coal edited by Katherine Steadnman, It states -

..in September 1894, contracts were let to raise 1,000 tons of coal from the
Government minesite. A shaft into the thickest seam near the surface was sunk
and the readily accessible coal kept eight 36-horse teams busy carting coal to the
Bunbury railway. The required tonnage was raised before the end of 1894 and
extensive tests for locomotives, steamships and stationary furnaces commenced.

Even at that very early date an enormous amnount of controversy surrounded coal and for
which industry it would be used. In the 1894 Loan Bill money was allocated for a rail
line from Bunbury to Collie, but in no time at all that was knocked on the head by jealous
rivals of other companies wanting railway lines in their areas.

In 1902 a royal commission was conducted into the employment contracts on the Collie
coalfields. Following the Second World War there was enormous demand for coal, and it
was very difficult, because the coalfields were not able to cope with these demands. Out
of the unrest on the coalfields another royal commission was set up and overseen by
Mr Waliwork, whose report was outstanding for that time. It was revolutionary in that it
formulated a policy of public responsibility for the working conditions on the coalfields.
The Wallwork commission had a positive result, and out of it camne a lot of socially
aware legislation such as the Coalininers' Welfare Act 1947, the Coal Industry Tribunal
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in 1947 and in 1949 an overhaul of the Mining Act which introduced the governmenc
based mines inspectorates.
In the 1950s ther was a lot of unrest on the coalfields, and contracts for coal sales were
concentrated more in the power industry. Shipping, of course, had long ceased using
coal and the railways were beginning to use oil instead of coal, so the 1950s was a period
of great unrest. There was a lot of competition between coal companies, and many
complaints were made about the inefficiency of some of those companies. In 1962
Amalgamated Collieries; did nor get the contract to supply coal to the power stations of
Western Australia, because it was charging too much for coal. That resulted in many
people losing their jobs. Some miners transferred to the companies that did get the
contracts. Those who were unable to get jobs there were employed in forestry and
railways. Then, in 1984, there were negotiations with the coal companies and the unions,
which proposed enormous changes to the work structures on the coalfields in order to
build a power station which would serve an aluminium smelter. Members opposite have
been talking tonight as though the only time that unions and companies agreed to cut
costs, reduce personnel on the coalfields, or introduce different work hours and shifts was
in the run up to this current power station. That is not true.
Western Australia lost an enormous opportunity in 1984 in the aluminiumn industry when
the Burke Government did not proceed with the power station and the aluminium
smelter. The aluminium industry in Western Australia in the past few years has been the
most efficiently run in the world. The proposed aluminiumn smelter would have been the
newest and the best in the world and we would have been able to achieve economies of
scale and world's best efficiency. That opportunity was lost in 1984.
The Collie coal stockpile was built in 1986. Another opportunity to gain efficiencies on
the coallfields was lost. It involved 140 acres of coal. To give members an idea of the
size of the stockpile, it would have covered an area between St George's Terrace and
Wellington Street and from Barrack Street to William Street. It was another good way of
maintaining employment, but it came at the cost of having money, in the form of coal,
lying on top of the ground.
1 am referring to these significant points in history because those who have not lived in
Collie would not know how the residents of that coalmining town have lived through 30
years of change. For many, it has been a period of change for anything up to090 years.
The Collie coalfields have been a microcosm of the change in mining and secondary
industry in Western Australia. It has been more intense theft because many people have
been involved. Until the mechanisation which was introduced in the 1960s, the
coalmining industry continued purely as a result of the hard physical labour of the miners
in Collie. When I went underground for the first time, workers were still using picks and
shovels. The bobcats were then introduced. The last pit pony left the Collie coalfields in
1962. These changes have been effected by wars and by economic conditions.
A previous speaker said that the power station built in 1984 was a very good investment
because the increased power supply was used very quickly. Of course it was. At that
time the economy was booming. During the past 100 years Collie has been at the mercy
of all of these external influences. There have been industrial actions, excess labour,
short labour supply) cost-plus contracts, cutthroat contracts, piecework pay, and set
awards with very generous over-award payments associated with them. Through all this
change the people of Collie know one thing: They have to work to determine their own
future. Despite everything that happens in the outside world, despite the coming and
going of the Labor Parry, the union movement or the Liberal Party, Collie people have
been left to battle it out for themselves.
It does not matter what opposition members say about what they would have done had
the Labor Party won the last election. The people of Collie know that if they did not live
in a marginal seat, the current situation would nor prevail. They know that the Labor
Party presumed on them for 90 years, and the Liberal Party ignored them for 90 years.
They know they live in a marginal sear and need someone like me to be their
representative, someone who will tell them straight what the chances are of achieving a
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desired outcome. During die last election we knew that the Labor Party could have
signed the contract for the 600 MW power station. It was available three weeks before
the last election, and the previous Government should have signed it. It was not signed
because dhe then Premier had instigated die Carnegie report, which cost $3m. If Carmen
Lawrence were the Premier now, she would have to take some notice of that $3m report.
Thie people of Collie know that would have resulted in a change flon the Labor Party
promises that were made. Carnegie said that die 600 MW power station project should
be delayed until the next centur. We know that had the Labor Party won the election,
that would have been die situation.
Mr Marlborough: He was wrong. It is as simple as that.
Mr CJ. Barnett: Carmen Lawrence was going to ditch the program after the election.
Everyone knows that.
Dr TURNBULL: All members of the Labor Parry knew what Carnegie would say.
before the last election. A briefing had been given to all parties in the December before
die election. The Labor Party knew what the result would be and the coalition knew
what the result would be.
Mr Marlborough: Ask Asea Brown Boveri about it.
Dr TLIRNBUL.L: ABB knew that the previous Government had not signed up.
Mr Taylor: You went down to Collie and told the people a lie.

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr COWAN: I insist that the member withdraw that remark.
Mr TAYLOR: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Dr TURNBULL: The people of Collie know one thing.
Several members inteijectecL
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! If members would like to make a speech on the matter
after this contribution, they may do so. In the meantime, I would like to hear the member
for Collie continue her remarks.
Dr TURN BULL: The people of Collie know that I was absolutely straight with them. I
said, "Your best chance of getting anything done is to elect me."
Mr D.L. Smith: You got in on the basis that there would be a 600 MW power station.
They cannot believe you. Do not come in here saying that they can.
Dr TUJRNBULL: If the Labor Party had won the election, it would have adopted the
Carnegie report much earlier. The people of Collie knew that if the Liberal Party won,
they needed someone to keep its members honest. We have ended up with a 300 MW
power station, and that is a lot bonter than having no power station at all. We know that
die cost of coal is related to the economies of scale. The only way to bring down the cost
of coal is to have a bigger coalmine, one that can afford the machinery to dig out coal.
Coalmining is also affected by competition. At the moment there is competition between
the two coal companies, both of which will have open-cut facilities. Those facilities will
be available when the second 300 MW power station comes on line.
The people of Collie are adjusting to the blow that has been dealt to them. One-third of
die total work force of die mines and the power station has been lost. I spoke to the
member for Merredin, the Leader of the National Party, and he did not give me much
sympathy. He says. "One-third! In Menedin it was one-half." That is true.
Microeconomic reform is hitting the whole of Australia. Laurie Brereron has just caved
in to the waterside workers. He will have to carry that cross into the next election.
Unfortunately, microeconomic reforn even comes to Collie.
Mr Marlborough: The workers in Collie did everything in their power to meet the new
demands of industry. They deserve a great deal of credit.
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Dr TURNBULL: I agree; they have done very well. I give them an enormous amount of
credit. It is wonderful to hear what so many who have lost their jobs are doing. They
have spread out all over Western Australia and found new jobs. The resilience of Collie
has been evident in the past six months. The wonderful thing about talking to people in
Collie is chat it is not all doom and gloom, thank goodness. People other than the miniers
and power station workers have been affected by the changes. For example, the girls
who drove the buses lost their jobs, but they did not receive redundancy payments. In
many families both the husband and wife have lost their jobs. There were no redundancy
payments from the bus companies.
Mr Marlborough: What would have happened if a 600 MW power station had been
constructed?
Dr TURNBULL: I agree with the statement by the member for Peel. I assure the House
chat had the Labor Government been in power with Carmen Lawrence in charge, the
delay until the next century to which Carnegie referred would have occurred with the
600 MW station. The 600 MW station would have made a lot of difference to Collie. At
least at tis stage a certain number of people can continue with their jobs. The people of
Collie know where they are going at the moment. There is one thing they know about the
Minister for Resources Development -
Ms D.L. Smith: He is tough and pro-gas.
Dr TURN7BULL., That is probably one of them. The other is thar he is tough and he
sticks to his word, something the previous Government did not do. We had four years of
promises, promises, but none of those promises was kept. Members opposite know that a
man who is impotent is promises, promises! That was the previous Government.
Several members interjected.
Dr TURNBULL: I am getting a bit stirred up over here. I had better make sure that I
stick to everything I need to say.
The people of Collie will see through the hypocrisy which will occur when we vote on
this Bill; the hypocrisy that opposition members must oppose this Bill because of the
principle of how badly the Government dealt with Collie. However, it is the world
economic times and the Federal Government which delayed the Collie power station
con struction. It was the Federal Labor Government which gave us the recession we had
to have. That is why the power station construction was delayed. It is unfortunate that
the construction was not brought forward at a time in which it could mesh with re-
employment for the people who lost their jobs from the underground coalmines. The
most tragic thing is that it is the young people who have left Collie. They will get good
jobs throughout the State, and many of them will not return to Collie when the new
power station is built. However, despite that, the rest of the town is pushing on. Collie is
accepting the change and is facing up to it.
When the Labor Party votes against this Bill it will show that it cannot face up to reality.
It will show that it does not understand what so many people of Collie understand - that
we must get on with life. We must get on with making our living and we must continue
producing coal at a competitive cost. It is essential that this Bill be passed. Underground
coalmining ceased on 24 June. The Collie Coalfields Women's Auxiliary organised a
wonderful commemorative service which was held on 26 June. It was a Moving, quiet,
low-key, but significant ceremony to mark the passing of underground coalmining at the
end of an important phase of Western Australian history. However, we must move on.
The Opposition is a dinosaur if it opposes this Bill. This Bill puts in motion some
sensible moves to allow coal to be mined across a number of tenements owned by
different companies. It addresses other mechanical factors which are needed for the
future development of the Collie coalfields.
Madam Acting Speaker (Ms Warnock), I thank you for putting up with the unruly
element opposite tonight who refuse to face up to the future. When I walk down the
streets of Collie there is quiet confidence that we will pull through. I have commented
briefly on the past 100 years of Collie coal history. We have been through some very bad
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spots. There have been fres, creeps and flooding in the mines. Through all those
problems Collie has pulled through. The spirit of Collie will pull through again. We are
moving on to the next 100 years of Collie coal. We are looking forward to the future. It
will not be a future of bonanzas; it will not necessarily be a future of boom. Who wants
boom and bust anyway? Collie is looking forward to the first 300 MW power station,
and we will have the second 300 MW station. The great thing is that in a roundabout
way those two phases of the 600 MW power station will bring two stages of construction
to Collie. Two stages of construction will be of great benefit to the total economy of
Collie. We will set in position many schemes to work towards getting as much local
employment as we can. We have had many talks with Asea Brown Boveri and
Mitsubishi Transfield, the consortium which has won the contract to build the power
station. The general attitude of that consortium is good and favourably disposed towards
the employment of local people and their training where necessary. Collie looks forward
to the future. We do not need people to vote negatively merely to prove a point about
something they could have done themselves, but never did.
[The member's time expired.]
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [9.30 pm]: One matter on which I and the member for
Collie can agree is the resilience and strength of character of the people of Collie. I have
known Collie people all my life. They used to come down the hill regularly to holiday in
Bunbury in the days before caravans, and we used to venture up the hill for football, pub
crawls and the sorts of Saturday night fights for which Bunbury and Collie were noted.
They are a special people. They have a special sense of community and have always
been a very hard working community which expected a fair day's pay for their hard day's
work. However, if the former member for Collie, Tom Jones, were a member of this
Parliament, regardless of whether this Bill had been introduced by a Liberal, Labor or
National Party Government -

Mr Cowan: He would have given the same speech.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I wonder whether he would have given the same speech as the member
for Collie.
Mr Cowan: It would be one of the speeches he gave every time - he only had two.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I believe if Tom Jones were the member for Collie he would have
crossed the floor to vote with the Opposition against this legislation for the same reasons
we amt voting against it. It is not that we do not understand the economies of scale, the
need for modem technology and modem methods of mining or that economic times are
changing, but there comes a time, or should, in every politician's life when he feels the
need to say on behalf of his constituents that they have not been treated fairly and
equitably by the present Government or by the legislation.
Let us look at one aspect of this legislation. The member for Collie has already told us a
ceremony took place in Collie on 24 June to mark the closure of the underground mines.
Did the Government and company wait for this Bill to come before the Parliament before
they proceeded to close down those mines? No. They have so little respect for the
people of Collie and so little respect for this Parliament they introduced this Bill. The
second reading speech was given on 6 June. On 24 June, three months before we got to
the debate, they closed down the underground mines.
Retrospectively this legislation seeks to justify what they have done. I do not think the
people of Collie will be surprised, because they have known for generations what
happens when Liberal and National Party Governments are in control of the State. They
remember the conversion of the Kwinana power station to oil, which was an absolutely
economically reckless thing to do. It was proved to be so by subsequent events. They
know the devastation that that Liberal Government wreaked on the people of Collie.
They know from brutally hard experience that Liberal Governments in office do not care
about the personal impact of their decisions.
Mr Lewis: That is not true.
Mr D.L. SMIH: It simply is true. Let us have a look at what the alternative was to
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what was happening heme. We all know that the question of the cost of production of coal
and, therefore, its competitiveness very much depends upon the economics of scale of
large scale mines. Of course, the more mined, no matter what the method, the more
people who are employed. The strategy that the previous Labor Government had
designed for Collie was for a time of transition while we moved to a much greater
demand for coal on Collie based on the 600 MW power station, and once that greater
demand was in place and hence the greater employment opportunities both in the mining
of the coal and in the 600 MW power station operation, we would begin to wind back the
underground mining in the same way as tbis legislation seeks to do. By that nnsition
there would not have been the need for redundancies of the order called for, and
compulsory redundancies called for under this Government. Instead there would have
been a substantially greater demand for coal, which would have had two economic
effects: First, the price of coal would have been cheaper than this Government has been
able to achieve under its current contracts. That would have meant for futur competition
and energy demand growth, coal would have been more competitive. Second, the people
of Western Australia would have had cheaper electricity. It was part of the overall
scheme that in consideration for that extra demand the coal companies were
retrospectively to rewrite their existing contracts to bring down the price of coal under
them and also to accept a much lower price for the coal to be delivered to the new coal
fired 600 MW station.
It is interesting how people rewrite history for their own benefit. It is interesting that
when people have something to apologise for they always find someone else to blame.
The Liberal Party has been supported by the National Party in the lie that somehow or
other the Labor Government was not committed to the 600 MW power station and was
going to walk away from it. The Labor Government was committed to a privately owned
and operated power station which would have met world standards of efficiency and
economies of scale because of its size.
Part of the additional lie put to the public as some sort of justification for scaling back
and breaking the promises of this Government when in opposition was that it projected
levels of demand for electricity and gave us the levels at the time when the decision was
announced and the information brought before this House. We all know that the
projections used to justify the decision to wind back to a 300 MW power station were
simply too low, and they were deliberately too low to try to show that somehow or other
there was some economic sense in the cutback to 300 MW.
Mr CU. Barnett: You should refer to the estimates that supported it.
Mr D.L. SMITHl: Let us look at what the Stare Energy Commission says in its report.
We have had another blackout, so the inister's reputation is being maintained. At least
the SECWA staff produced the annual report very quickly. It is one of the speediest
performances from any public utility on record. I want to quote from what should have
been good news for the people of Collie but will not be. The page headed "Operations"
states -

With the return to growth in the Western Australian economy, demand for
electricity grew strongly in 1993/94 by 5.8%.

