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THE SPEA KER (Mr Michael Bamett) took the Chair at 10.00 am, and read prayers.

PETITION - MIT LESLEUR NATIONAL PARK PROPOSAL

Coal Mining or Power Stations - Opposition

-MR P.J. SMITH (Bunbury) [10.03 am): I have a petition addressed in the following
terms -

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

We, the undersigned, request that the Parliament, in recognition of the immense
biological diversity and importance of the Mt Lesucur area:

1) create a National Park with boundaries as recommended by the Environmental
Protection Authortty,

2) no coal mining or power stations be permitted within the boundaries or
adjacent to the Mt Lesueur National Park.

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 107 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 123.]

PETITION - KAN-WORK JOB TRAINING AND WORK OPTIONS CENTRE,
KATANNIN(;

Continued Operations Request
MR TROY (Swan Hills - Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations) [10.04 am]: I
have a petition which reads -

To: The H-onourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned request the Government of Western Australia to respect the
wishes of the people of Western Australia regarding continued operation of the KAN-
WORK Job Training and Work Options Centre in Katanning.

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 339 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 124.]

PETITION -CHILDREN'S CONTROLLED CROSSING

Timber/tine Drive, Woodvale

MIRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) (10.05 am]: I have a petition couched in the following
terms -

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



We, the undersigned urge the Government to install a children's crossing, manned by
a paid traffic warden, on Tirnberlane Drive, Woodvale, near Trappers Drive.
The following points are provided when consideration is given to this request:

Timberlane Drive is an extremely busy thoroughfare that carries an increasing
number of cars and trucks through Woodvale.

As the northern suburbs continue to expand and develop the traffic situation
will become worse, making a controlled crossing absolutely essential for the
safety of the many children who must cross Timberlane Drive to and from the
Woodvale Primary School.

Imnmediate and positive action is required by the Government to ensure the safety and
well-being of our school children in this instance.

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 46 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 125.1

PETITION - CHILDREN'S CROSSINGS

Speed Limit Reduction
MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) [10.06 am]: I have a petition which reads as follows -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned strongly urge that the speed limit on any street where a child's
school crossing is located, be reduced to 30 kilometres per hour.

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 243 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 126.]
MOTION - ROTLIWELLS LTD

Government Disclosure

MR MacKIN-NON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [10.07 am]: 1 move -

That this House as representative of the concerns of the majority of Western
Australians call on the Goverrnent to disclose the whole truth in relation to -

(1) the Government, its senior Ministers and advisers, knowing that Rothwells
Limited was in serious fiancial difficulty in late November 1987 as early as
three weeks after the Governm ent rescue;

(2) the reasons why it continued to secretly infuse an additional $ 150 million
from various Governmnent institutions over and above the publicly announced
$150 million rescue guarantee:

(3) the Government's knowledge of the drawing down of the $150 million
Government guarantee to the National Australia Bank and why the guarantee
was exercised despite assurances to the contrary by senior Goverrnent
Ministers; and

(4) the Government's deception over the relationship between the continuing
cover-up of Rothwells' insolvency and the State Government Insurance
Commission's purchase of BlHP shares and the parcel of St George's Terrace
property from Bell Group interests.
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Bearing in mind that this is the first opportunity we have had to debate the McCusker report
since its release - other than on the day of that release - I wish to expand on the first part of
the motion. It is an irrefutable fact that the Goverrnent was aware almost immediately after
the initial October 1987 rescue, and the appointment of Tony Lloyd to oversee the
Government's interests in Rothwells, that Rothwells was in a very serious financial situation.
The Government probably knew of that situation at the time of the injection of funds in 1987.
However, the Government continued to inject funds into Rothwells and probably - as the
member for Applecross will indicate - the Government engineered the injection of significant
funds into RothweUs because of that knowledge.

Mr Pearce: The word "Probably" will appear a lot in your speech, along with "perhaps" and
".maybe".

Mr Lewis: We will prove it.

Mr Pearce: You have never proved anything. We hope that you will refer to the newspaper
setdlementlfor we expected to see you down at the court to explain why you are the Leader of
the Opposition and how this relates to Mr Griffiths' actions. We should hear something
about this settlement because Bond Corporation owns WA Newspapers Ltd.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr MacKfN1NON: The McCusker report, as we know, was merely the tip of the iceberg.
What has happened since the release of the McCusker report with the revelation of the facts
is that it has become increasingly clear that we had a Government involved in a massive
deception of the public of this State for the purposes of pursuing its own political ends at
huge cost to the taxpayer. That deception continues today. The Leader of the House can
rabbit-on about extraneous issues, but the fact remains that this Government refused to
disclose the facts about the WA Inc fiasco.

Mr Pearce: Who made the $200 000 deal with Bond Corporation?

Mr MacKINNON: The Leader of the House continues to defend the actions of the Burkes,
Dowding-s, Parkers and Grills of this world because he was part and parcel of that decision
making process, as I will demonstrate today. The Leader of the House cannot speak, for he
is sitting on that side of the House defending the indefensible, and we have a Government,
through this Premier, continuing to employ people at the State Government Insurance
Commission who contrived with the Government to lose these funds. As my colleague, the
member for Applecross, will show, those people stay in their positions and refuse to answer
questions put to them by the media or anybody else. The Governiment is prepared to defend
the indefensible, and, more particularly, refuises to have any independent inquiry into the
Government's role in these issues.

In focusing on the Rothwells and McCusker report issue today we will indicate what the
report shows, what people knew and how the actions of the Goverfnent demand a special
Royal Commission - for which we have been calling for so long. To begin at the beginning,
the Government participated in the rescue of Rothwells over that fateful weekend, and is it
not interesting to look back in hindsight to the time when I said that I would not commit our
party to supporting that rescue because we did not have sufficient information on which to do
so? How true that comment was, and if the Government had taken my advice how much
better off we would be today? At the time of the rescue what did the Government say it
knew and what did it say that it would do to look after the taxpayers' interest in Rothwells?
On Tuesday, 27 October 1987, on the first day of the debate interestingly initiated by the
Government the then Minister Parker is reported on page 5131 of the 1987 Hlansard as
saying this about Mr Lloyd -

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

So, from the vent outset the Government made one of its conditions of the rescue that it
n21611-a
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would appoint Mr Lloyd as a director, and his role was to enable the Government to see the
picture at all times. The condition was agreed to and we know that that was the
Government's intention. Also, we know that officially Mr Lloyd was not appointed as a
director until late December, but was he involved at the very beginning? The answer is yes.
He was involved from the outset in conducting the operations of Rothwells in association
with the Government, as I will illustrate in a moment. Why do I say that he was involved
from the outset? I now quote from evidence given to the NlcCusker inquiry by Nix Hurley, a
Rorhwells director at that time, in which he was responding to questions from Mr Warnick,
who was assisting Mr MeCusker. Mr Warnick asked Mr Hurley this question -

Bearing in mind that Lloyd became the managing director on the 22nd December.
Was it before or after Lloyd came on board as the managing director?

Obviously, he was questioning him on some related issues. Mr H-urley's answer was -

Well, he was on board all the rime actually. The mere - the fact that he became
managing director was purely politics chasing politics.

The inspector made the comment -

The formnal title didn't make much difference?

And the answer given was no. In the words of the director, Mr Hurley, 'Lloyd came on the
board directly straight after the rescue".

Mr Pearce: What are you quoting from?

Mr Mac KINNON: It is the transcript of evidence given by Hurley to the NicCusker report.

Mr Pearce: You have taken it directly from the report? I just want to know from where you
are quoting.

Mr MacKIN'NON: I will table it if the member wishes.

Mr Pearce: It is not from the McCusker report?

Mr MacKIINNON: It is this person's evidence given to the McCusker inquiry. Has the
Leader of the House not read the report? Clearly, the Leader of the House is to respond in
this debate, yet he has not read the report..

Mr Pearce: The member for Applecross is saying no. and the Leader of the Opposition is
saying yes.

Mr MacKINNON: I am quoting directly from the evidence given by Mr Hurley to the
NicCusker inquiry. Were others involved with Mr Lloyd? We now know from the
Goverrnent that it wanted Mr Lloyd to be involved to give the Government an idea of what
the picture was like at Rothwells at all times. We also know that Mr Lloyd became a director
officially on 22 December 1987, but in fact he was on the board all the rime - that is,
according to Mr Hurley. Were others involved as directors of Rorhwells along with
Mr Lloyd? Who were the people directing its activities? Clearly, if we want to know the
facts regarding whether the Governm-ent knew what was happening, it is important to know
who was directing Rothwells and whether the Government had access to those people.
Again I quote from the evidence given by Ms H-urley. This question comes under the
heading of "Inspector". and it is taken from evidence which was given on 30 May this year.
It states -

Well, thank you very much, Mr Hurley. Is there anything you wish to say by way of
further explanation?

Obviously, this is taken from the end of his questioning by the inspector. It continues -

If there is now, then say it. If there is later that comes to your attention would you
please let me know?