What was the inister's prediction for 1993-94 growth at the time he brought his
decision to this place? It was slightly more than half that figure. To continue -

Overall sales for the year were 10.203 gigawatt-hours (GWh) and total fuel
consumed amounted to 4.3 million tonnes of coal and 36.0 petajoules of gas
(equivalent to 1.8 million tonnes of coal).

Briefly put, we have had that sort of growth and if we were not using gas to produce
power in Western Australia we would have used 6.1 million tonnes of coal and not
4.3 million tonnes. What is the Government doing in response to that good news? Is it
considering increasing the size of the station to 300 MW? No, it is considering brin ging
forward the 300 MW station by one year and, as reported here, "the programme to install
a fuirther 220 MW of gas turbine plant plus power supply agreements for cogeneration in
the intervening years is being reviewed".
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What are we getting for the extra demand at Collie? We will have an extra 220 MW of
gas generation. The 300 MW plus the 220 MW equals 520 MW; therefore, if the
220 MW of gas generation had gone to coal, we could now be talking about the next
stage of the coal fired power station. If we had made that decision, no argument could be
made that the extra 300 MW of power could not be utilised as a means of servicing the
debts incurred in building the facility.
When this Government came to office, if it had proceeded to sign the contracts drawn up
by the previous Government, we would now have cheaper electricity, a 600 MW power
station, and increased coal tonnage taken from Collie. This would have meant that Collie
not only was competitive in power generation, but also had a marked edge in selling coal
produced at appoxiatly $30 a tonne. Instead, this Government has introduced this
legislation, and we all know the Government's record at Collie since its election.
The Minister has already said chat the Government has been responsible for the loss of
239 jobs at Colie; 150 of those jobs have been voluntary redundancies, and 90
compulsory redundancies. The Minister is not saying that at the same time a
restructuring has occurred at Griffin Coal mining Co Pty Ltd, which has cost considerable
numbers of jobs. Forgetting the flow-on effects in the community, under this
Government in the space of 23 months. 450 coal jobs have been lost at Collie. I do not
know how the member for Collie can say that she will not oppose this Bill, which is
partly responsible for allowing those job losses to occur, and allowing it to occur much
faster than would have been the cane under a 600 MW power program.
Under this Government we have seen the reorganisacion of the State Energy Commission
of Western Australia, and this has seen the loss statewide of approximately 300 jobs. In
the next year under this arrangement another 700 or 800 redundancies will occur in the
SEC WA work force - Collie will bear a share of chose job losses. The member for Collie
knows ftht that is not the end of the story. Jobs have not just been lost at Collie in the
coal industry and the electricity generation industry. We have been losing not only
downstream jobs, but also bus drivers and other jobs which flow from such operations.
Also, the size of the Department of Conservation and Land Management operation has
been reduced, and staff reductions have occurred at the Western Australian Water
Authority.
Dr Turnbull: It has not changed at CALM; don't bring in that furphy!
Mr DL. SMITH: Does the member want me to bring the figures into the Chamber? She
should flick back through Hansard and read some of the figures given to me in relation to
job losses at CALM throughout the south west.
Dr Turnbull: Yes, but that is not the Collie office.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The member for Collie has already said that despite the resilience of
the people of Collie, over one-third of the total work force has had to find something else
to do. Some good spirits have been able to find something to do in Collie, but the
member has admitted that many of the best people have had to move to the city to obtain
jobs.
The first four years of this coalition Government will result in the loss of about 1 000
permanent jobs at Collie, and the only benefit will be the construction work for the
300 MW power station and the jobs involved in running that operation. Neventheless. the
net job losses will mean that when the new power station is operating, instead of its being
the saviour and guaranteeing another 100 years of history of Collie coal, net losses of 500
or 600 jobs will have occurred in Collie. This does not just affect the economy, but also
the local football team, other sporting institutions and community groups which benefit
from the population in the town. When 500 people are lost, especially with the job types
involved, about 1 500 people are actually lost to the town; the spouses, the teachers and
those providing services to the families of the former employees will also be lost.

Despite the fact that we were promised, when the decision was made to cut back from the
600 MW to the 300 MW power station, that special arrangements would be made in
Collie to create jobs, the task force appointed to look at those aspects simply did not
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succeed; the member for Collie has admitted this. This was partly due to the fact that the
Government did not commit sufficient resources, although plenty of rhetoric, to it so that
it produced worthwhile results.
As the member for Collie acknowledged, the result is that many young people have left
town. They are looking for jobs and a future elsewhere. Does the member suggest chat
once the construction of the station is complete those young people will return to Collie?
Where will the extra jobs necessary for that to happen come from?
When the 300 MW power station comes into operation, the Bunbwry power station,
which burns coal, will close. Thai will mean that 70 or 80 MW of coal consuming power
generation will be lost to Collie coal operations at the time of the new 300 MW
operation. In addition, the Muja power station A and B operations will be considered for
ceasing operations. We already have in the annual report a statement in this regard -

Work has started on a $50 million five-year programme to introduce new Control
and Instrument technology at Kwinana Power Station and on the 200 MW units at
Muja Power Station. 'This project will automate most aspects of the operations,
increasing reliability and thermal efficiency.

That is shorthand for indicating that it will lead to automation, and hence less jobs. That
is where the efficiencies will be made with the 300 MW operation in Collie. Fewer jobs
will be involved in power generation in the 200 MW operation at Muja. The same will
be true of other government agencies. It is the privilege of those in Government to
rewrite history. It is easy for people from the Government to go to Collie and preach the
message that half is good enough, and to say that under the rotten Labor people they
would not have anything because the Labor Government would not sign the contracts. It
is easy to say that but none of it is true. Some of the people of Collie are mystified and
they think perhaps it was true. They decide they must look at things positively and not
look back. They think that perhaps the Labor Government was not serious about
building the 600 MW station and perhaps they should be grateful for what they are
getting-
I wonder whether the former member, Tom Jones, would feel grateful for a 300 MW
power station. He certainly would not say he was pleased about it. He certainly would
not say he recognised that economic efficiency meant we had to close underground
mining when we did. He would not say he recognised that company profits and
economies demanded that the coal companies at Collie introduce new working practices
which would lead to further loss of jobs, and that the introduction of new technology and
plant would lead to further jobs. He had a better understanding of the coal industr than
anyone I know. He was always realistic about the future, but he always insisted in the
course of every change that the paramount consideration should be the interests of the
people of Collie and the lives and welfare of the individuals who would be affected by
that change. The difference between him and the current member for Collie has nothing
to do with gender, it is a matter of personalities. Tom Jones would have ensured that
every Cabinet member understood exactly what needed to be done in Collie to make the
transition in a sensible way, to allow the local community time to adjust to the change
and allow it to happen in a way in which the individuals affected could make the
adjustments to their lives in a reasonable way. He would have been absolutely insistent
at every turn that the welfare of those individuals was protected while all that was
happening. He certainly would not have stood in this place arid said he understood it had
to happen, there were economies of scale, we were lucky to have a half station and all the
other things that can be said so nicely. In government he would have crossed the floor to
demonstrate his commitment to the people of Collie and his belief in a fair deal for the
people he represented.
It is a great pity that people such as Tom Jones do not seek preselection these days. We
need members with the commitment to people that he demonstrated and proved in the
years he represented the Collie electorate. 1 do not blame the current member for Collie
altogether, she has a markedly different personality from that of Tom Jones. With due
respect, although she has strong suits in other areas, I do not think she could carry her
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defence of Collie in the same way as Tom Jones would so admirably have done, and have
carried it through to the need to cross the floor to demonstrate his angst about what was
happening. In the end, it is happening. All we are doing on this side of the House is
demonstrating, as Tomi Jones would have demonstrated, that it is not good enough to roll
over and somehow or other indicate that we agree the way the matter has been handled
by the Government has produced the best result that could be achieved for Collie or the
Stare. In the end, the workers have suffered abysmally under the conduct of the two
companies, with the support of this Government. I do not hesitate to describe it in those
terms. Different approaches and methods could have been adopted that would certainly
have achieved a different result, even if we had decided to stay with a 300 MW power
station. That would never have been the case with the Labor Government, which was
committed to a 600 MW station.
I can tell the member for Collie that if the Labor Party had made the same promise to the
people in Collie that die Liberal Party did prior to the last election and had then
dishonoured its promise, despite my lifelong commitment to t Labor Party, I would
have had no hesitation doing what I think Tom Jones would have done. If there had been
any step back at all from that promise, I would have had no hesitation in crossing the
floor. I honestly believe that if we, as politicians and parliamentarians, want some return
of confidence in Parliament and parliamentarians, we cannot approach elections in the
cavalier way that this Government approached the last election in Collie when it was in
opposition. That applies also to Bunbury. The Liberal Party was willing to promise
anything it thought die people of Collie wanted to bear. As soon as the election was
over, the Liberal Party patted poor Hilda on the head and went on with what it intended
to do all the rime; that is, support the gas lobby as quickly as it could. When I arrived at
Parliament House the Monday after the election, who did I find waiting downstars? The
Woodside boys were waiting to see the Premier. They, knew before the election what
they would get from a Liberal Government, and they wanted to be here the week after die
election to make sure it was delivered as soon as possible. People opposite can talk about
corruption and the unfortunate individuals involved in trials recently. Corruption rakes
many forms. and it is certainly corrupt to promise people that if they vote for a certain
party that party will secure the future of their town but, immediately after the election, to
disown that promise. In my view that is more corrupt even than some of the other things
members opposite complain about, because it is creating hope in individuals and then
smashing the aspirations and future of those individuals after the event.
The other aspect is that it is now past the middle of September. The Bill was introduced
on 6 June but the measures it is intended to approve were put into effect by this
Government on 24 June. People opposite may talk about corruption and abuses of
power. Itris certainly an abuse of power for the Government to presume, three months
before Parliament approves the Bill, that it can go ahead and purport to do what the
legislation authorises it to do. Itris a form of corruption when the Government purports
to have power to do what it is doing but the legislation has not been passed by die
Legislative Assembly, let alone the Legislative Council. Indeed, the Bill had its second
reading only 18 days before action began. If there is anything the member for Collie and
the Government can do to make up for what they have done to the community of Collie, I
will support them.
If there is any way at all that I can in any way lend my weight - in a rhetorical sense - to
anything the Government wants to do in Collie, I am more than willing to do so. Collie
will survive. It will be a smaller community but it will retain the characteristics for
which it is renowned through the State. It is a strong community that will survive
because of the characteristics imbued in it by the workers who have moved on to find
work elsewhere.
MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Minister for Resources Development) (10.00 pm]j: I
thank members opposite and the member for Collie for their comments in this debate.
Before I respond to them, I make the point that this amendment Bill will amend the
Western Colieries amendment Act that contains provisions requiring a certain amount of
underground coalmining. Those provisions became redundant around October last year
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when Western Collieries Ltd advised the State Energy Commission of WA and the
Department of Resources Development that it could not deliver the terms of its contract
in either the volume or at the price of underground coal. That precipitated this situation.
It started a process of negotiation between Western Collieries and SEOWA that went on
for some months before; I became aware of it. The situation was brought to my attention
by the department and Western Collieries' management. SEC WA and Western,
Collieries renegotiated the contract so that it is now in the better interests of Western
Australia and its people, particularly electricity consumers. The contract was agreed to
ultimately. The decision to cease underground coamining was a decision by Western
Collieries, not the Government. We were aware of it and accepted it. We thought it was
inevitable, but it was a decision of Western Collieries.
Mr Grill: I have often wondered how the contracts were filled. You mentioned that
Western Collieries advised SECWA and the Government that it could not fulfil the
contract. You have not indicated by what degree it could not do so. I have often
wondered how the contracts were fulfilled and, if they were not fully met, at what price
was the coal acquired by SECWA? Did it come from underground? Was the full
underground price paid? How long did the situation con tinue? There have been rumours
circulating in Collie for a long time by people who should know that coal which was
substituted camne from the open cut.
Mr CU. BARNBTT: I am not aware of the rumours, but obviously there may be scope
for the substitution of coal. I am not aware how long the company has been unable to
fulfil the letter of its agreement. I can provide the information if the member wishes.
The point is that the company could not meet the contract. The contracts were
renegotiated and the clause of the agreement Act became redundant. We are tidying up
after the event.
The member for Eyre indicated that the Opposition would oppose the Bill, and members
opposite do so, partly on philosophical prounds and partly out of loyalty by the Labor
Party to the unions or whatever. I describe the comments by the member for Eyre as a
qualified position because most of his comments seem to support the thrust of the Bill.
He supported the need to have efficient coalmining and to make sure that the wedges of
coal over lease area boundaries were mined. He argued that we should go further and
dispense with SECWA's reservations over unmined coal. The reservations remain at the
request of SECWA and that has been allowed, even though it has been modified.
Allowing coal conveyor access across the area and the question of union coverage are
matters that may be negotiated industrially. An existing conveyor is operating in the area
which goes acrss some lease areas, including areas of land under the control of the
Department of Conservation and Land Management. Even though it is across CALM
land, I understand that unions have coverage and will provide an operation. Precedents
do exist. I think the member for Eyre might agree that is a commercial cum industrial
situation. It can be resolved, but it is not dealt with in this legislation. I note his
comments.
The member for Eyre said that dewatering would allow for the mines to sell water.
Water will remain the property of the State. It would allow companies to supply water to
a private power station or some other use. There is a fine distinction.
Mr Grill interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It will be available to the supplier. We may have to go through the
Water Authority, if there is a commercial arrangement. At the moment, the water is the
property of the State, albeit the Water Authority.
Mr Grill: What about the line down to the coast?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is the saline outfill. There is some confusion about it. My
understanding is that it relates to existing power stations. There, may be another line for
the new power station to dispose of the concentrated saline water. It is a better way, but
that is subject to environmental approval, I agree. I expect that will be the best way to
dispose of the water.
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Dr Turnbull: Where will responsibility lie for the management of the distribution of
resources? I refer to responsibility for the equitable share of water resources within the
community.
Mr CJ. BARNETT: That will be an issue for the Minister for Water Resources, not for
me anid not for the agreement Act. All this will allow is for water from the coalmines to
be supplied. It will be handled as a water resource issue in Collie, and it will require
negotiations between the users of the water.
Dr Turnbull: Does that include the Water Authority.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes. Comments about the Collie power station were made by a
number of members. The member for Cockburn discussed the issue of industrial
relations reform and the like. His comments were not dissimilar to the comments he
made previously. The point that I have made many times is that the economics of the
power station were considered on their commercial merits. Although accusations have
been made that the gas lobby may have had undue influence, I put to members that I have
received far more lobbying by the coalmining interests, including power station interests
based on coal, than from the gas lobby, but I concede that lobbying has come from both
sides. This is a democracy, and people can make their point.
Returning to the recent point made by the member for Eyre, I have received advice about
coal substitution. Open cut coal has been substituted for contracted underground coal for
some time, perhaps around two years. It has been true both in SECWA and Woriley
contracts. The advice I have is that the price paid was the open cut price, not the below
ground price. I can verify that information later.
Mr Grill: That is enough.
Mr C.J. BARNET:. The member for Eyre referred to the Worsicy agreement The
Worsley contracts are not affected by this amendment or by the Western Collieries
agreement Act. That was by way of side letters, and Worsley was freed from its
obligation some months ago. That is not part of this agreement Bill.
The member for Collie gave a well-researched history and account of 100 years of
underground coalmining in Collie. I congratulate her for the way in which she, as a local
member, has weathered a situation that cannot have been easy; that is, having these
industrial changes occur, and particularly the cessation of underground coalmining. She
has shown both courage and honesty. She has told the story as it is. She has not run
away from the need for industrial reform and, to use her words, the need to take Collie
into the twenty-first century. Ultimately, the best thing for Collie is for it to be as
efficient and competent as possible as both a coalminer and a power generator, because
there is real competition from gas and other sources of power.
The member for Mitchell made a number of points concerning the Collie power station
and its history. We have had that debate in this House on many occasions and I do not
intend to go through it again. I simply make the point -