He answered -

Certainly. I think it may help your inquiry - and Irn sure you've heard this before;
the directors of the company - Rothwehls - could appear to the court to have been
totally negligent in certain serious areas of responsibility to the creditors,
shareholders, etcetera, and by their omissions and failures to do this or that.
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The questions and answers continued -

You're talking of what time? --- This is subsequent to the rescue.
The rescue yes? --- Right. The commercial realities are and were that the governent
was, quite correctly I think, looking and caretaking their investment in the company
and their extraction from that commnitment -

According to Mr Hurley the Government was correctly taking a very close interest in what
was happening in Rothwetls to protect, in his view, its investment and to ultimately achieve
its extraction from its guaranteed commuitment. Mr Burley continued -

- by way of three - call them - "players" who represented their sole interest and
dictated with some collaboration with Connell as to where Rothwells in particular
were going.

I will repeat that so the Premier and the Leader of the House have no doubt of what is being
said. Mr Burley said, "from the cornmitment by way of three - call them - *'players" who
represented their sole interest" - by that he means the Government's interest - "and dictated
with some collaboration with Connell as to where Rothwells in particular were going". In
ot "her words the Government was involved in the management and direction of Rothwells at
that time. The transcript continues -

Who are the three players you're talking about? --- WeU, Tony Lloyd, who was the
government man and did a diligent job in terms of trying to serve his master well.

What was Mr Lloyd trying to do in serving his master? What was his role as outlined to us
by the previous Minister, Mr Parker? In October 1987 Mr Lloyd's role was to ensure that the
Government was able to see the picture at all times. Mit Burley said that Mr Lloyd was
doing his job well. Mr H-urley continues -

Mr Edwards,of course, was a regular, daily, weekly attender to the high spots of
problems which there were constantly there.

What were the "high spots" of problems? Who was Mr Edwards? Was he a Johnny-come-
lately that nobody knew? Was he a stranger to the Premier of Western Australia, Brian
Burke, and members opposite? No; he was a right-hand man of the Government, a former
director of the State Government Insurance Commission, a man who was the closest
confidante of the Government and all of its Ministers at that time. Who was the third link?
Mr Hurley said that fthee players represented the Government's sole interest and dictated
with some col-laboration with Connell. Mr H-urley says -

... And then the ministers of the Crown that came from time to time to meet the high
spots.

Did members hear that? Mr Hurley said, "Ministers of the Crown that came from time to
time to meet the high spots". What were the high spots that were constantly there?
Mr Pearce: We have read the report. but it is kind of you to remind us.

Dr Lawrence: You should have read the findings.

Mr MacKIN NON: According to Mr Burley's evidence there is a triumvirate of Uloyd,
Edwards and Ministers of the Crown directing the affairs of Rothwells. Mr Hurley said -

.. I. So the directors were taking the view where we were being left out - very
seriously - our of the main stream decision making and the problem solving of the
company.

Mr Hurley said that the decision-making and the problem solving were not being done by
directors, but by the Government.

Mr Pearce: That is according to one director who may have an interest in giving that
evidence.
Mr MacKINNON: Mr Burley said -

We took the view - under protest I might add - that it was in the interests of the
governiment and of the shareholders and of the creditors to allow the government to
do this because without their support and direction those parties would suffer very
badly. And as it transpires they probably did suffer very badly.
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That must be the understatement of the year. NU Hurley continues -

But it was a very serious commitment and it was taken very seriously certainty by - -
certainly by Brian Burke who spoke to me for several hours about it.

From Mr Hurley's evidence we know that Mr Lloyd was appointed to monitor for the
Government and to see the picture at all times. That is the Government's instruction to
Mr Lloyd. He was effectively managing director from the rescue on. However, the
Government and Connell were dictating where Rothwells was going. They were managing
the company day to day and I will remind members again what Mr H-urley said. He said -

I .it was in the interests of the governimenit and the shareholders and of the creditors
to allow the government to do this because without their support -

What does he mean by support? My colleague the member for Applecross will expand on
that a little later. To continue -

- and direction both parties would suffer very badly.
In addition, Kevin Edwards was a regular attendant at the high spots of the problems as were
Ministers of the Crown that came from time to time to meet the high spots. Premier Burke
took matters very seriously arnd spoke to Mr Hurley who knew the state of affairs of
RothweUs. Does the Speaker believe that the Government did not know what was happening
in Rothwells?
The SPEAKER: I do not know.
Mr MacKINNON: We saw Mr Lloyd appointed to provide informnatiotn to the Government
at all times, he was the right-hand man of the Premier. Mr Edwards was there on a daily
basis; Ministers of the Crown were there with Connell directing the company's operations;
the Government was supporting the company without which support the company would
have fallen over - that is quite clear from the McCusker report. Does the member for
Anmadale believe that Premier Burke did not know of the difficulties that were in Rothwells?
Mr Pearce: You read what McCusker said in his report. Do T believe that the Premier knew
three days after that Rothwells was in that position? I do not believe that and neither did
Mr McCusker.
Mr MacKJNNON: That is all I wanted to know: The Premier and the Leader of the House
are defending Brian Burke.
Dr Lawrence: We are defending Mr McCusker's report which you seem to have scant regard
for.

Mir MacKINNON: The Premier and the Leader of the House are saying that despite the fact
that Mr Lloyd was working at Rothwetls full time: that Mr Edwards was a daily visitor; that
Ministers of the Crown came to Rothwells and met regularly to solve the problems and
address the high spots, that they did not know. Clearly the Government does not want a
Royal Commission because it does not want the facts to come out. What was Mr Hurley's
experience and background and what was he asked to do within that company that gave him
any authority to give evidence or for us to rely on him as a credible person? In November
1987 Mr Hurley was asked to prepare a report for the directors. He was a man with 40 years
experience as a merchant banker; 18 years managing companies in what one would call
corporate distress. He was asked to prepare a report. which he did. I will quote from that
report, but it is interesting to note that the report was dated t3 November. We had the debate
on 27 October and the decision on the rescue was made on the preceding weekend.
Mr Hurley said two weeks after the rescue.

y'e never seen such a great portfolio of nonsense in my life. For intelligent men
to do such bad business constantly is beyond my comprehension.
And getting to specifics on the nonsense, what were the specific kinds of problems
that you found when you started to look at the loans portfolio? --- Well, one thing that
came as a stunning shock to me was, I did an ageing of the - - at the time of the
rescue I did an ageing of the debtors in some detail to present to Tony Lloyd as the
government representative who was going to make their decision, whether they were
going to rescue or not.
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Mr Pearce: Why don't you read out the page numbers?

Mr MacKJINNON: I will read that again -

at the the time of the rescue I did an ageing -
That is over the weekend or thereabouts -

- of the debtors in some detail to present to Tony Lloyd as the government
representative who was going to make their decision, whether they were going to
rescue or not.

As I said at the outset, the Government knew within three or four weeks of the rescue about
how difficult Rothwells' problems were. However, it seems from that testimony that Lloyd
and. because he was advising the Government at that time, the Government must have
known of the seriousness of the problems outlined by Harley at the rime at Lloyd's request.
Who was Lloyd acting for or employed by? Who was he working for at that time? He was
working for the Government of Western Australia. He continued in the report on Rothwells'
letterhead which he was requested to make and which was addressed to all directors of
Rorhweils. It is headed "David Hurley" and is dated 13 November 1987. It is headed
'TALKING PAPER - CONCEPTUAL TWELVE MONTHS CORPORATE PLAN'. It is
referred to in the McCusker report and I think in the NCSC inquiries and reports. It is
interesting to listen to the background in light of what Rothwells and the Government were
involved in subsequently. It indicates the ability of this individual to give advice because the
advice was good advice. He said -

Corporations and businesses with negative cashflows and paper assets are expected to
generally be rejected as safe a investments by a generally shy and timid investment
community.

He was entirely accurate. He continued -

En the foregoing scenario, corporate investment in 'blue sky' -

Where have I heard those words before. We began to use those words six months later, but
he was using them then. I repeat -

In the foregoing scenario, corporate investment in 'blue sky' and/or optimistic profit
projection proposals would be unwise.

He was dead right again. HeI said further -

Conversely, cash will be 'king' and many very worthwhile investment opportunities
will be available to the cash rich corporations.

Under the heading "Adverse Corporate Developments prior to the Stock Market Crash" he
said -

Since incorporation some 5 years ago, this company's assets and liabilities have
increased by round 100% annually.

I remind members of the date of the report - 13 November - with the rescue two weeks later.
He said -

These increases have been driven by a comparable expanding lending portfolio.

He goes on -

In r-eality, approximately two-thirds of these loans aggregating over half a billion
dollars are in fact medium termn equity investments in related and unrelated
corporations which are unable or unwilling to repay the loans or indeed to meet
accumulating and compounding interest thereon.

That was said on 13 November. The McCusker report reveals that the member for Eyre said
that he did not know about the gaping hole referred to in the report until May or June 1988.
However, that report was made on 13 November. It went to all directors, including
Mr Lloyd. and identified two-thirds of the loans aggregating over half a billion dollars as
" medium term equity investments in related and unrelated corporations", a fact confirmed by
MeCusker, "which are unable or unwilling to repay the loans or indeed to meet accumulating
and compounding interest thereon." He continued -
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These non-repaying investments presently have a negative cashflow effect of
$7 million per month or $84 million per antnum and will increase due to the
compounding interest factor to $9 million per month or $108 million per annum by
next calendar year.

Thus the somewhat spectacular asset/liability growth has been driven by the necessity
to support these negative cashflow investments.