Mr Grill: We will go through it again and again.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not going to go through it again and again. I had hoped this
might be the last gasp of the Collie power station debate. At the end of the day, the
coalition Government stands on its record. We decided that construction would start by
the second half of next year. That $575m turn key project will probably be the largest
government funded single contract project we will see in Western Australia in this
decade, or for a long time. Its construction will involve approximately 600 jobs. As a
result of the nature of the project it will take a long time to build. Members will be aware
that in addition to the Collie task force, I and the Deputy Premier and our respective
Departments of Commerce and Trade and of Resources Development have jointly funded
an industry officer to work out of Collie and Bunbury to ensure that as much of the
contracts and subcontracts as possible is let to local firms. There will be a very genuine
and, I ruist, effective program to ensure we concentrate as much work in the south west
as possible.
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Mr D.L. Smith: You will have cvery support from me in doing that.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I can only imagine the decision to close underground coalniining
was extremely difficult for the people who have a long history of coalinining. It would
have been traumatic for the town, given its history and the importanice of coalnining.
Dr Turnbull: It was certainly very hard for the management of Western Collieries.
Mr CU. BARNETT: It resulted in job losses of approximately 239. Of those, 197 were
on a voluntary basis. I take the point that when there is no alternative, voluntary
redundancy should be interpreted with caution. People accepted the voluntary
redundancy package knowing that was the end of underground coalotining.
Nevertheless, the companies made good efforts to handle that process.
The member for Mitchell talked about delay. He will be aware that part of the reason for
delay in that closure was the coalmining unions, which wanted to spread the process and
allow greater time for adjustment.
Mr Grill: They made a greater fist of it after we had discussion.
Mr CJ. BARNEIT: They left gradually rather than instantly.
Dr Turnbull: That decision to extend the time came as a result of consideration from
many people in the community. The general community said they wanted it
Mr Grill: The member for Collie should be more generous: it was made within twenty
minutes of our visiting them.
The ACiNG SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order!
Mr C.J. BARNETIT: At the end'of the day, despite all the claims and countercaims, the
inescapable conclusion, with which all members must agree even though they may find it
difficult, is that underground coalmining at about $60 a tonnec was uncompetitive with
above pround coalmining. It is also the case - it has been conceded by the member for
Cockburn - that originally it was thought necessary to preserve the coal resource of at
least 800 million tonnes of proven open cut coalmining in Collie. At current rates of
production that resource will last 130 years. The below ground reserves are not
quarantined or sterilised for the future, but can be used again.
As difficult as this process must have been and continues to be for the township and
workers of Collie, the future is one Collie can have with confidence. As part of the
process of stopping underground coatmining, the Western Collieries coal contract is
extended by seven years. Certainly the volume has been reduced, but the term and
therefore security of employment has been substantially increased to the year 2010. At
the same time, Western Collieries has made a commitment to develop its premier open
cut mine at a development cost of approximately $l100m.
Most importantly, this Government has decided to proceed with a 300 MW coal fired
power station. Much was said about the economies of scale and I concede that the larger
the project, the greater the economy of scale. In power stations, the economy of scale is
in the size of the generating sets.
Mr Grill: We have always spoken about the economies of scale in respect of the mining
of coal.
Mr CI. BARNETT: I understand that argument. When I first studied this-problem after
the election I believed that a two x 200 MW power station might be a better option. The
figures clearly showed it was not. The standing economy of scale for power generation is
300 MW units. That makes i. difficult for the Government because we must make lumpy
investment decisions. That is partly as a result of the timing. It would be easier if the
economy of scale were in smaller generating operations.
Mr D.L. SMIH: The coal companies do not feel secure beyond 16 years from now.
Western Collieries wanted to write off the $100m investment for a higher priced project.
Mr CJ. BARNETT: It should feel secure, because this power station will operate for at
least 30 years - probably 50.
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At the end of the day we should not forget that this is all about the energy consumer. I
acknowledge that the debate focuses on Collie and the job losses that occurred. As part
of this process of renegotiating the Western Collieries coal contract, the values in that
contract were reduced. The price of coal and volumes effectively mean a $200m saving
to SECWA over the 10 years remaining on that coal contract and therefore to electricity
consumers. At the end of the day, regardless of what we say about the process, there is a
winner and that is the electricity consumer in this State.
Mr Grill: We know that savings should have been larger.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Eyre has a philosophy that a power station should
be built to justify operating coalnmines. Perhaps my logic is warped, but I believe
coalmines should be developed to supply power stations. The optimal decision was made
by this Government. I do not know for sure, but the power station may well include a
second 300 MW station in the end. Certain facilities have been included in that design to
accommodate a second 300 MW unit. In fact, the site can accommodate substantially
mome than that. Collie has a future. While gas is highly competitive now, 1 expect that
the trend over the next decade will be for the international price of gas to rise and,
therefore, the relative competitiveness of coal to improve.
Mr Grill: We agree on that. It is nice to hear you embrace our arguments. You made
coal much less competitive than it should be.
Mr C.J. BARNETrT: I do not believe that, because Collie and the coal industry have
benefited from a Government that did not take four years, but six months, to make a
decision. In four years members opposite could not make a decision; they kept on
making promises. It took this Government a further six months to sign the contracts.
Next year the bulldozers will be on site, the conssruction workers will be employed and
Collie will be happy.
Mr Grill interjected.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: The member for Eyre has some credibility down there, but the
member for Victoria Park does not Last time I was in Collie the coalmine workers'
executive said that if he ever returned to Collie and underground coalminting was in
operation, they would throw him in it. In the last debate before the election, after four
years. he talked about moving into a decision zone. It was an absolute joke.
Mr Thomas: I was in Collie with him the day you announced the closure of below
ground coalmining, and what you are saying is not true. We met with those people.
Mr CJ. BARNETT: I do not lie; they told me that. Members opposite should send him
to Collie and see what happens to him. At the end of the day we can argue this issue
inside out as we have done, and will probably do again, although I hope we do not.
Ultimately, the result comes down to performance. The Liberal-National Party coalition
will ensure a power station is built in Collie. It will be one that is good for Collie, the
coal industry, and the State. Most importantly, it will be in the interests of the electricity
consumers and taxpayers. I thank members for their comments.
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (28)
Mr Ca. Barnest MKierath I&W. Smith
Wr Board P&Lewis Mr Strickland
Mir Bradshaw Mr Marshiall Mr Trcnmrden
Dr Constable Mr Minson Nr Tubby
Mrt Cowan Mr Nicholls Dr Turnbull
Mr Day Mr Omodel Mrs van de Kiashors
Mrs Edwarles Mr Osborne Mr Wiese
Dr fames Mrs Parker Mr Dloffwirch (Teller)
I& Haus Mr Pendal
P& Johnson Mr Prince
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Noes (21)

Mr Bridge Mr~riil WMR
Mr Brown Mrs Hailahan Mr D . Smd
Mr Catania Mrs Headmn Mr Taylor
Mr Cunningham Mr Kobelke Mr Thomas
Dr Edwards Mr Marlborough Ms Wamnock
Dr Gallop Mr McGinty Dr Wasn
Mr Gnaam Mr Riebeling Mr ay (rdekr)

Question thus passed.
Bill read a second time.

Third Reading
[cave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Minister for Resources
Development), and transmitted to the Council.

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (No 1)
Third Reading

MR CJ. BARNETT (Cotteslac - Leader of the House) [ 10.23 pm]: I move -
That the Bill be now read a third time.

,MR BROWN (Morle y), (1O.;24'pm]:* I will refer to three very important matters that
'were raised-during the Estimates Committees. They relate to the provision of financial
assistance from the- State -for homeless persons, financial assistance for community
orianisations supplying assistance to families and children, and the family crisis
program.
In relation to the provision of financial support to homeless persons, laze last year the
Minister for Community Development commissioned a review of the supported
accommodation assistance program. flat review was carried out and a report was
provided to die Minister in February this year. Under this program both die
Commonwealth and the State provide funds for homeless persons and for women
escaping domestic violence.
The program has been reviewed on a number of occasions. The 1982-83 review
recommended that the range of commonwealth and then stare programs be integrated into
a single cost-shared program administered totally by the Stare. The program at that time
covered youth accommodation services, services for homeless persons, services for
family support, a children's services program and child care in refuges, a women's refuge
program and a women's emergency service program. The SAM' program was again
reviewed in 1989. At that stage the target groups of the program were reviewed and
these were defined as providing accommodation for young people; women; women with
children; families, including single parents; single men; and single women. At that time
it was also decided that the focus of the program should change from the provision of
crisis services to the provision of a range of services designed to facilitate the transition
of service users from their homeless state to independent living, wherever possible.
The report of the review was prepared and presented to the Minister in February 1994.
and the Minister released the report in July 1994 when he indicated in his media release
that the general thrust of the report was accepted by the Government and that he, as the
Minister, would be pursuing the major structural changes recommended by that review.
He also indicated that an implementation committee had been established to prepare a
strategy for pursuing the changes.
To show the significance of the changes envisaged by the review, it is important to go to
the existing services that are in place in the metropolitan area and country areas. For the
purpose of this debate I will merely refer to the metropolitan services. Currently there
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are 13 women's refuges, 17 accommodation services for youth, eight services for single
men, five for single women, three for families and 10 agencies for more than one target
group. The review examined the role and the need for those services in broad terms.
The review recommended that a restructuring of the services take place. It is proposed to
reduce the number of agencies provided for homeless persons in Western Australia. It is
proposed that there be a reduction in the number of women's refuges, and in
accommodation services for youth, single mn and single women. That is of concern to
those agencies, both religious and community based organisations, which are providing
important services to the community for homeless women and men, and women in
domestic violence situations. What that means is that the number of beds that are
available for people who are destitute and in need of accommodation will shrink. It has
been put to me by at least one of the religious organisations providing services that this
will mean that Perth will see more people, especially men, living on the streets and in
cardboard boxes, which is something that Perth has not seen for many years.
The agencies that operate in this field are also concerned that the normal steps that
accompany a government review have not taken place; that is, it is normal when a
Government carries out reviews to, firstly, present a report to the Parliament and to the
people;, secondly, for the Government to go through a period of deliberation about that
report and to conclude an attitude towards it; and, thirdly, having concluded an attitude
and a policy, invite those people who are caught by the policy to make appropriate
submissions. In this review the second step is missing;, that is, the report has been
presented and the Government has indicated that it intends implementing the broad thrust
of the report, but without giving due consideration to the needs of the agencies in the
field. A number of agencies have come to me and expressed concern about the process
being put in place by the Government. The agencies feel that they are being railroaded
and that, while the report is credible, it appears that the Government is using a mirrors
and smoke exercise to divert funding from some 'agencies to fund others that are in
accord with the Government's political philosophies.
The agencies believe time should be set aside now for a critical analysis of that report
This report cannot be left on the shelf or implemented without affecting people's lives. It
affects the most vulnerable in our community and it needs to be examined in detail and
with precision. Therefore, the many agencies with which I have spoken believe a critical
analysis of the report needs to be done in the first place and, secondly, a plan for
implemnentation should be drawn up over time. It has been put to me that the agencies
concerned need at least six months to examine the report and put forward views about
implementing some of the recommendations because it is not possible for agencies to
implement or to endeavour to implement those recommendations overnight.
The agencies have complained to me that there is a lack of concrete information coming
from the Minister's office and from the department and that is creating a great deal of
anxiety among the agencies, their staff and their clients. As I have said, additional time
and resources am needed for the agencies to respond. It has been put to me that any
proper examination of the report will need additional financial resources to be provided
by the Government. The agencies which operate in this field are not flush with funds.
Some of the agencies have a small independent income which enables them to do some
research and some coordination. However, many agencies rely on the grant they receive
from the Government to provide the accommodation, counselling and other services that
they do provide. There is no capacity within their existing staffing structures to provide
the services they provide and re-examine their operations and prepare the submissions
that this review envisages. There is a concern in the field that the review may seek to
limit the nature of management structures that are currently in place. There is a concern
that the Government is heading in a direction where those who support community based
management structures will be moved out and that small agencies who serve local
community groups likewise will not be funded.
It has been put to me by agencies in die field that, for the field to operate correctly and
provide the range of services to people in need, there should be a variety of management
models in order that the needs of clients and homeless persons can be catered for
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correctly. It has been put to me also that the Government needs to provide additional
information about what exactly is proposed. Currently, agencies make a number of
inquiries only to find that either the information is not available or that, when questions
have been put to various senior officers in the department, they have not been considered.
I understand that because I have endeavoured in this House to get some answers to some
of those questions. Last week, I received a number of answers to questions that I had
asked. The rust question I asked was -