In other words he said that that is really what Rothwells was in trouble for because it could
not drive the shortfall in cash that was required every day. as again McCusker highlights and
as again my earlier evidence from Hurley indicated continued after the rescue in late
October. He continued -

Contemporaneously, the 'deposit base' has grown proportionately to the point
immediately before the stock market 'crash' of some few weeks ago where almost
half the deposit base viz. $300 million approximately was "hot money"
predominantly faling in the I I am. and 24 hour call category.

I repeat -

$300 million approximately was "hot money" predominantly falling in the I11 am.
and 24 hour call category

It had a book of $300 million on a daily basis knowing it was money at call on a day to day
basis and he said that in his view more than half a billion dollars was in real doubt at that
time. That is what Mr Hurley said on 13 November 1987. The Government is now trying to
indicate that it did not know.
Mir Kierath: Is that like when it did not have a guarantee?

Mr MacK[INNON: I think it probably is. However, a proper assessment was given to all
directors including Lloyd who was put in there to look after the interests of the Government
and to report on what was happening at all times. That report was given by a qualified
person to the Government's representative who had been in daily contact with the Premier
and Ministers. How could they riot know?

My Pearce: What does McCusker have to say about all of this? How did he deal with this
evidence?

_Mr MacKINNON: Mr McCusker did not inquire into the Government's role;, he said that
more than once. He inquired into the reasons for the collapse of Rothwells. He said
specifically that it was not his job to examine the Government's role. This evidence
demonstrates conclusively that the Government knew and, knowing, continued - in fact.
because of that knowledge - to inject funds directly into RothweUs. I remind the House
again of the date - 13 November - and ask it to remember that date well. The member for
Applecross will demonstrate what occurred on 13 November.

Mr Pearce: Where did you get that report from?

Mr MacKINNON: The next question one might ask is: Did Hurley. knowing about all that I
have just outlined to the House, want to stay on as a director of Rothwells or did he feel like
pulling the pin? lie did not want to stay on particularly and expressed his concern to Lloyd
about wanting to resign. What was Lloyd's reaction to that? I will read to the House directly
from a statement by Mr [Hurley dated 6 September this year. The Leader of the House asked
me for the source; that source is Mr Hurley's signed statement. It begins -

I discussed my intentions with the Managing Director, "Mr Tony Lloyd. Mr Lloyd
was also seriously concerned at banker reaction and in an endeavour to retain my
services Took me to a meeting at Parliament House with the then Premier. Mr Brian
Burke.

He refers to his intention to resign and how he was brought to a meeting at Parliament House
with the then Premier, Mr Brian Burke. He continued -

Mr Burke requested that I stay on at Rothwells in the Government interest and in the
event of my doing so and the company failing he would arrange for a senior position
mn one of the Government instrumentalities in order to protect my career path.

As a result of this meeting I elected to stay on as an executive director. Bill Burgess
was also present at that meeting.
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I declare that this statement is true to the best of my knowledge and belief and that I
have made this statement knowing that if it is tendered in evidence I will be guilty of
a crime if I have wilfully included in this statement anything which I know to be false
or that I do not believe is true.

That statement is signed by Mr Hurley and dated 6 September 1990. 1 repeat part of that
statement -

Mr Burke requested that [ stay on at Rothwells in the Governiment interest and in the
event of my doing so and the company failing he would arrange for a senior position
in one of the Government instrumentalities in order to protect my career path.

Mr Pearce: Is that evidence he gave to Mr McCusker?

Mr MacKINNON: I do not know whether he gave it to Mr McCusker, but it is a signed
statement.

Mr Pearce: When is it dated?

Mr MacKUINNON: I have mentioned the date three times and I am not prepared to repeat it if
the Leader of the House is not prepared to listen. Mr Hurley camne to Parliament House at
Lloyd's request, because he wanted to resign. Mr Burke talked him out of resigning. It is
bad enough that Burke made the offer to keep him in the job, but it is inconceivable that
Mr Hurley did not explain to the former Premier the reason he wanted to resign. Surely the
then Premier would have asked him why he wanted to resign, and would not have made the
offer without seeking an explanation for Mr Hurley's resignation.

Dr Lawrence: What did Mr McCusker make of that?
Mr MacKINNON: I cannot answer for Mr McCusker. I have not seen the second report or
all the transcript. I hope that Mr McCusker asked those sorts of questions. Even if he did, it
highlights what I have said all along; that is, it is necessary for a special Royal Commnission
to be set up.
The Government should get Mr Hurley before a Royal Commission and ask him to repeat
that statement. If he is telling a lie, the law can take the appropriate action. The Government
should bring Brian Burke back to answer questions, and he should be asked whether he met
Mr Hurley and whether he offered him that job. Let us hear what the former Premier and M
Lloyd have to say on this matter, ahead of Mr Hurley who has 40 years' experience in the
Public Service.

Mr Pearce: Why did you not ask Mr Hurley whether he told that to Mr McCusker?

Mr Minson: He told us he handed it to Mr McCuscer.

MW Pearce: So Mr McCusker has seen it?
Mr MacKINNON: I do not know whether he has, although my deputy may know.

Mr Pearce: Talk about a lack of communication.

Mr MacKINNON: In any case it is irrelevant.

Mr Pearce: No it is not, it is dead relevant. If McCusker was told that, he clearly did not
believe it. A lot of things were told to McCusker which were not true.

Mr MacKINNON: Is the Leader of the House calling Mr Hurley a liar?

Mr Pearce: I do not know whether he is.

Mr MacKlt'NON: The statement includes the following -

I declare that this statement is true to the best of my knowledge and belief and that I
have made this statement knowing that if it is tendered in evidence I will be guilty of
a crime if I have wilfully included in this statement anything which I know to be false
or that I do not believe is true.

Mr Hurley is prepared to have this document tabled and he is prepared to appear before a
Royal Commission. Is the Leader of the House prepared to do the same?

Mr Pearce: Is he prepared to appear before a court?

Mr MacKINNON: Is the Government prepared to bring back Brian Burke? No it is not.
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Mr H-urley has made a very good statement indicating exactly what happened and who knew
what and when. I repeat the facts: Lloyd was appointed to protect the Government's interest
and was actively involved on a daily basis. Edwards, loyd and Government Ministers were
going down with Connell, effectively operating the company. On 13 November 1987 Hurley
identified -

Dr Lawrence: Mr McCusker explicitly indicates in the first few pages of the report that
Connell was in control. You are taking a great degree of licence with the report which took
18 months to complete.

Mr MacKINNON: I am not taking any licence with any report. I am quoting directly from
this source.

Dr Lawrence: Who was clearly not believed by McCusker.

Mr MacKINNON: The November 1987 report by H-urley indicates that two-thirds of the
loans were non-performing on 13 November. Is the Premier saying that Brian Burke did not
know that?
Dr Lawrence: Mr McCusker concludes that that is so.

Mr MacKJNNON: I am asking the Premier for her opinion, I am not asking for
Mr McCusker's.
Dr Lawrence: My McCusker took 18 months to complete this report. sifted through
mountains of evidence and listened to many witnesses -

Mr MacK.INNON: Does the Premier not believe that Brian Burke knew?

Dr Lawrence: I will accept Mr McCusker's findings on this matter.

Mr MacKINNON: So the Premier does not believe that Brian Burke knew? Does she think
that Tony Lloyd knew'? It is interesting to note that the Premier will not now publicly try to
defend Mr Burke or Mr Lloyd because she knows that what I say is tine.

Dr Lawrence: The McCusker report contains the evidence and the findings.

Mr MacKINNON: The Premier knows that Tony Lloyd and Mr Burke knew of the situation
and, in all probability, so did many others. We know that Mr Hurley discussed this matter at
length with Brian Burke. He was persuaded by the Premier to remain in his position.
However, the Government is claiming it did not know about the hole. It is claimed that the
Government did not know of the existence of this hole until May or June 1988. It is
impossible to believe that. In addition to all this information, let me remind members of
what was happening throughout this time in Rothwells. The Premier may continue to defend
Brian Burke and all her colleagues -

Dr Lawrence: I an defending only Mr McCusker.

Mr MacKINNON: Of course the Premier supported her fanner colleagues. Immediately
after the rescue, on 2 November, the SOIC deposited $10 million with United Credit on an
unsecured basis for 30 days, and on the same day United Credit deposited that amount with
Rothwelfls. Was the SGFC raking that action because it felt it was a good idea at the time?
The member for Eyre, who was one of the Ministers probably helping to run Rothwells at the
timne, is now talking to the Premier and telling her what she can or cannot say.

Mr Gril: You have no evidence for that.

Mr MacKINNON: He is telling the Premier what she can or cannot say on this matter.

Mr Grill: Let us see the evidence. Where is it? There is absolutely none.

Mr MacKINNON: We know that Mr Grill rushed from a Cabinet meeting to tell Mr Connell
what would happen.

Mr Grill: Where is your evidence?

IMr MacI(INNON: Did that occur on 2 August last yea)? It had been agreed at the Cabinet
meeting that the member for Eyre would be the fall guy and he went to Mr Connell and told
him that.

Mr Grill: Where is your evidence?