Does die Government support each and every recommendation contained in the
recent Bandt Gutter review of the Supported Accommodation Assistance

The answer was -

The recommendations are still being considered.
I asked further -

Has the Government accepted the proposals by Bandt Gutter outlined on pages
131 and 132 of the report into the Supported Accommodation Assistance
Program?

Again, the answer was -
The recommendations ar still being considered.

Another question I asked was -
Has the Government accepted the proposed Supported Accommodation
Assistance Program metropolitan service areas contained in the Bandt Gutter
report on page 139?

The answer was -
The proposed service areas are under consideration.

1 asked further -

Has the Government accepted the method of defunding existing services and
selecting sponsor organisations as outlined on pages 204 and 205 of the Bandt
Gutter report into the Supported Accommodation Assistance Program?

Memnbers will be surprised to know that the answer was -
This is still under consideration.

What all that means is that the Minister has indicated that reviews will be put in place
and existing agencies will be required to put forward submissions or tenders and may be
refunded from 1 July 1995. However, more particularly. some of the agencies that
operate currently will not receive funding and they will have to close down.
The agencies want to know at the earliest possible rime what the selection criteria will be.
It is not an unreasonable proposition because many of the agencies are not sophisticated.
They do not have sophisticated computer programs and they are not in a position to be
able to put up the sort of tendering arrangements that the Government may require.
Therefore, they are willing me and I am sure they are telling the Minister to tell them what
the criteria are. They want to know what they have to satisfy in order to be funded next
year. It is important that these agencies know that well in advance for obvious measons.
All of them employ staff and it is not unreasonable to give the staff notice if the service
will not continue. The second thing is that all of the agencies cater for clients. In some
instances they cater for clients who are long term chronic clients. If the agency has to
close, the clients have to be placed elsewhere. Therefore, they need long term notice.
The third point is that a number of the agencies over the years have been able to obtain
other funding to secure accommodation. They have land or properties which they use for
the purpose of providing accommodation for homeless people. [( they are not going to be
funded by way of recurrent grants for staff and other costs to provide the service, they
wil need to dispose of the property. They will need to ensure that other agencies of a
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similar mind or ideology can take over the property or that the property can be otherwise
dispensed with. These are not simple decisions that people can make overnight; indeed,
nor should they.
I urge the Minister - I am sure he is being urged by the field, as it is known - to ensure
that people have this information at the earliest possible time. 'he impression given to
the field is that there is not a clear picture of what will be required. The Government has
accepted a report without knowing how to implement it or what the criteria will be. The
Government has determined to close down a range of agencies and reshape the sector
without clearly knowing how to do it. If that is the perception - it seems to be - and the
perception is correct, I prevail on the Minister, particularly in the interests of the clients
of these services, the most vulnerable in our community, the homeless persons, to ensure
that the deadline of 30 June next year is extended. It seems to me and to many agencies
in the field that if that deadline is maintained, if agencies are to be defunded from that
date, and if the whole sector under the supported accommodation assistance plan is to be
restructured by that date, it will be a painful process, not only to agencies, but also to
clients and staff of those agencies. That is an important issue.
The concerns of the agencies do not stop there. Thle SAAP report, which presented an
overall analysis of what the sector looks like, is not entirely accurate. The agencies have
drawn to my attention inaccuracies in that report and it concerns them that the
Government will make decisions on what in some respects is inaccurate information. I
implore the Minister and the Government to be precise. People and agencies want to
know, if they must put in tenders to show given outcomes that will be nominated by the
Government, what outcomes are required and whether those outcomes will be agreed
between the community sector and the Government or whether they will be dictated by
the Government of the day. This is an important issue. It deals with the people who are
the most vulnerable in our community. It needs to be dealt with sensitively and carefully.
If it is not, the impact of dealing with it insensitively and in a rushed way could mean that
people are not provided with emergency accommodation when they require it. That
could have a disastrous impact not only for those people, but also for others who come in
contact with them.
[The member's time expired.]
MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [10.43 pm]: I will talk about the process we have just
been through with the Estimates Committees, which ame the subject of a report the House
is debating. The Estimates Committee system which we now use to scrutinise the Budget
in detail is deficient in two respects: Firstly, it does not deal with capital items, which I
believe the House should consider in the same sort of detail as it does recurrent items.
Secondly, the deficiency to which I draw particular attention on this occasion is that the
so-called off budget items - the State Energy Commission of Western Australia, the
Water Authority of Western Australia and other organisations which are an important
part of the public sector - are not subject to the scrutiny of the Estimates Committee
process. That is a serious deficiency.
The passing of the Budget is probably one of the most important functions of Parliament.
If it is not passed, the Government falls. Short of that, the Parliament has a considerable
responsibility to ensure that the Budget is a wise one, to ensure that the money is
allocated by the Government in a proper manner, and to subject the Government to
examination in one way or Mnother in that process. This House has few responsibilities
which are more important than that. In the time I have been in this Parliament, which is
not long, a substantial improvement has occurred in that process with the introduction of
the Estimates Committees.
When I first became a member of this place there was only a general Committee stage of
the Bill. That Committee stage was like the Committee stage of any other Bill. We
would go through the items clause by clause. However, rather than subject them to the
scrutiny which the Estimates Committee does where people ane able to be called in to
answer questions, members used that opportunity for what was essentially a general
debate, but in sequence. Members would make speeches that were only marginally
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relevant to dhe item under discussion, and rarely relevant to the proposal that a certain
sum of money be allocated for that purpose. As a consequence of that practice there was
agreement on both sides of the House during the period the Labor Party was in
Government to move to Estimates Committees. Those who had the opportunity to visit
other Legislatures and see Estimates Committees operating in other systems
recommended that a similar process should apply here.
All members would agree that the process now in place is a substantial improvement. It
means that we axe able to subject the various items that are proposed in the Budget to a
much closer scrutiny than would otherwise be the case. Officers from the departments
are able to advise Ministers or on occasion answer questions, as a consequence of which
members of the House who have an interest in a certain subject axe able to pursue that
interest much more closely than the budget debate would otherwise allow. I am sure all
members would agree that this is a better system. However, the system is deficient in
that capital items are not subject to scrutiny. I refer to that only in passing because it
would simply require the Government agreeing with the Opposition for that to occur with
capital items. That would be a desirable process. I am sure most members would like
the opportunity, on behalf of their portfolio interests and of their electorates, to ask
questions in the son of detail that is permitted with recurrent expenditure.
The other major weakness of the Estimates Committee process is that so-called off
budget items are not part of the process. They are called off budget items in the
vernacular because they arc not part of the appropriations Bill which is generally known
as the Budget. They are not part of consolidated revenue. Some of the major parts of the
public sector in Western Australia would be characterised as off budget. In my shadow
portfolio responsibilities the major item is the State Energy Commission. SECWA is a
major part of the public sector - I suspect the largest - which raises and expends a
substantial amount of money. That is all public sector money. 1, as a member with
shadow ministerial responsibilities, and all members representing their constituents can
quite properly ask questions and feel concerned about the way in which SECWA is
administered.
I ask the Minister for some detail of policies for these matters which affect our
electorates directly. Very few matters affect our constituents more directly than
questions such as the policy of the Government on domestic electricity charges, or the
policy of SECWA on the lopping of brees and other matters which impinge on
households. At a wider level we all have responsibilities for the welfare of our
community through the buoyancy of our economy; the way SECWA conducts its affairs
in that respect has implications for our constituents. As members of Parliament we are
all quite properly concerned in our duties with SECWA. I am sure my colleague the
member for Belmont would be able to make a similar case about the Water Authority of
Western Australia and the way in which it should be subject to similar scrutiny in the
Estimates Committee process. That is not able to be done, and that is a weakness in our
process. During the Estimates Committee I raised with the Minister the suggestion that
some process similar to the Estimates Committee could be applied to off-budget items. I
referred particularly to his primary responsibility for SECWA. I suggested to the
Minister that as the SECWA legislation is to be completely repealed and new legislation
introduced, I understand, later this week to replace SECWA with two separate businesses
of electricity and gas, which means the whole legislation constituting the energy utilities
in this State is to be before this House and completely rewritten between now and the end
of the year, it would be an opportune time for this process to be considered.
Unfortunately my pleas fell on deaf ears.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The opportunity is not for that debate. The opportunity is for the
legitimate issue of a committee moved by the member for Scarborough. You are talking
about a procedural process which I assume you would not apply to Westrail or anything
else.
Mr THOMAS: The Water Authority?
Mr Cii. Barnett: Yes.
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Mr THOMAS: Is fth Minister for Energy suggesting the Governmzent is prepared to
accept that process for off-budget items?
Mr C.J. Barnett: I have said nothing. I made the same argument in Opposition as you
are making now.
Mr THOMAS: I am just about to quote from that.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: I think this would be an opportunity to raise that matter through the
committee.
Mr THOMAS: I am pleased to hear the Minister suggest that there is an opportunity for
the matter to be considered It is not just my idea that this Parliament should subject all
arecas of the public sector to the sort of scrutiny given to the consolidated fund in the
Estimates Comimittee. The royal commission raised this very issue. I quote briefly from
paragraph (5) in appendix 6 of die issues paper -

Government in Commerce
We recognise that it is for a government to determine when and to what extent the
public sector should be involved in commercial activity. It is also clear, however,
that any such involvement should be accompanied by adequate measures
designed to secure accountability to the Parliament and to the public. We have
already referred to public sector auditing; but beyond this there are other matters
worthy of attention. Are our priesent procedures for financial reporting to
Parliament by statutory bodies and State owned companies as effective as they
should be? If government, or a statutory authority, is to conduct operations
through a registered company..

It goes on to talk about registered companies, which is not exactly what I had in mind in
this case, and to suggest that there should be full accountability for all financial
undertakcings by government in Western Australia - what I might broadly describe as the
public sector. That mnatter was raised by the royal commission in the issues paper.
Subsequent to the publication of that, as members will be aware, the first and second
report recommendations camne out. On page (xii) of the second report mrecomendation
30 states -

The Commission on Government inquire into the means best suited to be adopted
by the Parliament to bring the entire public sector under its scrutiny and review.
In this, particular regard should be had -

(a) to the use of parliamentary committees for the purpose;
(b) to question time; and
(c) to the manner in which the departments and agencies of government

should be required to report to the Parliament.
As we know the Government has been very tardy in accepding the royal commission
mrecomendations on reform of the processes of Parliament and the public sector. All the

Government has done is to announce the appointment of the Commission on
Government. Where the royal commission was not able to make substantive
recommendations, it suggested the Commission on Government, which it foreshadowed,
should look into those matters. As you will be aware, Mr Acting Speaker, having been
there at the time, the former Government was ready to appoint a commission on
government in consultation with the then Opposition. By now it would have been in
operation for some 18 months and probably made some substantive recmmendations
which would have come forward in the form of legislation. As we have indicated, the
Government has been very tardy, so we are now in a situation where we are considering
the committe report for the second Court Budget, as it were, and nothing has been done
to improve the reporting procedures of these off-budget items. That means that we as a
Parliament are less able to discharge the duties with which the public entrust us.
The public expects us to look at the financial management of all aspects of the public
sector, not only those contained in the consolidated revenue. Constituents from
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Cockbumn or people concerned with some aspect of the administration of SECWA, over
which I have some shadow portfolio responsibility, have suggested thai something is not
correct in the way it is being administered and that questions should be asked about some
aspects of its budget. This has been done in the same way as they might suggest on other
occasions that questions should be raised about some aspects of the expenditure of the
Education Department. When I receive representations such as those, in the normal
course of events I say, "That is all right. We have the Estimates Committee coming up
later this year. I will raise the mailer then." When it is about SECWA, the Water
Authority or other agencies referred to by the Minister for Energy I cannot say that I will
raise it in the Estimates Committee because, unfortunately, the committee is not able to
scrutinise that element of the public sector. That is notwithstanding the fact that the
issues paper of the royal commission raised that as an important issue and, indeed,
recommended that the Commission on Government should look at that. Obviously the
Commission on Government could and should look at that, but it would be quite within
our responsibilities in these Houses of Parliament to devise procedures to deal with that
ourselves. The Opposition has indicated its preparedness to do so, but the Government,
as always, as I have said, has been very tardy in dealing with it.
I was interested to hear the Minister for Energy suggest that a committee - which is
apparently on the Notice Paper, although I am not familiar with it - proposed by the
member for Scarborough would provide a vehicle for doing that. I was pleased to hear
implied in his statement that he would be prepared to favourably consider such a
proposition. When we were before the Estimates Committee I put the proposition to the
Minister, and he seemed to be very negative. The House should be aware of what the
Minister said in the committee when the proposition was put to him. Page 202 of the
Estimates Committee Mansard of 23 August of this year indicates that I said the
following to the Leader of the House -

Bodies such as the State Energy Commission, being off-budget, are not subject to
the scrutiny of the process which we are now going through. I feel that that is a
disadvantage. In the legislation that will be brought forward to create the new
electricity business and the gas business, is it the Government's intention to make
those businesses accountable by subjecting them to the same scrutiny as CRF
divisions of government; namely the Estimates Committees.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: No.
Mr THOMAS: Is it not the Government's intention that they should be
accountable?
Mr CJ). BARNETIT: No, and for good reason.