Mr Court: The Sunday Times.
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Mr MacKINNON: On 2 November $10 million was deposited in United Credit, which then
deposited a similar amount in Rothwells. What a remarkable coincidence; was it just a good
idea at the time? On 13 November the SCIC agreed to buy CBD properties from the Bell
Group for $16 million. The member for Applecross will tell the House what happened to
$15 million of that amount. Another remarkable coincidence. Was the $10 million
deposited or rolled over?
On 14 December 1988 the R & [ Bank purchased $5 million of Rothwells' bills, endorsed by
Paragon Resources and Gold Mines of Kalgoorlie, due to a request by the Government,
which was indirectly referred to the R & I Bank. Those bills matured on 4 September. The
source of that information is chapter It of the McCusker report. In mid- 1987 the State
Government Insurance Commission purchased $12 million of commercial bills frm
Rothwells. That is an indication of what I have talked about previously. The Government
was inextricably and intimately involved with the direction of Rothwells, and as a
consequence was pumping funds into Rothwells to keep it afloat. We are being asked to
believe that it just happens to be a remarkable coincidence that the State Government
Insurance Commission thought it was a good idea at the time to say to United Credit, "Here
is $10 million", and that United Credit then decided out of the goodness of its heart to put
that money into Rothwells on the same day. That is not what happened; the Premier knows it
and we know it. My colleague, the member for Applecross, will detail later what happened
to $50 million out of that other deal.

Was Mr Hurley the only person who was looking at the situation of Rothwells, or were there
others, and to wham did they report? Following all of this, and I guess because of these
concerns, Mr Hurst and Mr Roberts, two R & I Bank officers, were appointed. and they were
asked to examine the Rothwels' accounts. That is dealt with at page 274 of the McCusker
report. They produced an initial two-page report on 22 December 1987, which was given to
Tony Lloyd, Mr H-urley and Mr Hare. That report concluded that 81 per cent of the total
outstanding loans of Rothwells lay with 29 corporate borrowers. The top 20 shareholders of
Rothwells were identified as being major borrowers; and Hurst and Roberts recomm-ended
that there be a detailed analysis of the top 29 corporate borrowers. They were reporting then
as if they did not know already what Mr Hurley had said on 22 December. They then went
on to make a detailed report to the directors, which was released in early February. I will
come to that in a moment.

Nit Uloyd is quoted in the McCusker report as saying that he informed Mr Burke of this
review but made no arrangements to pass on the information. I find that very difficult to
believe. In February the final report presented indicated that 70 per cent of Rothwells' loans
were doubtful and that 60 per cent of the loans had incomplete documentation. That
information was given to the directors, Vrisakis, Connell, Hilton and Lloyd - the man who
had been asked to keep the Government informed of what was happening at all times.
According to the McCusker report, that report was then withdrawn at the request of Connell
and Vrisakis. That report confirmed what they had already known from 13 Novembe-r; that
is, things were bad, and. of course, that action should have been taken much earlier to ensure
that further public funds were not injected into an organisation that certainly was not well run
and did not have the ability to handle those funds properly.
We must remember that Mr Hurley said in November 1987 that he had never seen such a
great portfolio of nonsense in his life. Surely even a cursory examination by the Governiment
over three or four days would have ensured that it found out that information before it put in
the money, but quite clearly immediately after that it did put in the money. It is clear to me
that Rorhwells was in bad shape, as we now all know, when it was rescued. It became
apparent to all, including the Government, soon after. Despite that, the Government
continued to give it ongoing support. It deliberately suppressed that information from this
Parliament and from the public. The Government, including the two Ministers opposite,
deliberately deceived the people of this State - and I have not talked about the massive
deception it perpetrated, and will not today - in respect of PICL and the property deals that
followed down the track.

It is clear also that the informnation that this debate has alluded to today, and that which will
follow, gives rise clearly to the need for a special Royal Commission. That special Royal
Commuission should determine, in light of the evidence I have presented today, what former
Premier Burke knew, and when. That was not part and parcel of Mr McCusker's terms of

5383



reference. H-e was not asked to report on that. However, that is essential knowledge for the
people of this State. They are entitled to know what Mr Burke knew, and when. I believe he
knew almost immediately after, yet still continued to commit taxpayers' funds to Rothwells.
The public are entitled to know who were the Ministers of the Crown who came from time to
time to meet the high spots.

Mr Kierath: Definitely this Parliament is entitled to know.

Mr MacKRINNON: The public are entitled to know what were the high spots, how did those
Ministers meet those high spots, and what was the Government's response to meeting those
high spots. A detailed examination would pretty quickly find that out. We also already
know from the charts available in the McCusker report about the extensive involvement and
conmnitment of the Government over and above the $150 million guarantee. A special Royal
Commission would find out who was responsible for the SGIC's input, and why the SCIC
put $10 million into United Credit that went straight to Rothwells. A Royal Commission
would also find out who was responsible for the decision making that the member for
Applecross will outline to the House, and why Mr Lloyd did not pass on this information. As
Mr McCusker said in his report. he found that incredible when Mr Lloyd was appointed by
the Government to "see the picture at all times for the Covermment".

Why does the Government not want an inquiry into this affair? Why will Mr Rees not
answer basic questions about who in the SCIC was responsible for those decisions? Why on
"The 7.30 Report" does he continue to repeat the same old thing but will not answer the
questions about who was responsible. and why? Why does this Premier keep defending the
indefensible? Why do we not have a Royal Commission? I have said it before and I will say
it again: We will not have a Royal Commuission because this Government has plenty to hide.
This issue will not go away, as much as the Premier would like to think she can tough it out
this week or next week, and she will die a death of a thousand cuts.

Mr Pearce interjected.

Mr MacKII4NON: The Leader of the House can laugh all he likes but this information will
continue to come out and this Premier will inexorably follow her predecessor. There is only
one way she carn go if she wants to retain her position, that is. have a special Royal
Commission. If she does not then, mark my words, we will have this debate again next week
and there will be further revelations of information the week after and the week after until the
web becomes even more complex, but always leads back to where it began. It began with
the Government of Western Australia's desperate attempt to salvage itself, and then to
protect itself. That is now crystal clear, and until this Premier determines to have a Royal
Commission this issue will continue to cause her further damage by the day.

MR COWAN (Merredmn - Leader of the National Party) [I11.00 am]: I second the motion.
The Government will always be dogged by its involvement in the whole Rorhwells saga.
Government members might get humour out of trying to play off one member of the
Opposition against another but the Governm ent should remember that overall its
involvement in this sorry saga will linger for much longer than any repartee across the
benches of Parliament.

The National Parry supports the motion in its entirety. My task is to deal with the second
part of the motion relating to the reasons the Government continued to infuse funds into the
rescue of Rothwells outside the publicly announced $150 million guarantee issued To
National Australia Bank in order to provide liquidity to Rothwells some five days after the
stock market crash on 20 October 1987. Debate in Parliament and the indication from the
Government of the day was that the Western Australian Government was taking a very
responsible action to maintain liquidity by issuing a guarantee: in the words of the former
Deputy Premier and Minister for Economic Resources at that time, that guarantee was a very
safe guarantee. Subsequently we became aware that the Government was misled through the
information given; that the member of Parliament involved in providing that information
believed firmily that there would be no prospect of the guarantee issued by the Government to
National Australia Bank ever being exercised.

Mr Pearce: In supporting the motion, the Leader of the National Party should dissociate
himself from the speech of the Leader of the Opposition because that was not his claim.
Mr COWAN: That was what was presented to Parliament.
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Mr Pearce: That was the truth.

Mir COWAN: If that is the truth, that demonstrates the gullibility of the messenger, the
person who took the information and advice from the people presenting the rescue package.
Mir Pearce: That is right. Have you read the Auditor General's report?

Mr COWAN: Yes.

Mr Pearce: The matter was dealt with in great detail by McCusker and the Government had
put great store on that.
Mr COWAN: That demonstrates the gullibility of the Minister and the Government because
they had access to the information. Even at the beginning of the rescue it demonstrates a
fundamental flaw in the operations of Government at the time. [ will deal with that later.
However, no-one within the normal positions occupied in Governent - whether permanent
heads of departments, advisers, senior people from Treasury, senior people involved in
statutory authorities or Government agencies - was capable of giving advice to the
Government which may have been contrary to that given by those persons presenting the
rescue package.

That was one of the problems created by the Burke Government following its coming to
power in 1983. It surrounded itself with people whom it felt had the capacity to do the job
but who in fact were incompetent and subsequently were proved to be incompetent by
McCusker and by all the losses sustained by WA Inc. Had the Government not been so keen
to see its own people in place in the public sector, the checks and balances which normnally
would have applied in a deal of that magnitude would certainy have applied. Unfortunately
many of the people who had the capacity to give that advice were removed from the public
sector in Western Australia. As a consequence of the actions of that Government, it had in
place a bunch of yes-men who merely nodded at the appropriate time and agreed it was an
appropriate deal and rescue package and that the necessary actions had been taken.

Mr Pearce: You have nor read the McCusker report!

Mr COWAN: To demonstrate I have read the McCusker report - while the Leader of the
House is entitled to his opinion and I have no desire to rake the time to change his opinion - I
will deal with the informnation contained in the McCusker report. [ will demonstrate that pant
(2) of the motion is built around the information and data provided by the McCusker report.
This is not some political clutching at figures or statistics which have no substance. The
figures 1 will quote have been substantiated by Mr McCusker and no-one can doubt the
authenticity of the figures quoted by him.

The appendix to the McCusker report is entitled "WA State Government financing of
Rothwe~s following October 1987 stock market crash". The report contains a list of all
deposits and financial transactions which indicate the level of involvement of the State
Goverrnent Insurance Commi ssion, the Government Employees Superannuation Board, and
the ft & I Bank. What McCusker does not say, of course, within that clear list of transactions
is whether some authorisation was given by the Government or whether the Government had
knowledge of the transaction. I find it remarkable that that would not be the case because the
WA Government's funding of Rothwells amounts to, as McCusker states, $t44 million. We
have to remember that the $ 144 million is additional to the $150 million guarantee issued by
the Government to National Australia Bank. En other words, they are in addition to The
guarantee, those funds which were made available by National Australia Bank to Rothwells,
funds that were drawn down in'u'ediarely, and will be referred to by later speakers.

In addition to the $150 million, through the SGIC and GESB. and the R & I Bank an
additional $144 million was made available to Rothwells. That began on 22 October 1987.
Mr Lewis: That was after the crash.

Mr COWAN: Yes. The MeCusker report states -

On 22 October 1987, immediately following the stock market crash, Mr L.R. Connell
(Connell) made an offer to sell L.R. Connell & Partners' 50% share (30 units) of the
Midtown Property Trust (Midtown) and one share in Midtown Properties Pry Ltd to
the SGIC for $30 million in an attempt to raise funds to improve Rothwells liquidity.

The sale of Midtown was made to the SGTC on 23 October 1987. Settlement was
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required in seven days. however, due to the urgency of Rothwells's funding
requirements, the SCIC settled the same day. The SCIC provided an R & I Bank
cheque for the $30 million sale price which was delivered by Parker & Parker to
L. Musca & Co. on 23 October 1987.

So the farst deal commenced on 22 October 1987 and it was completed by 23 October of that
year, and a series of transactions were undertaken which culminated on 28 October 1988 -
according to Mr McCusker - in the SCIC depositing $12.5 millon with Rothwells. This was
an 28 October 1988, and the SGIC was still depositing funds with Rothwefls. As I have
indicated, $150 million was made available to Rothwells through the guarantee, and the
Budget papers ijidicate that the exercise of the guarantee cost the State in the vicinity of
$22.5 million; in other words, even though the liquidator claims that it was a preference deal
with $150 million originally paid out after the PICL deal, the Government still had to meet
some costs associated with the National Australia Bank guarantee - that was the
$22.5 million.

Let us look at the other $144 million which McCusker has identified as being a financial
transaction of SCIC funds which were available to Rothwells. Since that rescue bid
McCusker claims that the SOIC made $91.1 million available to Rothwells. Since the
guarantee was provided the R & I Bank also made $17.5 million available to Rothwells.

Mr Macinnon: That is above and beyond the guarantee which was drawn down straight
away.
Mr COWAN: That is right. It is above and beyond the guarantee given by the NAB which
allowed the draw down of the $150 million facility. The SGIC had $17.3 million in
commercial bills purchased which were accepted by Rothwells; it had $48.3 million in
promissory notes from Rothwells; $9 million was involved in the endorsement of CLBC bills:.
and $16.5 million was involved with deposits. This was a total SGIC liability of
$91 .1 million. The R & I Bank was involved in a commercial bill facility of $ 10 million and
a temporary overdraft of $7.5 million, a total of $17.5 million. The secondary deposits with
PICL and Spedley Securities Ltd involved a deal in which Spedleys on-lent $30.5 million to
Rotliwells; the PICL deposits on-lent to Rothwells amounted to $5 million, for a total of
$35 million. Therefore, the total for all these deals was $144 million, and this Government
money, through the agencies such as SOIC and the R & I Bank, was on loan to Rothwells to
give it some liquidity.

Looking at the amount of money which has been recovered, the report states -

Monies recovered from the SCIC and the R & I since Rothwells went into
Provisional Liquidation total nearly $29 million.

So far we have seen a guarantee from the National Australia Bank which was exercised and
cost the State $22.5 million; we have seen Government statutory authorities such as the
SGIC and the R & I Bank lending Rothwells $144 million, of which $29 million has been
recovered; therefore, the debt so far is in excess of $150 million. That is what the
Government has paid our to Rothwells in order to maintain its liquidity.

Mr Shave: What about the interest on that money?

Mr COWAN: Of course, in this day and age that is very pertinent.

Mr Shave: If it was at 15 per cent -
Mr COWAN: If someone would give me a 15 per cent interest loan, I would be delighted to
enter that borrowing agreement.

Mr Shave: - it would be another $25 million.

Mr COWAN: So, that would be another $25 million lost in areas of activity of the
Government. This raises two serious questions: First, why was that done? It was done for a
very simple reason; that was, because nobody was left in the Public Service who was able to
counsel the Government that these things were unwise and that it should not become
involved. A very high degree of politicisation of the public sector had occurred to the extent
that nobody was left who might be regarded as the old school. That applied in both the
Treasury and the Ministty of Premier and Cabinet; nobody was left who was capable of
influencing the then Government and saying, "Hang on a minute, you are dealing with
taxpayers' funds. Let us see whether we are dealing with this wisely." In other words, where
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were the checks and balances? They did not exist because all of the people who could have
provided those checks and balances had been released.

The second important question to which people want answers is: Who gave the authority for
these transactions? Who gave the authority for the $ 144 million to be invested from the
SGIC and the R & [ Bank into Rothwetls? Surely, someone in Government had to know.
The Leader of the Opposition has spent quite some time asking that question and trying to
find answers. When did the Government know? Clearly, with that amount of money
involved, the Government had to know. I understand as well as anybody else that the State
Government Insurance Commission Act contains statutory requirements regarding
ministerial approval; however, let us examine the composition of the SGIC board. Without
naming anyone. it would be a simple process for this Government to obviate the need to give
ministerial direction. I have no doubt that the Government was aware of the activities of the
SGIC and gave verbal approval to one of the directors who then conveyed that message from
the master - the Government - that the activity should proceed. That is what happened.
Once the players had climbed on the merry-go-round they found that they could not get off.
It is appropriate that we ask the questions: What has happened to the structure of the Public
Service that has allowed this to happen? What has happened to the integrity and the morals
of any Government which wanted that to happen?

This is one area in which there was deficiency in the inquiry established by the Government.
The NlcCusker report is very informative and appears to be reasonably accurate. It makes
some very telling points and I have quoted from it extensively. However, what McCusker
does not do is raise the questions about what was happening in Western Australia within
Government circles and who was responsible for That. It is very clear to me, as it is to the
people of Western Australia. that we need some system of inquiry which says, "This is what
occurred. This is why it occur-red, and this is why we need to make some changes."

That system would provide checks and balances within the Public Service so that we do not
have a repeat of the situation whereby a person attached to the Government, through the
Ministry of Premier and Cabinet, also happened to be the vice chairman of the SGIC board.
For example, this person could not be allowed to put on one hat and listen to somebody
explain a good idea, a good scheme and a good way to do a certain thing to save Rothwells.
and then go to the SOIC and pur on the other hat as the director of this board and say. "I have
been told about this good idea, it has Government approval and we should do it." Those
sorts of things were not addressed by the McCusker inquiry and until they are, and until some
rules are recommended by the body appointed to conduct that review, we may be in the
position where that could happen again. That is the last thing we want to happen.

We need to expand on the good work done by Mr McCusker. We must ensure that there is
an expanded inquiry into those matters which were not addressed by him. That is the nub of
the problem; that is why $144 million was invested and why only $29 million was recovered,
which means a substantial amount of money will never be recovered. Government members
stil insist that we should not have an inquiry. There must be an inquiry into why these funds
were lost. The Government will wear its adventure into the financial world for a long time to
come. It must acknowledge its mistake and the need for a broader inquiry to deal with all
aspects of the Government's involvement through actions by its agencies and statutory
authorities. The Government must recommend ways and means of porting back those checks
and balances. Until it does that it will continue to bear the full brunt of very scathing public
animosity towards it. The Government deserves that animosity. The National Party supports
The motion.

MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [11.22 amJ: The Government does not
support the motion for many reasons. I will comment on the process which the Opposition is
following. In quoting extensively, and selectively, from the MeCusker report, both the
Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the National Party -

Mr Macinnon: I did not quote from the McCusker report.

Mr PEARCE: The member for Jandakot read whole sections of it and I questioned him on
where he got his information.
Mr Macinnon: [ quoted from evidence given to the McCusker inquiry.

Mr PEARCE: And the member quoted from the report. Irrespective of what the Leader of
the Opposition believes he was quoting - it does not appear he was clear on that as I had to
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ask him several times and I received several different answers from his front bench - all the
matters that he raised have been investigated by Mr McCusker.

Mr Lewis: They have not.

Mr PEARCE: They have. All of the points raised were dealt with in the McCusker report.
Volume 2 of the McCusker report is floating around - I have not seen it and I have no idea
what is in it - and many people in this place are mentioned in the report. That is partly the
result of evidence they gave to Mr McCusker and in part the result of conclusions reached by
Mr McCusker. In due course all of these things will become public because volume 2 will
lead to a whole range of court action being taken against various people. These people will
have the opportunity to defend their positions in court. Many of them will be roaring around
to the Opposition, desperate to have their story on record - from their point of view - before
these things occur.