The Minister then went on to argue why that should not be the case. He referred to
criteria such as commercial confidentiality. However, those arguments were used, and
passionately opposed by the Minister in other circumstances in the past. At the end of
the paragraph the Minister said -

An argument could be put that we perhaps should have an estimates committee
for statutory authorities. If we were in opposition. I would argue for it
passionately, too. I did so two years ago.

Mr C.). Barnett: I was a rash, inexperienced member of Parliament two years ago!
Mr THOMAS: The Minister said that a case could be made for the Estimates Committee
process to cover statutory authorities; he acknowledged that that was part of the process
of accountability. However, when it was put to him whether the Government should be
accountable, he said no. He then recalled the fact that some two years prior to that he had
argued for the process I advocated.
Royal commission recommendations in volume 11 and references in report volume I
relate to accountability and the responsibility of Parliament to ensure that the
Government and the Executive art accountable. 1Tat is why we elect Governments. In
the circumstances and political milieu in the wake of the royal commission, the prime
responsibility of the Parliament was to ensure that recommendations and suggestions
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were pursued. We are now in the second year of the Court Government, and we are
debating the third reading of the second Court BudgeL However, no substantial steps
have been taken on accountability questions.
If new questions had been advanced, one would not be surprised if the Government did
not have proposals prepared. However, for years prior to the last State electdon members
opposite said we should have full accountability. The Leader of the House argued in
opposition that the agencies in question should come within the Estimates Committee
process. Therefore, members opposite have thought about the matter, yet all they have
done in government is appoint a Commission on Government to draw up proposals.
These recommendations will come to Parliament for debate and amendment, and then
legislative changes to the procedure will occur. This will take years, and that delay may
not be necessary. The Minister has said that he is not interested in accountability.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Kobelke.

House adjourned at 11.0.4 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

GOVERNMENT REPORTS - COMMISSIONED SINCE STATE ELECTION
789. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Resources Development:

(1) What reports have been commissioned by departments, agencies and/or
statutory authorities under the Minister's control since the state election in
February 19937

(2) Which reports ame available to the public?
(3) What was the cost of each report?
(4) Who undertook each report?
The answer was tabled.
[See paper No 304.]
PERPETUAL TRUSTEES WA LTD - GOVERNMENT FUNDS LODGED

803. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Primary Industry; Fisheries:
(1) What departments or agencies within the Minister's responsibilities have

moneys from mrust funds or other accounts lodged with the Perpetual
Trustees WA group of companies?

(2) When were these funds lodged with the Perpetual Trustees group and what
was the amount in each case?

Mr HOUSE replied:
(I1)-(2)

Co-operative Bulk Handling Limited has since 1988 invested an amount
of $1 128 600 in Growth Equities Mutual Property Trust of which
Perpetual Trustees are trustees. No other agency under my control has any
particular dealings with the Perpetual Trustees WA group of companies.

PERPETUAL TRUSTEES WA LTD - GOVERNMENT FUNDS LODGED
805. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) What departments or agencies within the Minister's responsibilities have
moneys from miust funds or other accounts lodged with the Perpetual
Trustees WA group of companies?

(2) When were these funds lodged with the Perpetual Trustees group and what
was the amount in each case?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response-
(1) No departments or agencies within the Transport portfolio have

moneys lodged with the Perpetual Trustees WA group of
companies.

(2) Not applicable.
PERPETUAL TRUSTEES WA LTD - GOVERNMENT FUNDS LODGED

807. Mr KOBELK to the Attorney General; Minister for Women's Interests;
Parliamentary and Electoral Affairs:
(1) What departments or agencies within the Minister's responsibilities have

moneys from miust funds or other accounts lodged with the Perpetual
Trustees WA group of companies?

(2) When were these funds lodged with the Perpetual Trustees group and what
was the amount in each case?
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Mrs EDWARDES replied:
(1)-(2) There are no government funds invested in the Perpetual Trustees WA

group of companies from depasunents or agencies within my
responsibilities. However, the Public Trustee, on behalf of its clients, has
invested private trust moneys with Perpetual Trustees as recommended by
independent financial advisers.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "ACRICULTURE PORTFOLIO
REVIEW', PRODUCT1ION

959. MW GRAHAM to the Minister for Primary Industry;
(1) What was the cost of production of the document "Agriculture Portfolio

Review" - August 1994?
(2) What was the purpose of producing the document?
(3) What was dhe cost of distribution of the document?
(4) To whom were the copies distributed?
(5) Where was the document printed?
Mr HOUSE replied:

I refer the member to parliamentary question 1137.
(1) The cost of production was $1 770 for 6 000 copies-
(2) The purpose of the newsletter is to inform staff, the agricultural

sector and other interested parties of the progress with the
agriculture portfolio review.

(3) The document was distributed through Mail West.
(4) Copies of the document were distributed to -

(a) All staff members of the Department of Agriculture, the
Agriculture Protection Board and the Rural Adjustment and
Finance Corporation;

(b) boards and advisory committees to these organisations;
(c) farmers' organisations;
(d) agribusiness organisations and commercial agribusiness

companies;
(c) statutory marketing authorities;
(f) research institutions and research funding bodies;
(g) other government organisations with an interest in

agriculture;
(h) attendees at all workshops associated with the Agriculture

Portfolio Review; and
(i) all members of the Western Australian Parliament.

(5) The document was printed in Perth.
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - COMMUNITY BASED

MANAGEMENT MODEL FOR COMMUNITY ORGANISATIONS
1018. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:

Does government policy support the use of the community based
management model for community organisations delivering services
funded through the Department for Community Development?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
Yes.

[ASSEMBLY]4584



[Tuesday, 20 September 1994] 48

GOVERNMENT PURCHASING - AUSTRALIAN RECYCLED PRODUCTS
POLICY

1062. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Resources Development; Energy:
(1) Which departments within the Minister's portfolios have adopted

purchasing policies which have a degree of preference for Australian
recycled products?

(2) When was each such purchasing policy adopted?
(3) What are the key elements of each such purchasing policy?
Mr C.J BARNETT replied:

Department of Resources Development -

(1) The Department of Resources Development is only a small
purchaser of consumer products. The DRD does purchase
recycled products where available and cost effective but has not
adopted a purchasing policy which has a degree of preference for
Australian recycled products.

(2)-(3) Not applicable.
SEOWA -

(1) SECWA has such a policy.
(2) The SECWA Accounting Manual volume 3. firs: published in

1989. contains an Austraian preference policy and includes
policies issued by the State Supply Commission. The recycled
products policy was released by the State Supply Commission in
February 1993 and included as an amendment to SECWA's
manual in July of that year.

(3) Where SECWA is intending to purchase a good that has a
recycled/recyclable alternative, the recycled/recyclable alternative
shall be given preference where all evaluation criteria are equal.

GOVERNMENT PURCHASING - AUSTRALIAN RECYCLED PRODUCTS
POLICY

1072. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs; Housing:
(1) Which departments within the Minister's portfolios have adopted

purchasing policies which have a degree of preference for Australian
recycled products?

(2) When was each such purchasing policy adopted?
(3) What are the key elements of each such purchasing policy?
Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) None of the departments within die Minister's portfolios has a specific

purchasing policy in respect of Australian recycled products.
(2)-(3) Not applicable.

BUSHMEAD LAND - COMMONWEALTH, STATE CONTROL
1082. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Has the State Government entered into negotiations with die
Commonwealth Government for purchase or transfer of the
commonwealth land at Bushmead to die State?

(2) Has an agreement been reached with respect to the State gaining control of
the Buslimead land?.

(3) If no to (2), then what further plans does the State have with respect to
acquiring this land from the Commonwealth?
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Mr PRINCE replied:
(1)-(2) No.
(3) None.

CAVERSHAM AIR BASE LAND - COMMONWEALTH, STATE CONTROL
1083. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Has the State Government entered into negotiations with the
Commonwealth Government for purc hase or transfer of the Caversharn
Air Base to the State?

(2) Has an agreement been reached with respect to the Stare gaining control of
the Caversham Air Base land?

(3) If no to (2), what further plans'does the State have with respect to
acquiring this land from the Commonwealth?

Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) No.
(3) I wil be approaching the Minister for Planning to jointly support the

acquisition proposal by contact with the Federal Defence Minister.
REFRIGERATORS - WASTE DISPOSAL; CFCs MONITORING

1091. Mr KOBELKE to the inister for the Environment:
(1) What procedures are required for the disposal of old refrigerators?
(2) What council collection depots within the Perth metropolitan area

conform to the above procedures?
(3) What level of monitoring is undertaken by the Office of Waste

Management to ensure that CFCs are not being emitted into the
atmosphere from old fridges left at waste disposal sites?

(4) Is the Minister aware that the costs of disposal of old refrigerators may
often exceed the value of the recovered metals?

(5) Has the Minister considered the possibility of deposit type legislation to
assist in the cost of recovering CFCs front obsolete and discarded
refrigerators?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Under clause (2)(b) of the Environmental Protection (Ozone Protection)

Policy 1993, it is illegal to dispose of a refrigerator, other than a domestic
refrigerator containing less than 3 kilograms of an ozone-depleting
substance; ie. domestic refrigerators ame excluded from the policy, in line
with the recommendations of the ANZECC strategy for ozone protection
in Australia. The vast majority of refrigerators disposed of are domestic.
The few commercial refrigerators disposed of first have gas removed. The
volume of gas involved makes this attractive from an economic as weli as
an environmental point of view.

(2) Given (1) above, not applicable. However, I am advised that some
councils utilise a contractor to recover CFCs from discarded refrigerators.

(3) The Department of Environmental Protection does not monitor the
disposal of refrigerators.

(4) No; however, as with many other items of waste, this may well be the
case.

(5) No, most obsolete and discarded refrigerators awe domestic and contain
relatively small amounts of CFCs. However, for commercial refrigerators,
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to encourage die reclamation of ozone-depleting gases, an industry
scheme has been implemented whereby a $1 per kilogram levy has been
imposed on the sale of all ozone-depleting gases. The money raised is
then used to subsidise the $2.50 per kg cost for return and reclamnation of
used CFCs. From 15 August 1994, all new refrigerators manufactured in
Australia, or imported into Australia, must use refrigerant gases which do
not deplete the ozone layer.

RECYCLING - BURNING OF ELECTRIC MOTORS FOR RECOVERY OF
COPPER WIRE

1092. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) Is die Minister aware chat electric motors are being burnt at the City of

Stiiding waste transfer station in Balcatta in order to assist in recovery of
the copper from the motor windlings?

(2) How long has this practice been used forthe recovery of copper wire?
(3) What pollutants are created by this practice?
(4) What action, if any, is being taken to ensure chat such practices do not

contribute to environmental pollution and possible health risks?
(5) Is this a common practice for the recovery of copper wire and, if so, under

what safeguards should such practices be permitted to continue?
(6) If a permit is required for the burning of electric motors, has the City of

Stirling or its waste disposal contractor, Ad as, obtained such a permit?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) I have been advised that this technique has been used in the past but the

practice has been discontinued.
(2) I am not aware of the exact length of time. Information provided by the

operator of the transfer station suggests that the practice was used for a
brief period by a recycling contractor.

(3) The pollutants generated would depend on the insulating materials used on
the motor windings. The main environmental impacts would be smoke
and odour.

(4) Immediately the matter was drawn to the attention of the Department of
Environmental Protection, officers investigated and the practice was
haltedL The operator of the transfer station has been instructed that
burning of motors could only be permitted in an incinerator approved for
the purpose.

(5) Open burning of motors and scrap wire was a method traditionally used to
recover copper prior to the introduction of air pollution legislation in the
1960s. It is no longer considered to be an acceptable technique.

(6), As open burning of electric motors is not an environmentally acceptable
technique, it is not possible to obtain a permit. Thus neither the City of
Stirling nor its contractor, Atlas, has such a permit.

HOMESWEST - DEVELOPMENT OPPORTU1N4rIS PROGRAM
1099. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Further to the answer to question on notice 987 of 1994 relating to the
parcels of land sold under the Development Opportunities Program, in
which cases was there an offer for the land at a higher value than the
successful tender but which was not acceptable as that higher tender was
considered non-conforming?

(2) In each of the cases where there was a non-conforming higher price

4587



tendered what were die measons for each higher tender being judged as
non-conforming?

(3) In the cases where a tender was below the accepted price and considered
non- conforming what were the reasons for which it was judged as a non-
conforming tender?

Mr PRINCE replied
(1) Port Kennedy

Caversharn
Warabro Sound.

(2) Port Kennedy - Modification or deletion of clauses in the tender
document. The renderer also wanted no Homeswest
presence in the subdivision.

averham - This render was late. There was also modification
or deletions of clauses in the tender documnent

Warubro Sound - This render was late.
(3) The non-conforming tender for Queens Park was due to late submission.

The remaining five non-conforming renders for Port Kennedy were due to
modifications and deletions to clauses in the tender document.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "A REPRESENTATIVE MARINE RESERVE
FOR WESTERN AUSTRALIA"

I110D. Mr GRAHAM to die Minister for the Environment:
(1) What was the cost of production of the document "A Representative

Marine Reserve for Western Australia"?
(2) What was the purpose of producing die document?
(3) What was the cost of distribution of the document?
(4) To whom were the copies distributed?
(5) Where was the document printed?
(6) By which company was the document printed?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) The cost of consultancy fees paid to Murex Consultants Pty Ltd. for the

chairman of the working group and for the provision of mapping services,
totalled $71 744.07 from December 1991 to release of the report on
30 July 1994. No fees were paid to other members of the working group.
Printing costs totalled $14 200. There was also an input of staff time by
the Department of Conservation and Land Management.

(2) To present proposals for a representative marine reserve system for
Western Australia.

(3) Postage costs for the distribution shown in (4). plus $2 586.88 for
advertising the availability of the report in The West Australian and
regional newspapers.

(4) The report was distributed among the following groups -
Port authorities
Diving groups
Members of Pauliamnent
Relevant Staxe, Commonwealdi and interstate government agencies and
authorities
Peak recrational fishig groups
Comnmercial fishing organizations
Peak conservauion groups
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Peak tourist groups
Coastal councils and shims
Mining and petroleum groups and companies
Aboriginal groups
Working group members
National Parks and Nature Conservation Authority members
Selected individuals
Peak primary producer organisations.
'Me report was also made available for sale at CALM offices.

(5) Perth.
(6) Park Printing Co.
GOVERN'MENT PUBLICATIONS - 'FROM CRISIS TO PREVENTION"

110Q2. Mr GRAHAM to the inister for Community Development:
Which company printed the document "From Crisis to Prevention - The
Community Services Industry Study"?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
Jung Lauvr;c and Shaw.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "FROM CRISIS TO PREVENTION".
SUMMARY

a1103. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Community Development:
Which company printed the -document "From Crisis to Prevention - The
Community Services Industry Study - Summary"?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
Sung Lautrec and Shaw.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "NINGALGO MARINE PARK - FISHING
GUIDE"

1109. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Fisheries:
Which company printed the document 'Ningaloo Marine Park - Fishing
Guide"?

Mr HOUSE replied:
First print run - Mublings Pty Ltd.
Second print run - Scott Four Colour Print.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "ENERGY MATITERS"
1 110. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Energy:

Which company printed the document "Energy Matters"?
Mr Ci. BARNETT replied:

The document "Energy Matters" was printed by P.K. Print Pty Ltd.
GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "ECOPLAN NEWS"

1112. MrGRAHAM to the Minister for the Environment:
Which company printed die document "Ecoplan News"?

Mr MINSON replied:
Daytone Printers, 285 Great Eastern Highway, Rivervale.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "HOMEFRONr"
1113. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Housing:

Which company printed the document "Homefront"?
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Mr PRINCE replied,
Refer to answer to question 95 1, T7hursday, I11 August 1994.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "BILLYTIN"
1119. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Primary Industry.

Which company printed the document "Billytin"?
Mr HOUSE rcplie&

Printed internally by the Agriculture Protection Board.
GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "DCD NEWS"

1120. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Community Development
Which company printed the document "DCD News"?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
Picton Press printed DCD News volume I No 5 July 1994.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "AGRICULTURE PORTFOLIO REVIEW
1121. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Primary Industry:

Which company printed the document 'Agriculture Portfolio Review"?
Mr HOUSE replied:

Hawthorn Press printed the Agriculture Portfolio Review newsletter.
GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "PROSPECr'

1122. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Resources Development:
Which company printed the document "Prospect"?

Mr CJ. BARNETT' replie&
I refer the member to my answer to parliamentary question 960.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "WAFIC NEWS"
1130. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Fisheries:

(1) What was the cost of production of the document "WAFIC News - July
1994"?

(2) What was the purpose of producing the document?
(3) What was the cost of distribution of the document?
(4) To whom were the copies distributed?
(5) Where was the document printed?
(6) Which company/department printed the document?
(7) How often are issues of the document produced?
(8) Is the document printed by the same organisation for every issue?
Mr HOUSE replied:

"WAFIC News' is a matter for the WA Fishing Industry Council. The
member should write to the council for that advice.

GOVERNMNT PUBLICATIONS - "FISHERIES PORTFOLIO REVIEW"
1136. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Fisheries:

(1) What was the cost of production of the document 'isheries Portfolio
Review - August 1994"?

(2) What was the purpose of producing the document?
(3) What was the cost of distribution of the document?
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(4) To whom were the copies distributed?
(5) Where was the document printed?
(6) Which company printed the document?
(7) How often are issues of the document prduced?
(8) Is the document printed by the same organisation for every issue?
Mr HOUSE replied:
(1) The cost of production was $1 089 far 4 000 copies.
(2) The document was produced as a newsletter to inform staff, the various

sectors of the fisheries industry and other interested persons on progress
with the fisheries portfolio review.

(3) The document was distributed through Mail West.
(4) Copies of the document were distributed to -

(a) All staff at the Fisheries Departmnent;
(b) organisations associated with commercial, recreational and

aquacuhture fishing groups;
(c) industry attendees at portfolio workshops;
(d) leadens of commercial fisheries industries;
(e) other government departments with an interest in fisheries

operations; and
(f) all members of the Western Australian Parliament.

(5) The document was produced in Perth.
(6) The document was printed by Quality Press.
(7) The newsletter is produced on a needs basis. Thke August edition was the

second in a series and there will be at least another one produced.
(8) The two issues of the newsletter have both been printed by Quality Ness.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - "AGRICULTURE PORTFOLIO REVIEW"
1137. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Primary Industry:

(1) What was the cost of production of the document "Agriculture Portfolio
Review - June 1994"?

(2) What was the purpose of producing the document?,
(3) What was the cost of distribution of the document?
(4) To whom were the copies distributed?
(5) Where was the document printed?
(6) Which company printed the document?
(7) How often are issues of dhe document produced?
(8) Is the document printed by the same organisation for every issue?
Mr HOUSE replied:

I refer the member to parliamentary question 959.
(1) The cost of production was $1 770 for 6 000 copies.
(2) The purpose of the newsletter is to inform staff die agricultural

sector and other interested parties of the progress with te
agriculture portfolio review.

(3) The document was distributed through Mail West.
(4) Copies of the document were distributed to -

(a) All staff members of the Department of Agriculture,
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the Agriculture Protection Board and the Rural
Adjustment and Finance Corporation:

(b) boards and advisory committees to these
organisations;

(c) farmers organisations;
(d) agribusiness organisations and commercial

agribusiness companies;
(e) statutory marketing authorities;
(0) research institutions and research funding bodies;
(g) other government organisations with an interest in

agriculture;
(hi) attendees at all workshops associated with the

agriculture portfolio review; and
(i) all members of the Western Australian Parliament,

(5) The document was printed in Perth.
(6) The document was printed by Hawthorn Press,
(7) The newsletter is produced on a needs basis. The June edition of

the "Agriculture Portfolio Review" newsletter was the third in the
series and there will be at least another one produced.

(8) The three issues of the newsletter have all been printed by
Hawthorn Press.

STATUTORY AUTHORITIES, BOARDS, ADVISORY COMMITTEES,
GOVERNMENT INSTRUMENTALITIES - LIST

1152. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Fisheries:
Winl the Minister provide a list of all statutory authorities, boards,
advisory committees and government instrumentalities in all portfolios
under his control?

Mr HOUSE replied:
The information requested by the member was published in special edition
No 14 of the Government Gazette on Tuesday, 8 February 1994 -
Administration of Departments, Authorities. Statutes and Votes.

STATUTORY AUTHORITIES, BOARDS, ADVISORY COMMITTEES,
GOVERNMENT INSTRUMENTALITIES - LIST

1169. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for the Environment:
Will the Minister provide a list of all statutory authorities, boards,
advisory committees and government instrumentalities in all portfolios
under his control?

Mr MINSON replied:
Perth Zoological Gardens - T1he Zoological Gardens Board is a
government instrumentality under the Minister's control.
K~ings Park Board
Waterways Commission -

Swan River Trust
Albany Waterways Management Authority
Avon River Management Authority
Wilson bIlet Management Authority
Peel Inet Management Authority
Leschenault Inlet Management Authority.
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Department of Envionental Protection - Environmental Protection
Authority
Department of Conservation and Land Management -

Statutory:
Lands and Forest Commission
National Parks and Nature Conservation Authority
Forest Production Council.

Nan-Statutory:
Threatened Fauna Scientific Advisory Committee
Kangaroo Management Advisory Committee
Wildflower Industry Advisory Committee
Threatened Flora Advisory Committee

CALM occasionally establishes natural -re committees to advise the
department on land management issues.

STATUTORY AUTHORITIES, BOARDS, ADVISORY COMMITTEES,
GOVERNMENT INSTRUMENTALITIES - LIST

1183. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Housing:
Will the Minister provide a list of all statutory authorities, boards,
advisory committees and government instrumentalities in all portfolios
under his control?

Mr PRINCE replied:
Statutory Authorities -

Homeswest - State Housing Commission
Government Employees Housing Authority
Industrial and Commercial Employees Housing Authority
Rural Housing Authority.

Boards -
As per statutory authorities
Aboriginal Housing Board.

Advisory Committees.-
Community Housing Advisory Committee
Housing Advisory Committee
Ministerial Advisory Committee
Joint Officers Group
Commonwealth-State Housing Agreement Advisory Committee
Aboriginal Stat Advisory Council
Housing Standards Committee.

CONSUMERS GUIDE - UPDATE
1191. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) Does die. Government intend to publish an update of the "Consumers
Guide" published by the farner department for community services in
1992?

(2) If so, when?
(3) If not, why not?
Mr NICH4OLLS repied:
(1) The Department for Community Development has never published a

"Consumers Guide".
(2)-(3)

Not applicable.

4593



HOMESWEST - 8 LEONARD WAY, KARRATHA, SALE
1193. Mr RIEBELING to the Minister for Housing:

(1) With reference to the sale of the home at 8 Leonard Way, Kanraxha to D.
and C. Wilkinson, is it true that the contract was signed on 23 July 1992?

(2) Was Homeswest the owner of the property when Homeswest accepted the
offer to purchase the home?

(3) On 19 February 1993, were a number of documents sent to Homeswest
Perth at Mr Peter Smith's request?

(4) Did Mr Peter Smith of Homeswest meet the Industrial and Commercial
Employees Housing Authority on 22 February 1993 to transfer the home
to Homeswest?

(5) Did Mr Peter Smith contact the Wilkinsons on 25 February 1993 and
advise that -

(a) the transfer to Homeswest was signed by ICEHA on 24 February
1993;

(b) Homneswest was to sign the transfer on 25 February 1993:
(c) documents would be sent to the Wilkinsons on 3 March 1993?

(6) In early March 1994 did Mr Peter Smith phone the Wilicinsons and offer
compensation of waiving a small debt and pay back rent between
30 October 1992 and 19 March 1993 if they stopped pursuing their rights?

(7) Did the Wilkinsons insist on extra rent being refunded, plus the return of a
deposit?

(8) If yes, did Mr Peter Smith agree to this during the conversation with the
Wilkinsons?

Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Homeswest had purchased the property from ICEHA in 1983; however,

the trnsfer of tidle to Homeawest had not been registered at the Land
Titles Office.

(3)-(4) Yes.
(5) There is no file note to this effect; however, Mr Smith was in regular

contact advising of progress.
(6) Yes. Peter Smith did telephone the Wilkinsons in early March. No

commitment to compensation was given by Mr Smith.
(7) Yes.
(8) No.
ABORIGINES - SENIOR TUIBAL LAWMEN'S COUNCIL MEETINGS,

PILBARA AND KIMBERLEY
1195. Mr BRIDGE to the inister for Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) Was State Government funding provided for the purpose of convening so-
called "Senior Tribal Lawmen's Council" meetings at Turner River in the
Pilbara and at YiyilIH in the Kimberley?

(2) if yes, how much was provided?
(3) To whom were such funds provided?
(4) By whom and on what basis was it determined that the proposed attendees

would be truly representative of Aboriginal traditional leadership for those
areas?
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Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) No.
(2-(4) Not applicable.

OFFICE OF TRADITONAL LAND USE - APPLICATIONS FOR LAND TITLS
1196. Mr BRIDGE to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) With reference to the article appearing on page 10 of The West Australian
newspaper of 17 August 1994 headed "Aboriginal claims approved!', in
which the Premier, relating to the Land (T~itles and Traditional Usage)
Act, states "InI the eight months to Friday, the Office (of Traditional land
Use) had processed 963 applications for title over land", is the figure
quoted correct?

(2) If no, how many applications have been processed?
(3) How many of the applications were from Aboriginal interests?
(4) How many of the applications from Aboriginal interests have been granted

or approved, either wholly or in part, unconditionally or with conditions?
(5) How many of the applications were fromi other than Aboriginal interests?
(6) How many of the applications from other than Aboriginal interests have

been granted or approved, either wholly or in part, unconditionally or with
conditions?

Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) Of the 963 applications, 655 were for mining leases and no data on the

number of leases applied for by Aboriginal interests are available.
Thirteen were for pearl farm leases and none of these was made by
Aboriginal interests. Two-hundred-and-ninety-five were in respect of
Land Act matters and 11 of these are known to involve Aboriginal
interests.

(4) Ten of the Land Act applications involving Aboriginal interests have been
cleared without objection and no conditions have been recommended
The period for objections in respect of the remaining application has not
yet expired.