We will nor see revelations of new information from the Leader of the Opposition. People
with special interests will be seeing the Leader of the Opposition and making statutory
declarations and referring to evidence that they gave to Mr McCusker. The Government will
be interested in those people who are saying things now that they were not saying when they
appeared before Mr McCusker. The Government is keen to see what conclusions NMx
McCusker drew from the evidence which was presented to him. I do not think the
Opposition will make any great political play from continually quoting from the McCusker
report.
The Goverment tabled the McCusker report. It initiated the inquiry and in many ways has
taken a lot of internal actions with external results. Almost all the people referred to by the
Leader of the Opposition are no longer in the Government. The former Premier and Deputy
Premier are not with us; Mr Lloyd and Mr Edwards are no longer employees of the
Government and Mr Grill is no longer a Minister. All of that resulted from the McCusker
report.

Mr Shave: You were in the Cabinet at the time.

Mr PEARCE: Certainly I was, and I will tell members a little about what Cabinet was told in
regard to these matters. In quoting from evidence given to McCusker or as portrayed by
Mr McCusker in his report, the Leader of the Opposition is seeking to draw different
conclusions than Mr McCusker drew on many of these issues.

Mr Macinnon: His terms of reference did not apply to the Government.

Mr PEARCE: Rubbish! The main claim of the Opposition's argument has been that the
Government knew within weeks of the Rothwells situation -

Mr Court: That is true.

Mr PEARCE: That is not what Mr McCusker found. I will quote MNr McCusker's findings
which bear directly on the issue raised by the Opposition. On page 36 Mr McCusker says -

The Government and the "rescuers" having conmmitted themselves, with a
Government nomidnee (Tony Lloyd) appointed to the Rorhwells Board as managing
director, it was not immediately apparent just how appallingly bad was Rothwells'
true financial position.

Mr NMcCusker made a different finding from the Opposition on the evidence given to him
because he saw the whole picture. I am not making a judgment about Mr Hurley or his
evidence. I do not know the man. [ have never met him;, I do not know whether he is an
honest person or one who will find himself before the cowrts. I do not know whether he
figures in volume 2. Mr Hurley put a range of views to Mr MeCusker, some of which have
been quoted in the report. Mr McCusker heard not only Mr Hurley but also everybody else.
Mr NMcCusker was sure of one thing. and that was that not everybody was telling him the
truth- Mr McCusker had to go through the evidence, match -it up, and come to a conclusion.
Not only is Mr MeCusker a much better person to do that, but also he is much better placed
than the Leader of the Opposition, because he has all the evidence. Mr McCusker is not just
popping into Parliament like Mr Macinon, and waving a document which he snapped up
because it might be embarrassing to the Government; he has the job of finding balanced
conclusions. On page 33 Mr McCusker states -.
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Neither the existence of the Price Waterhouse review, nor its conclusions, was
disclosed by Connell (or any Other person) to the "rescuers" or to the Goverrnent, at
the time of the rescue or at any time thereafter.

He continues -

Nor did he or anyone else inform the Government or the rescuers of the extraordinary
.transactions" which had occurred (or in some instances, purportedly occurred) on

31 July 1987 and on previous balance dates.

On page 285 Mr McCusker states -

In my opinion, the directors of Roehwel-ls knew by, at the latest, February 1988, that
there was a very serious problem with the Rothw'ells receivables portfolio, its major
asset.

That is the area with which Mr H-urley is concerned. Mr McCusker continues -

It may well have been the case that the directors were unable -

Several members interjected.

Mr PEARCE: All right, will the member tell me where he got that Rothwells' letterhead
from? Is chat Mr Hurley's report? Where did the member get Mr Hurley's report? The
Government is entitled to know. The Opposition is getting itself into difficulties with these
multiple interjections. When Mr McCusker made his conclusions he did so in the knowledge
of Mr Hurley's report. A question must be asked about where the Opposition got the report.
My proposition is that the Opposition is not making considered judgments like
Mr McCusker, but it is the agent of persons with special interests in the matter. If the
Opposition got the report -

Mr Court: We are not working for Brian Burke; I can tell you that.

Mr PEARCE: Who are you working for?

Mr Macinon: The taxpayers of Western Australia.

Mr PEARCE: The Opposition is probably working for Mr H-urley. because the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition in a foolish and unconsidered interjection admitted that he had
discussed with Mr Hurley matters with relevance to the statutory declaration of 9 September
of this year which the Leader of the Opposition was waving around a little earlier.
These questions are worth asking because we are dealing with this matter in a week where
some strange things have been happening in our Press about which the Opposition has some
questions to answer. I was surprised to see the Opposition here today. I expected all its
members to be at the court discussing who said what to reporters about the tenure of the
leadership of the Leader of the Opposition and his possible replacement by the member for
Nedlands. I know about this matter because I am as much in contact with working
journalists as anyone here, except maybe for the Premier, and I know they were ready for the
court action today. In fact, they were set for a bitterly fought case to be defended strongly by
The West Australian. I understand that Mr Griffiths, who was in London. was coming back
for the case and that Mr Pendal, before going to America, actually videotaped his evidence.
All of a sudden, on Saturday night, Mr& Griffiths received a phone call at Heathrow Airport
asking him not to come back because the matter had been settled to the tune of $207 000.

Points of Order
Mr LEWIS: The Leader of the House should return to the substance of the debate.

Mr Pearce: A bit worried, are you?

Mr LEWIS: We are not worried at all. The Leader of the House has strayed from the motion
before the House and is referring to extraneous matters that have no bearing on this matter. I
request you, Mr Deputy Speaker, to bring him to order.

Mr PEARCE: I accept that matters have to be relevant. The relevance of this is that, in
response to an Opposition refusal to name the source of a document from which it quoted in
the Parliament, I am putting an argument that it is important to know where these things
come from. The Opposition could have got it from a number of people. It could have got it
from Mr Hurley, but it could also have got it from Mr Bond, because the Goverrnent
contends -
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! We are now returning to the debate.

Dealing with the point of order, as the Leader of the House was speaking I was looking at the
wording of the motion and wondering how he would show that what he was saying was
directly relevant to the motion. We will have a wide ranging debate on a motion such as this,
as has been indicated by the Opposition's comments. However, if the Leader of the House
persists with his argument, it is incumbent on him to show that it is directly relevant to the
motion. If he cannot do that, I will rule his fuirther remarks out of order.

Mr PEARCE: I accept that, Mr Deputy Speaker. However, because I am speaking in
rebuttal of a motion -

Mr Court: Canvassing the Deputy Speaker's ruling.

Mr PEARCE: [ accept the Deputy Speaker's ruling. However, because I am speaking in
rebuttal of a motion, it is relevant for me to use points that rebut claims made by the
Opposition in support of its motion.

Dr Gallop: It is interesting to note that the leading light in the Liberal Party pissoir is the one
who put the point of order.
Mr PEARCE: I noticed that.

Debate Resumed

Mr PEARCE: The Leader of the Opposition, in support of this motion, produced a series of
documents, the origin of which he would not confess to. My line of argument against that is
that the Opposition is not giving the kind of considered judgment that Mr McCusker did but
is purveying special interests. One of its special interests is Mr Hurley's, because he may
have a story that he wants to put on the record. However, it is different from the conclusion
that Mr McCusker reached and he may be a little fearful for his position. That is one
possibility.

An alternative possibility is that a large number of documents have been given to the
Opposition by the Bond Corporation. The Government knows about that. I wonder whether
there is a connection between the flow of documents from the Bond Corporation to the
Opposition and the position taken by the Opposition in a number of debates, including this
one, and the sudden and unexpected $200 000 settlement of a libel claim which would save
the Leader of the Opposition and his colleagues from serious embarrassment. I understand
chat certain members of the Opposition have been paid out of pocket expenses for not being
witnesses to that action.

,Points of Order

Mr MacKT.NNON: I ask the Leader of the House to demonstrate which document we
received from the Bond Corporation and what evidence he has for the last ridiculous claim
about recompensing expenses.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I do not think that is a point of order: it is a point of view.
I caution members about their level of interjections. Opposition speakers were heard in
relative silence. While the Leader of the House's style may be likely to provoke
interjections. it is totally impossible for the Chair and the Hansard reporters to hear him when
two or three members interject very loudly.

Mr PEARCE: I am asking who provided the Opposition with that document. Because it will
not tell me, it leaves itself open to all sorts of speculation.

Debate Resumed

Mr PEARCE: One other aspect about leaked information to the Opposition was brought into
sharp focus a day or two ago by an estimable journalist of the Sunday Times. I have sat
through many of these debates over the years and I remember the time when the Opposition
introduced the samne sont of anonymous information in motions against Mir Brush, who was
then head of the State Superannuation Board. ,It would never tell us where it got its
information from, but suddenly in the Sunday Times that became clear.

The new member for Moore in the Federal Parliament, in his maiden speech, alleged, quite
untruthfully, that he had been unable to get back his job as a policeman after resigning to
contest the election because he had been involved as a member of the fraud squad in the
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investigation of Mr Brush. Mr Filing told the Federal Parliament that; those are not my
words. I am reporting to the House what he said. He said that he could not get his job back
because he had been involved -

Points of Order

Mr BLAIKIE: I draw the subject of the motion to your attention, Mir Deputy Speaker, and
ask you to rule accordingly. The Leader of the House is introducing red herrings that have
no relevance to the matter under discussion.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Whether it is a red herring is a matter of opinion. I ask
the Leader of the House to stay with the substance of the motion rather than to discuss
matters which have been raised elsewhere, unless they are relevant To the motion.

Mr PEARCE: They are relevant in the sense that the Opposition will not say where it is
getting its information from.

Mr Blaikie: You are questioning the Deputy Speaker's ruling.

Mr PEARCE: I accept the Deputy Speaker's ruling that I should not speak to any matter that
is not relevant.

Mr Court: Try to get back to this matter for a start.

Mr PEARCE: If the Opposition told us where it came from, we would not be having this
discussion. A Liberal Party candidate as a member of the Police Force investigated an
innocent man. When the Opposition produces in the Parliament leaks which quite clearly
come from an individual who was a member of the Police Force and a punitive Liberal
candidate, and the man about whom the accusations were made was found innocent by the
courts - as I predicted in this House many months before he was even charged - we are
entitled to ask where these claims come from.

Debate Resumed
Mr PEARCE: As most of this stuff has been before Mr McCusker, it might be apposite to
return to Mr MeCusker's conclusions on the evidence. I was quoting from other parts of the
report which clearly indicate the trend of Mr McCusker's thinking on these matters. On page
285 he said, "It may well have been the case that the directors were unable, as at 31 January
1988, to reach any firm conclusion as to what was an appropriate provision" for doubtful
debts and contingencies. The last part of that is paraphrased a fraction.

Mr Wiese: Read the quote properly.

Mr PEARCE: If the member wants me to quote it, I will. Mr McCusker said -

It may well have been the case that the directors were unable, as at 31 January 1988,
to reach any firm conclusion as to what was an appropriate pro-vision.

I clarified that that related to the bad and doubtful debts provision. If Mr McCusker was
aware or believed that Mr Lloyd, three weeks after the rescue, was aware of the true financial
position of Rothwells and that the Government was aware of it, he would not have been in a
position to say so. Perhaps the directors were unable to make a proper judgment about what
were the bad and doubtful debts provisions. He was not dealing with the Government;. he
was dealing with the directors. Quite clearly, Mr MeCusker does not support the Leader of
the Opposition's point of view. Mr MeCusker had access to all of the evidence, not only
Mr H-urley's and not only the evidence of the people who go selectively to the Leader of the
Opposition and tell their stories. He had the capacity and the willingness to cross-examine
those people about the truth of what they said. He did not just grab a statement from them as
did the Leader of the Opposition.

Mr Macinnon: You had better look at pages 285 and 286 and read exactly what McCusker
said.
Mr PEARCE: I have told the House what he said; the Leader of the Opposition can read it
because it is all there. There is nothing hidden about this; anyone can pick up and read a
copy of the McCusker report because it has been tabled in this House. The Leader of the
Opposition cannot draw conspiracy conclusions from the McCusker report without referring
to Mr McCusker's conclusions. The Leader of the Opposition has notably failed to do that.
That demonstrates the fallacy of the Leader of the Opposition's argument. It is stated on
page 286 of the report -
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When the Rothwelis half yearly accounts were complete and ready for signature on
I1I March 1988, the Rothwells directors were aware that in the opinion of two
orthodox bank officers, of reasonably senior status, there were very serious problems
with respect to a major part of the Rothwells receivables ...

He is &rawing a time line when the directors became increasingly aware of the position of the
company of which they were directors, and that time line is in complete and full
contradiction of the claims made in this House by the Leader of the Opposition today. The
basis of his claim is the very report by the very man who reached these startlingly different
conclusions. The Leader of the Opposition must have been aware of Mr McCusker's
conclusions.
Mir Macinnon: No, it is not the conclusions.

Mr PEARCE: It is stated on page 302 that the Press release created the image that Rothwells
was on the path to recovery when in reality Rorhwells was in a serious financial position.
Even so. the management was putting out cheerful messages at that time. That runs against
the suggestions being made.
Mr Macinnon: The report states that it was heavily dependent upon Government support in
the formn of deposits by SGIC and others if it were to keep its doors open.

Mir PEARCE: The Leader of the Opposition should have told the House the following
because his whole argument was based on the case that Tony Lloyd knew effectively within
days of the rescue about what he calls the true situation in Rothwells, arnd that he conveyed
that to the Government: Mr MeCusker said with regard to the conclusions of Roberts and
Hurst - the two bank officers - as well the reports of H-are, Selwood and Hurley, that they
were not conveyed by Lloyd to the Goverrnment so as to apprise the Government at an early
stage following the rescue that, despite assurances given at the time of the rescue, there was a
serious possibility that the Government could be at risk with respect to the NAB indemnity.

Mr Macinnon: Read from page 303.
Mr PEARCE: I am reading from that page.

M4r Macinnon. It states that he kept various members of the Government informed on an
informal, ad hoc basis. He was unable to state the precise extent of the information given -
surprise, surprise - and there appears to be no written record of it.

Mr PEARCE: McCusker reached the conclusion that these opinions, including the H-urley
report, were not Conveyed by Lloyd to the Government. The report states on page 303 -

Mr Macinnon: The report also states -

On this subject, Burke has stated that in a matter of weeks after the October rescue
Lloyd reported to him that Rothwells was still having liquidity problems..

Mr PEARCE: Everyone understands that was the case. However, that is not the argument
the Leader of the Opposition is making. That is the problem he had earlier on the question of
liquidity.

Mr Macinnon: Wait until you hear the comments of the member for Applecross.

Mr PEARCE: I shall await those comments with interest. T"he Leader of the Opposition
cannot avoid the simple fact that his sole claim is that within days of the rescue Lloyd knew
the true position of Rothwells. That is not that it was having liquidity problems and there
were ongoing difficulties, but all of the things in which Connell and others had been involved
with moving money in and around the balance dates, that the true recipients of many
Rothwells loans were Connell, and that the institution according to Mr Pope was
fundamentally insolvent at the time of the rescue. These are the thing s which constitute the
true position of Rothwells at the time. After hearing evidence from everybody, including
Hurley, Mr McCusker reached the conclusion that Mr Lloyd did not inform the Goverrnent
of these things. McCusker's conclusion is 180 degrees the reverse of that reached by the
Leader of the Opposition. It is worse than that, because in trying to put his case before the
House the Leader of the Opposition has deliberately ignored the conclusions in the
McCusker report. That is a pretty compelling response to the first point of the motion moved
by the Leader of the Opposition -
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(1) the Government, its senior Ministers and advisers, knowing that Rothwells
Limited was in serious Financial difficulty in late November 1987 as early as
tee weeks after the Government rescue;

There is no suggestion that what is claimed in that part of the motion is true. Mr McCusker
reached a different conclusion altogether.
Mr Court: Can I make a general observation?
Mr PEARCE: The member for Nedlands can make an observation in due course; it appears
that he has been muzzled in this debate. In his conclusions Mr McCusker reports at some
length on the various Ministers involved.
Mr Court: You are either courageous or stupid in trying to defend these deals.
Mr PEARCE: I am not trying to defend anything, except the McCusker report. The
Government accepts the McCusker report and its conclusions, and it is taking action as a
result of that report. The Premier has set up a special task force to make sure all the
recommendations made in the report are put into effect.
With regard to the claim that Mr Burke knew about these matters three weeks after, the
report states -

On this subject. Burke has stated that in a matter of weeks after the October rescue
Lloyd reported to him that Rothweils was still having liquidity problems,. ... He did
not understand that the R & I Bank officers were to review Rothwells receivables..
Nor was he aware of a review of Rothwells receivables being undertaken by Hurley.

Those comments are contained on page 303. With regard to former Deputy Premier,
Mr Parker, Mr McCusker states -

He was informed of a liquidity problem. which he understood was related to the time
taken for the promised new capital to come in. His evidence is that it was not unitil
about June 1988 that he became aware that there was a "huge hole" in the Rothwells
receivables .. He understood the R & I Sank officers to be helping to put systems
into place rather than reviewing receivables.

The Leader of the Opposition asked me to read from pages 303 and 304 and I have just done
that. Mr McCusker concludes that former Minister, Ms Grill, became aware that Rothwells
position was much worse than the Government had been led to believe in either late June or
early July 1988. Along with Mr Parker he was informed that Rothwells had what was
referred to as a "bad book" related to the collectability of the receivables of Rothwells at a
meeting at Rothwells attended by Beckwith. Peter Mitchell, Lloyd, Edwards, Hilton, VrisAkis
and Hare. That statement is made on page 304. It states on page 305 -

Grill says that he never became aware of any review of receivables of Rothwells,
prior to that date.

With regard to Mvr Berinson Mr McCusker concludes -

Likewise, Berinson was unaware of any system established for the purpose of
keeping the Government informed about the position of Rothwells.
There was some discussion about Romhwells having cash flow problems, but as far as
he was aware, this was quite distinct from any question on the basic soundness of
Rothwells.

That gets to the nub of the issue.
Mr Lewis: Are you reading your speech?