(5) See (3) above.
(6) At the time of the Premier's statement, a coral of 624 applications had

been cleared without objection by Aboriginal groups. Two-hundred-and-
thirty-two objections had been received and of these 63 had been
determined. In 26 cases, I had recommended that conditions should be
applied to protect possible rights of traditional usage.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - OFFICES
REFURBISHED

1218. Wi BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:
(1) What offices in the Department for Community Development -

(a) were refurbished in the 1993-94 financial year,
(b) will be refurbished in the 1994-95 financial year?

(2) What offices and areas have been or will be refurbished?
(3) What is the. cost of refurbishing each area?
(4) Were the facilities in each area assessed as being inadequate?
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Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) (a) The following offices were refurbished or relocated in 1993-94 -

Derby District Office - commenced in 1992-93 financial year.
Peel District Office.
East Perth Government Offices, 189 Royal Street - completed
in 1994-95 financial year.

(b) The following offices are scheduled to be relocated during
199495-
Kaumnning Brunch Office
Fremantle District Office
Perth District Office
Rocldnghamn District Office.

(2) See answer (1). The department is continuously examining
accommodation needs and in conjunction with the Government Property
Office has identified Midland and South Hedland offices as requiring
refurbishment or relocation; however, timing has not yet been established.

(3) The costs for each area are as follows -

Derby District Office 617 000 completed
Peel District Office 216 000
East Perth Government Offices 165 000
Katanning Branch Office 60 000
Fremantle District Office 260 000 estimated
Perth District Office 250 000 1
Rockingham District Office 240 000 o

(4) Yes.
HOMESWEST - BELMONT WAMTNG LIST

TenantRehousing Policy
1229. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Housing:

(1) How many people are currently on the waiting list for Homeswest housing
in the Belmont zone?

(2) How many people are currently on the priority list for Horneswest housing
in the Belmont zone?

(3) How long has the person listed longest for priority assistance for
Homeswest housing in the Belmont zone been waiting for housing?

(4) (a) Is it Homeswest policy to immediately rehouse a tenant whose
Homeswest property is destroyed by fire or other catastrophe;

(b) if not, why not?
Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) 579.
(2) 39.
(3) Sixteen weeks. However this person has specific requirements for.

accommodation close to public transport and no suitable stock has become
available within that time.

(4) (a) Yes.
(b) Not applicable.

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE - BUDGET'S
1245. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) What budgets were allocated and spent on issues related to domestic
violence (wife assault) in 1993-94?
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(2) What budget has been allocated for 1994-95?
(3) What training/educadionlconfeitncc participation has been arranged for

officers of the department in -

(a) 1993-94;
(6) 1994-95?

(4) What information has bee ntwill be compiled for public distribution in -
(a) 1993-94;
(b) 1994-95?

(5) Have any reports related to the issue been prepared in 1993-94?
(6) Is there any estimate of the costs associated with domestic violence (wife

assault) as they impact on the Minister's portfolio?
Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) Through the Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody

funding program, $152 456 was released for women's initiatives and
$41 124 for family support initiatives. There has not been an analysis
mad of die proportion of these funds specifically directed to family
violence.
The Department for Community Development has the mandate to address
family violence. the questions should also be directed to my colleague,
the Minister for Community Development.

(2) None.
(3) .(a) Women's team and task force members have participated in

seminars and regional Aboriginal community based conferences
with a focus on family violence.

(b) Thiis commitment will continue.
(4) (a) The report from the south west regional Aboriginal women's

meeting, distributed in May 1994, included specific
recommendations on family violence requiring action by the
responsible government agencies.

(b) The report from the Gascoyne/Murchison regional Aboriginal
Women's meeting will be distributed in September 1994.

(5) See (4) above.
(6) No.

HOMESWEST - HENLEY BROOK DEVELOPMENT
1271. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Housing:

(1) What are Homeswesz's intentions for the development of housing lots in
Murray Road and Wooilcott Avenue, Henley Brook?

(2) How many housing lots is this land likely to provide for Homeswest?
(3) Will Homeswest retain a percentage of lots for its own rental housing and

if so what number and percentage will be retained?
(4) How far has the planning for this development proceeded?
(5) Has the concept plan for this development been completed and has it

received approval from the Shire of Swan?
(6) When was the Homeswest structure plan for Henley Brook presented to

the Shire of Swan?
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(7) Why has Honicawest changed the design of the development from
originally having a buffer of rural blocks between Murray Road and
Henley Brook Avenue to now proposing suburb blocks right up to Henley
Brook Avenue?

(8) What were the circumstances which justified this change?
(9) How much land is involved in this development?
(10) How many residential blocks art to be provided fronm this area?
(11) What am the anticipated sizes of these blocks, giving both the smallest

and largest and the average size?
(12) What is the anticipated final population for this Homeswest development

at Henley Brook?
Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) To develop residential lots for public and private housing.
(2) Approximately 1 000 lots.
(3) Yes. Homeswest will retain one in every nine lots.
(4) Preliminary planning only.
(5) No.
(6) Not -yet prsented.
(7) Homeswesz's design does not contain a buffer zone.
(8) Not applicable.
(9) Approximately 130 hectares.
(10) See (2) above.
(11) Stilto bedetermined.
(12) Anticipated population is 3 000.

PARLIAMENT HOUSE - DIGITAL AUDIO EQUIPMENT, COMMITTEE ROOM
1298. Mr McGINTY to the Speaker

In view of the comments made by the Chief Mansard Reporter, Nel
Burrell, to Estimates Committee A on Tuesday. 23 August 1994 that
negotiations are under way with two companies for the installation and
trial of digital audio equipment in a committee room at Parliament House,
will the Speaker give an assurance that no Parliament House member of
staff involved in the negotiations now or previously holds a direct or
indirect interest in either of the companies?

The SPEAKER replied:
I advise that on 9 August 1994 an officer involved in the investigation of
digital audio notified the Chief Mansard Reporter that he had been made
awart that his spouse, on her own account and independent of him, had
purchased shares in one of the two companies which have been
demonstrating their products to the Parliament. He requested that he be
removed from input inco the decision making process. This was done,
effective immediately, and the company was advised.
I have been informed that neither the Chief Hansard Reporter nor any
other officer involved in the investigation has a past or present direct or
indirect interest in either of the two companies concerned. On Monday,
12 September 1994 the Chief Hansard Reporter sought the assistance of
the Office of the Auditor General to evaluate the proposals. Discussions
to this end will be held on Tuesday, 27 September.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

ROYAL COMMISSION INTOCOMMERCIAL ACfTI71ES OF GOVERNME.NT
AND OTHER MATTERS REPORT - APPENDiX 1

413. Mr TAYLOR to the Attorey General:
Perhaps the Attorney General during this question time, for the rut time
in her brief ministerial career, could give open and honest answers to the
questions we ask.
If die Attorney General was only seeking appendix 1 from the Director of
Public Projections to give to the Official Corruption Commission and had
no intention of using it for grubby political purposes, why did Mr Brian
Easton from her office on 4 February ask the DPP whether former Premier
Dr Carmen Lawrence had read the document and was aware of its content,
and other circumstances surrounding the band over of the document by the
former Premier?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:
Again, die Leader of the Opposition is misleading the House because that
is not what the Director of Public Prosecutions says in his letter dated
10 February.

Mr Taylor: Tell us what happened. Here is your opportunity.
Mrs EDWARDES: Brian Easton from the Office of the Attorney General rang

the Director of Public Prosecutions in response to a request about the
circumstances in which appendix 1 was handed over.

Mr Ripper A request from whom?
Mrs EDWARDES: From the Premier's Office.
Mr Court; The Official Corruption Commission is not a grubby political tactic.
Mr&Taylor: Far from it. What you are doing is a grubby political tactic, and you

know it. You are right in the thick of it.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Leader of the Opposition.

Point of Order
Mr TAYLOR: Mr Speaker, I make this point of order to bring to your attention

that you are prepared to very quickly issue formal warnings to people such
as mte when I am responding to inteijections and comments made by
members on the other side of the House. I have had the Clerk make a
quick check of the number of formal warig issued in this Parliament
since only May of this year. and of 101 foma warnings issued from the
Chair, 100 were issued to members of the Labor Party, people on your
left, and only one formal warning was issued to members on your right,
which, as I understand it, did not come from you, Mr Speaker. The
situation we face, being outnumbered one hundred to one with formal
warnings because of the position that you take, is unacceptable.

The SPEAKER: Order! In answer to that commen when I call people to order
and they continue to interject, even though I may call order again, it is
appropriate for me to do something. The lightest way of disciplining - to
put it loosely - this place is to use that system. I properly used it.

Mr Taylor: One hundred to one!
The SPEAKER: Order! T'here you go again - inteijeting. It is totally out of

order to interject. when this Speaker is on his feet, and I have mentioned
that many times in the past. The point is quite clear. It is clear also that I
have given a great deal of latitude to you as Le&ader of the Opposition, and
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it seems to me that that has not had any effect. All that I have noticed in
recent days is that you have been ignoring my calls to order. I cannot
allow that to happen. If you, as [ am sure you have done, look at
Parliaments all around Australia, and possibly around the world, you will
see it is not surprising that the people on the left of the Chair are much
more likely to interject than the people on the right. That is a basic that I
have observed in many places. That happens regardless of which side is
sitting on the left of the Chair. It is not reasonable to ask a question and
then to interject three, four or fie times, which you have done since you
asked this question. You will note that there was no call by mre
whatsoever in regard to the first interjection because I allowed you to
make that interjection, but you then decided to continue. I will have to
take action against any member who does that, you or anyone else.

Questions without Notice Resumed
Mrs EDWARDES: The Director of Public Prosecutions states in his letter, which

is tabled appendix B in the report, that Mr Easton requested information as
to the circumstances in which appendix 1 came to be handed over to me.
That is not what the Leader of the Opposition said. The Official
Corruption Commission issued a media release today, stating that in
August 1993. the commission asked the Premier for a copy of appendix 1,
which was in due course received. There is no grubby political tactic, and
I ask the Leader of the Opposition to apologise.

PRISONS - BANDYUP WOMEN'S
Pregnant Prisoners Cases

414. Mr BLOFFWXITCH to the Attorney General:
I refer to reports that the Ombudsman is reviewing the cases of two former
pregnant prisoners at Bandyup Women's Prison and ask -
(1) Is it correct that the Minister misled the Parliament in saying that

the Director General of the Ministry of Justice had referred the two
cases to the Ombudsman?

(2) if it is not correct, what is the truth?
Mrs EDWARDES replied:
(1)-(2)

I thank the member for the question because if there is one consistent
thing about the Opposition, it is that it consistently gets it wrong. The
member for IKenwick and the member for Mitchell have got it wrong.
They claimed last Thursday &hat I had misled the Parliament by
misleading the Estimates Committee.

Dr Watson: Twice.
Mrs EDWARDES: That is what they said then, and they are repeating it now.

That is absolutely wrong, and had I been in the Chamber at the time -
unfortunately, I was unavoidably absent - I would have asked them to
apologise there and then. I7 will ask them to apologise not only to me but
also to Mr David Grant, the Director General of the Ministry of Justice,
when I give them the answer. The truth of the matter is that on 25 August,
the Director General wrote to the Ombudsman, asking him to review both
cases in question and enclosing various reports on the treatment of the two
women.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order, member for Kenwick!
Mrs EDWARDES: He wrote in that letter -
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While it is my vie that both of these cases were appropriately
managed by Healh Services personnel, I believe that it is in die
public interest for you to review this material as an authority
independent of the Ministry of Justice.

Mr DtL Smith: What is the dare of diet letter?
Mrs EDWARDES: 25 August.
Mr D.L Smith: Do you know on what date you gave the evidence to die

Estimates Committee?
Mrs EDWARDES: What dare?
Mr DiL. Smith: You tell me.
Mrs EDWARDES: The letter continues -

I will be grateful if you are able to comment on whether it appears that
reasonable actions west taken, compared with an acceptable community
standard of health care.

Mr Taylor It is an interesting coincidence of dates with this Attorney General.
Mrs EDWARDES: He had spoken to the Ombudsman prior to this. On

29 August, die Ombudsman replied to the Director General in the
following terms -

I refer to your letter of 25 August 1994, in which you asked me to
review two reports relating to the standard of healt cut provided
to -

And he names die two prisoners -

- while they were inmates of the Bandyup Women's Prison.
As you are aware, the Parliamentry Commissioner Act empowers
me to conduct investigations into matters of administration which
are brought to my notice either by a person aggrieved or on a
referral from die Parliament. The reports relating to -

Again, he names the two prisoners -

- fall into neither of the above categories.
As discussed, however, I consider it appropriate, having regard to
the statement attibuted to you in The West Australia of
25 August and die public debate to which you referred in your
letter, that I commence an investigation into these two matters
using die own motion power I have under section 16 of the
Parliamentary Commissioner Act.

Several members intezjeated.
The SPEAKER: Onler!
Mrs EDWARDES: I am pleased to advise that the Director General of the

Ministry of Justice, Mr David Grant, spoke with Mr Eadie on 24 August
1994, before we got to the Estimates Comniuee.

Several members intrjecuxd.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Several members interjected.
Ile SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Mitchell and the

member for Kenwick. It is intolerable. I was merely rising, instead of
formally calling people to order, to ask you to allow die Minister to
conclude her answer.

Dr Watson: It was a wrong answer.
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The SPEAKER: Order! I now call the member for Kenwick formally to order for
the second time. Do not interject when I am on my feet. The situation is
that I am left with a number of things to do. One is to formally call people
to order, which gives people a lt of time to consider their position, one is
to name people, and one is to call off question time. Which is the most
preferable?

Mrs EDWARDES: The Ombudsman then advised the Director General formally
that he would carry out die investigation. Nowhere in his letter to the
Director General does the Parliamentary Commissioner say, as the
member for Mitchell indicated to the House last week -

Mr D.L. Smith: Look at the answer in the letter to the member for IKenwick.
Mrs EDWAIRDES:- Which you have not tabled.
Mr D.L. Smith: I am happy to table it.
Mfrs EDWARDES: Nowhere in his letter does he say that he was taking the

action because he was not satisfied with either my performance or the
investigations of the director general. That is the truth of the matter. I
seek leave to table both the letters.
(Leave granted.] [See papers Nos 305A and 305B)

Mr DiL. SMITH: I seek leave to table the letter dated 7. September 1994 from the
Deputy Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations.

[The paper was tabled for the information of members.)
ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES OF GOVERNMENT

AND OTHER MATTERS REPORT - APPENDIX 1
415. Mr D.L. SMITH to the Attorney General:

Will the Attorney General advise the precise details of her receipt of
appendix I of the royal commission report from the Director of Public
Prosecutions, including -

(1) At what time on 10 February did she personally receive the report
from the Director of Public Prosecutions?

(2) Was it hand delivered to her if so, by whom?
(3) Was the report in a sealed envelope?
(4) If yes, who opened the envelope?
(5) If it was opened by the Attorney General, was anyone else present?
(6) Did she photocopy it immediately?
(7) At what time did she lock the report in her safe?
(8) Can the Attorney guarantee this House that no-one else in her

ministerial office, or elsewhere, has had access to the document or
seen its contents?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:

(8))
No-one in my office had access to or has seen the contents of the
document - other than me and the Official Corruption Commission.
Obviously, the Director of Public Prosecutions has a copy of is. He states
in his letter of 10 February that he has sent several copies to officers
within the Police Force to enable them to carry out investigations. The
report came so the Attorney General's office on 10 February in a sealed
envelope and. as it is a confidential document, it had a red seal. I was in
Canber on that day. When I returned I attended Cabinet. I picked up
the report before I went to Cabinet. When I opened the document, no-one
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was present I spoke to Mr McKechnie before I attended Cabinet I asked
him to come and see me and Cabinet on that day. We met later in the
week and discussed the contents of his letter.

STATE PRINT - STRIKE
416. Mrs van de KLASHORST to the Minister for Labour Relations:

What is the Minister's response to the strike by members of the
Community and Public Sector Union at State Print?

Mr KIERATh replied:
It is very disappointing that die union and the public servants concerned
today decided to go on strike. They walked off the job. The comment
made was chat they are out on the lawn. This is an act of industrial
blackmnail; it is a senseless action which does not help their cause at all.
All it can do is jeopardise the sale of State Print, and therefore jeopardise
their future employment prospects. It is not an action which will benefit
anyone. Last Friday I received four demands, with the threat that if they
were not met by lunchtime today the workers would strike. I was unable
to meet those requirements in the rime frame provided because we have
been drafting new regulations relating to redeployment and redundancy.
Everyone has been aware of that. The Civil Service Association knew
that and went public -

Several members inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr KIERATH: This is precisely what we have been discussing. To put the

record straight. I promised to give the CSA a copy of the draft regulations
before die matter was announced. I intend to hontour that commitment so
that it can make some input. We have always maintained that we would
privatise State Print. To be fair, we announced that before the last State
election so that the workers would know what we were about to do, prior
to the election. During all that time, whenever requested, we sat down
with them and indicated progress on the issue. I have continued to consult
and inform. Only recently, in meetings the CSA was informed that the
drafting of the regulations was coming to a close. I promised to provide a
copy before making any announcement, so that they could get back to us.
Tbis action today is disappointing because the strike will not do their
cause any good or help us to complete the regulations any earlier; so the
only people who will lose out are those who walked off the job. I am very
disappointed in that action, and I enmphasise that we will not accede to
threats or blackmail. We will continue to work in the rime frame set in a
very responsible manner.

ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES OF GOVERNMENT
AN]) OTHER MATTERS REPORT - APPENDIX 1

417. Mr D.L. SMITH to the Attorney General:
(1) Has the Attorney General read appendix 1 to the royal commission report?
(2) If yes, how often has she read it?
(3) When did she first read it, and if she has read it more than once, on what

dates has she read it?
(4) Can she also guarantee this House that, having read appendix 1 herself,

she has not discussed any of the contents of the report with any other
person?

(5) Does anyone other than the Attorney have access to the safe or to the keys
of the safe in which appendix 1 is stored?
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Mrs EDWARDES replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Once.
(3) 1 do not have die exact date.
(4) No, I have not discussed it with anyone else.
(5) Thai is confidential information.

STATE GOVERNMENT - ABOLITION, FEDERAL LABOR GOVERNMENT
POLICIES

418. Mr McNEE to the Premier:
(1) Is the Premier aware of comments made by the Queensland Premier,

Wayne Goss, attacking policies of the Federal Labor Government, when
he said that those policies would lead to the abolition of the States by the
targeted republican year 2001?

(2) Further, did the Premier observe that the Queensland Premier suggested
thai the Scares were not prepared to accept a position of branch managers
for the Commonwealth Government merely to pass on cheques wrapped
in red tape?

M~r COURT replied:

Premier Goss is saying what members opposite do not have the courage to
say. Members opposite have been prepared to sit back and allow Keating
to ride roughshod over the States. Premier Goss is also saying that the
States will face de facto abolition within seven years owing to the
increasing grab for power by Canberra. Among other cases, he cites parts
of the native tide legislation that are causing him as much concern as they
are causing us in this State. Over the past decade, as he suggests, there
has been a trend for more power to go to Canberra. We decided to carry
out an audit on what is happening to the roles and responsibilities of the
Government. We have prepared a document entitled "Rebuilding the
Federation."

Mr Taylor Is this the one you rook to Hobart, and which no-one bothered to
read?

Mir COURT: If no-one bothered to read it in Hobart, certainly it has been read
since then because the comments by Premier Goss happen to be based on
the document, and the whole push of the State Premiers -

Several members inteajected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I call to order the Leader of the Opposition, for the

second time.
Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: I have been accused of not saying a word at the Premiers'

Conference.
Mr Taylor: Not a word! You sat silent -

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Taylor: Your contribution was zero!
M~r COURT: Perhaps the Leader of the Opposition should come to the next

meeting -
Mr Taylor: I have been well informed, and it is different from the story you

pretend to tell.
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Mr COURT: Has the Leader of the Opposition read the document, "Rebuilding
the Federation"?

Mr Taylor: The Premier is generally regarded as a person who is not briefed, and
one who has to talk ocher ministers into standing up -

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Leader of the Opposition, for
the third time.

Mr COURT- I do not think anybody opposite has even bothered reading the
document; yet the Premier of Queensland fully supports our position. It is
important that die States take back the agenda for the direction in which
the federation is going. Premier Coss has been constructive in our
meetings when we have discussed these issues. In case the Leader of the
Opposition is not aware, a special meeting of the Premiers was held earlier
this year to discuss the agenda for where our federation will be in the year
2000 rather than lying down lie members opposite and allowing
Mr Keating to continue on his centralist path grabbing more power.

ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES OF GOVERNMENT
AND OTHER MATITERS REPORT - APPENDIX 1

419. Mr MuGINTY to the Premier:
Given that the Attorney General has stated that Richard Elliott of the
Premier's office initiated the request for the confidential appendix 1 of the
royal commission report, will the Premier guarantee -
(1) that Richard Ejliott was'not provided with a copy or briefed on its

contents;,-

(2) chat d tie Premier has not been briefed or sighted a copy of the
report; aMd

(3) that no Cabinet Minister or ministerial staff have either been
provided with a copy or briefed on contents of the appendix?

Mr COURT replied:
(l)-3) I will give the Optus answer: Yes, yes, yes.

UJRBAN BUSHLAND STRATEGY - COMPLETION DATE
420. Mr DAY to the Minister for Planning:

(1) At what stage is the preparation of the final version of the proposed urban
bushland strategy and when is it likely to be completed?

(2) What is the nature of the public response to the draft strategy?
(3) When is the policy likely to be put into effect?
Mr LEWIS replied:
(1)-(3) As the House will be aware, I extended the period for submissions of the

exhibition of that policy by a month to 29 July when the exhibition period
closed. One hundred and sixty one submissions were received. Seven
further submissions were received subsequently, which make a total of
168 submissions to be determined. In general terms those submissions
universally expressed support for the strategy.

Mrs Henderson inteijected.
Mr LEWIS: Why does the member rabbit on with a lot of nonsense when she

does not know what she is talking about?
Mrs Henderson interjected.
The SPEAKER: The member for Thorn lie, order!
Mr LEWIS: At the same time, as in all matters to do with public exhibition, they
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identified some issues that they considered could have been addressed.
There were other areas in which the strategy could have been expanded
The strategy will be put into effect after the State Planning Commission
has considered the report on the submissions. That commission will
report to me and, in due course, the Government will be expected to make
a decision before the end of tbis year. On the basis of the Government's
accepting that strategy or the report of the State Planning Commission or
otherwise, the names of the people who will be appointed to the urban
bushland advisory committee of the State Planning Commission will also
be announced.

ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTIViTES OF GOVERNMENT
AND OTHER MATTERS REPORT - APPENDIX 1

421. Mr D.L. SMrITH to the Attorney General:
I remind the Attorney General of the contents of the legislation dealing
with the records of the royal commission.
(1) Has the Attorney General initiated an urgent inquiry into how

Hon Ross Lightfoot came to have a copy of a confidential six page
royal commission document with the code number 1-880-198-i?

(2) How does the Attorney General explain, given her own public
statement that she was the only person in government to have
sighted appendix 1, Mr Lightfoot's claim in the Sunday Times of
18 September that he believed the leaked royal commission
document he had received was referred to in the confidential
appendix 1?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:
(1)-(2) The first I learnt of that was when I was reading the Sunday Times. I

immediately asked the Director of Public Prosecutions whether he had any
knowledge of the matter. He said he had no knowledge of it, but that he
would make some inquiries. He endeavoured to do that on the Sunday
and spoke to me yesterday afternoon. He is still making his inquiries
about the status of the document. He indicated that if, for example, the
member for Mitchell gave a deposition to the royal commission under the
Royal Commission (Custody of Records) Act be could not get back the
original of that deposition but he could get a copy of it. It would have the
royal commission record number at the top of it. There are thousands of
documents around Perth which belong to individuals - not the original but
copies - containing the royal commission record number.

Mr D.L. Smith: The question was whether it was in appendix 1. How did he
know diat?

Mrs EDWARDES: I have not been able to ascertain that, but I have asked the
DPP to let me know.

Dr Gallop: Have you asked your colleague, the member for North Metropolitan
Region?

Mrs EDWARDES: I have asked the DPP himself to make direct contact with the
member.

COMMERCE AND WRADE, DEPARTMENT OF - REDIS SCHEME
422. Mr OSBORNE to the Minister for Commerce and Trade:

(1) Can the Minister advise whether the regional enterprise development
initiative scheme is being reassessed by the Department of Commerce and
Trade?

(2) Has ail of the money allocated to the scheme in the 1994-95 financial year
been allocated?
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(3) If not, to what purpose does the Minister intend that any unexpected funds
be directed?

Mr COWAN replied:

Yes, I have commissioned a review of the regional enterprise development
initiative scheme. I have indicated that, as a result of the difficulties
associated with the allocation of grams to successful applicants - perhaps
the difficulty is really with the unsuccessful applicants - the existing
REDIS scheme will be reviewed and replaced with a more acceptable
scheme to the business enterprise centres which are largely responsible for
identifying applicants and submitting their applications to the department.
The money allocated in this year's Budget for the REDIS scheme has not
been fully expended. It will be held over and when a new scheme is
devised, that money will be made available for applications under the new
proposed guidelines.
MINISTERS OF THE CROWN - ATTORNEY GENERAL

National Parry's Support
423. Dr GALLOP to die Deputy Premier and Leader of the National Party:

My question is about National Party policy. Given the mismanagement of
the Ministry of Justice and criticism of the Attorney General from the
State's most senior judiciary; her employment of Liberal cronies; her deep
involvement in the Wanneroo Inc scandal; her misuse for blatant political
purposes of a Crown Law document relating to Barry Carbon; her conflict
of interest over her husband Colin's legal action against the State; and her
latest unlawful direction to the DPP to release a confidential royal
commission document, will the Leader of the National Party pledge full
and public support for the Attorney General or will his support again be
limited to voting for this Attorney General as required under the coalition
Governiment?

Mr COWAN replied:
The answer is yes, but if the member wants to put the question on notice I
will give it to him in writing.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS - PUBLIC SECTOR UNION, CLAIMS TO
TRANSFER TO FEDERAL ARENA

424. Mr SHAVE to the Minister for Labour Relations:
Can the Minister say what has happened to the Western Australian Public
Sector Union's attempts to shift into the federal industria relations arena?

Mr KIERATH replied:
I thank the member for Melville for the question because he would be
aware that the member for Fremantle displayed a great deal of interest
during some Estimates Committee debates at our success at knocking out
federal claims. This is a very important matter to the Government. I
released some comments on the weekend and a couple of radio stations
ran with them. I was very disappointed that the mainstream media tended
to ignore this landmark decision. All of the States, including Western
Australia, scored a major victory over the public sector unions in their
claims to transfer cases to the federal industrial relations arena. The full
bench of the commission handed down a decision which dumped the
public sector unions' series of claims to go federal. It dumped them as a
method of trying to take them out of the State industrial relations system.
The union concerned wasted hundreds of thousands of dollars of
membership money. It takes them back to where they were in 1988 when
the first claim was lodged. Six years and hundreds of thousands of dollars
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have been lost, and they am back to where they began. Their case became
unstuck because of their overzealous use of logs of claims to try to shore
up their position.
Last year, Western Australia and Victoria lost a case before the Industrial
Relations Commission. That was reported wideiy by the mainstream
media. Because Western Australia and Victoria lost the case, all the
States, including the Labor Government of Queensland, combined in a
united appeal to the full bench against the use of these logs of claims to
take unions to the federal arena. It was a total waste of union money, and
I hope that the membership holds their leadership accountable.
I make one other comment relating to the mainstream media. Every time
this State has lost a case in the federal jurisdiction, The West Australian
has gvnthe case great publicity. However, The West Australian made
no metin of this case. It is interesting that one of the newspaper's
offshoots, The Kalgoorlie Miner, ran the story. It seems The West
Australian is highly interested if we lose but is not interested if we win.
We consider this a major victory for States' rights.