Mr PEARCE: Ilam reading direct quotes from the McCusker report.
Mr Court: Are you saying that Lloyd was told by Harley that Rothwells had major liquidity
problems but he did not tell Brian Burke?
Mr PEARCE: I am telling the Opposition what Mr McCusker concluded as a result of the
evidence he heard. He concluded that whatever Uloyd may or may not have known, he did
not tell the Government.
Mr Macinnon: He does not say that.
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Mr PEARCE: I have read it to the House. McCusker specifically exempts Mr Herinson and
Mr Dowding in the same way that he does for each of the others involved. All this
information is contained in the McCusker report. The Leader of the Opposition is making
the same mistake he made on the very day when first he spoke on this mailer when the
McCusker report was tabled. He fails to distinguish between the liquidity problems of
Rorhwells and the solvency problems of Rothwells. Despite his being a former accountant,
he appears to believe that liquidity and solvency are the same thing. The fact of the matter
was that in the first months following the Rothwells' rescue, and I guess for a short rime
before, people believed they were dealing with a liquidity problem; and that explains many
of the actions that were taken.
Mr Macinnon interjected.

Mr PEARCE: Was Mr Hurley a director at the time?

Mvr Macinnon: Yes.
Mr PEARCE: Would that mean that he was a signatory, effectively, to the half yearly
accounts of I I March 1988?
Mr Macinnon: I reckon.
Mr PEARCE: So despite what the Leader of the Opposition may say in the House that
Mr Hurley said, he then signed off, or helped sign off, as a director the half yearly accounts
for March 1988. If we read what Mr McCusker said about Mr Hurley's evidence - and he
goes into it in some detail - he said that Mr Hurley made his report in terms of the poor
performance of many of the Rorhwells' debts, but instead of recommending that some direct
action be taken about it he argued to the board that they should not be seen as loans in the
normal sense but as equity investments in various companies and, therefore, should not be
expected to perform in the same way as loans. M~r McCusker spent some time quoting
directly from the evidence given by Mr Hurley about how these equity investments should be
addressed in a different way. That is not the claim that the Leader of the Opposition has put
to the House today, and it may well be that is because Mr Hurley is now telling him a
different story from the one he told to Mr McCusker.
Mr Macinnon: The rescue plan was $500 million shy.
Mr PEARCE: The simple fact of the matter is that the Leader of the Opposition has sought
to make a case on evidence presented to Mr McCusker and things quoted by Mr McCusker in
his report, and he has reached a different conclusion from that reached by Mr McCusker,
without his knowing anything that Mr McCusker did not know and in fact knowing a lot less
because every bit of evidence -

Mr Court: If that is the case, then Lloyd has been involved in a conspiracy to hide from the
Government the true position of Rothwells, so you can have either Burke or Lloyd. You
have just prepared a watertight case for Lloyd to go for conspiracy.

Mr PEARCE: That is absolute rubbish.

Mr Macinnon: Itris not. It is one or the other.

Mr PEARCE: Itris not. Mir McCusker has taken evidence from Mr Lloyd and MNr Hurley,
and all the rest, and he has not reached that conclusion.
Mr Macinnon: Quit while you are behind.

Mr PEARCE: We do not believe we are all that dramatically behind because it seems to us
that what we are doing is simply reminding members opposite of what precisely is in the
McCusker report; and they are trying to argue quite differently from that. It is not good
enough for the Leader of the Opposition to read out a few bits of the McCusker report and
say they lead to the following conclusion. Maybe in those circumstances they do. but
Mr MeCusker, who not only had that information but all the rest, has reached a different
conclusion. I ask the Leader of the Opposition what is his conclusion about the good report
which he said in this House Mr McCusker has produced? Why did Mr McCusker get it so
wrong on the basis of The evidence which was before him at the time?
Mr Macinnon: Because his terms of reference did not indicate that he could inquire into
the Government, and that is what I said from the outset. That is why I will continue to say
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the Government should have an inquiry into its actions, and we will then find out what
happened.
Mr PEARCE: That is not the truth.
Mr Macinnon: That is what Mr McCusker said.
Mr PEARCE: That leads us to why it is silly for the Leader of the Opposition to talk about
further inquiries because one thing we would have to say about Mr McCusker's inquiry is
that it has been very thorough.
Mr Macinnon: Given his terms of reference.
Mr PEARCE: One of the areas into which he inquired was how Rothwells collapsed and
who was responsible. Thai is the core of the McCusker report. He has gone very carefully
through the state of knowledge, as best he could determine it, of all the players at all times.
and he has drawn a very conclusive picture of a growing awareness of a liquidity problem,
which turned into a growing awareness of a solvency problem. HeI runs that out over a
period of nine or 10 months, effectively from the time of the rescue through to the middle of
1988. It is clearly acknowledged by everybody that by the middle of 1988 more fundamental
questions had to be addressed if Rorhwells was to be maintained as a viable merchant bank.
He then investigated the ways in which the solvency problem was addressed. However, in
all of the conclusions reached by Mr McCusker in this central area of inquiry he specifically
exempts not just the Government generally but every Minister by name from the claim being
made today by the Leader of the Opposition. He does not make the conclusions about
Mr Uloyd's state of knowledge that the member for Nedlands - who I guess has been
champing at the bit tough all of this - is seeking to make.
The claims made by the Leader of the Opposition simply do not stand up. The Leader of the
National Party's contribution was even worse in a sense because he simply read out bits of
the McCusker report, which has been available to all of us for some time, but did not provide
a single bit of information which could in any way be considered either new information or
even a new conclusion. He just went through bits of the report for the benefit of those of us
who may not have read it, and reminded us of what it says, and said at the end, 'This is all
dreadful and you will live with it for a long time." That is true. The tale told in the
McCusker report is certainly not a particularly edifying one, and the reason, as I have pointed
out, that the major players involved are no longer on this side of the House, nor in the
employment of the Goverrnent, is that things were done in the Rothwells' situation which
were mistakes. The Premier and all of us on this side of the House have conceded that. We
have tackled the problems and have made it clear that anyone who has been shown to have
done anything wrong can expect to be prosecuted or brought to book in some way, and that
the areas which require a further follow through will be followed through by Mr McCusker
himself.
We accept the reminder of the Leader of the National Parry that this situation has been
politically damaging for us. That does not strike me as a remarkably dramatic revelation for
the House. However, we also expect that the people of Western Australia will give us the
credit for taking firm action about these things. Another point about the Opposition which is
worth making is that in all its demands for an inquiry it will never be satisfied if the result
does not come out exactly as it wants. The Leader of the Opposition has made a huge
tactical mistake by moving this motion today because in trying to press a claim for a wider
inquiry he has actually addressed one single issue of the McCusker inquiry, which was the
most comprehensive inquiry into these matters that we have had. Mr McCusker spent
18 months and a huge amount of resources, and employed 40 people, in going through all the
evidence to reach his conclusions, and even the Leader of the Opposition has referred to the
report at earlier times as a good report, narrow in its focus, but still a good report. Yet now
the Leader of the Opposition wants to say of the McCusker report that in the central area
with which it deals it is inadequate. He wants to say that because the conclusions that have
been reached by Mr McCusker do not suit him.
No other form of inquiry will suit the Leader of the Opposition unless he can write the
conclusions himself, unless he can sit in his office and have a range of people come in and
give him documents and make claims which are damaging to the Govemment, which he
accepts without even questioning the people involved. We had this strange case of his
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quoting from My Hurley's document and then having to admit that he could not answer
questions about it and would have to defer to his deputy leader to explain what discussions
had been held with Mr Hurley. That is how much the Leader of the Opposition has checked
the document from which he is quoting. Now he wants to mun his own Royal Commission,
with himself as the Royal Commissioner, and he wants to be able to accept and reject
evidence according to what suits him. The Government has accepted the McCusker report.
good and bad. The MeCusker report fundamentally clears the Government of any criminal
activity and corruption, and that is a good point. It actually points to a range of mistakes
which were made which are difficult for the Government because they are embarrassing to
us, and it points out things that could have been done better at the time, but we accept the bad
with the good in those circumstances.

We copped the McCusker report; we copped the conclusions of the report, whether they
benefit the Government or whether they are harsh. In an unrestricted way we have moved to
ensure that the McCusker recommendations are undertaken. The Opposition is not prepared
to do that. The Opposition picks out the bits which suit it; it is prepared to quote out of
context. It picks out a bit here and a bit there and gives the conclusions that McCusker has
not reached. In fact where he has reached precisely the opposite conclusions the Opposition
puts forward to the House the conspiracy theories for which the Leader of the Opposition has
become famous.

I also notice how quickly the strategy of having a shadow Minister for WA Inc has been
abandoned, because it has worked so badly. We are now two hours into this debate and the
shadow Minister for WA Inc has not been heard.
Mr Lewis: The Minister should wait and hear what I say.

Mr PEARCE: Even last week when the Leader of the Opposition was away we did not
witness the shadow Minister for WA Inc appear in the debate until very late; we heard the
member for Nedlands.

Mr MlacKinnon: He is doing a very good job.
Mr PEARCE: The member for Nedlands did not do a bad job; I said at the end, "Hurry
home, Barry." Apparently now the member for Nedlands is not being allowed to speak. The
Leader of the Opposition has abandoned being positive in order to put up a comparable
performance to that given by the member for Nedlands. For what it is worth, my advice is
that if the Opposition wants to pursue these issues it should have information or evidence
that is different from that contained in the McCusker report.
Mr Shave: The Minister should join "The Comedy Company'.

Mr Court: In 'The Comedy Company" the little girl says, "I didn't do it," and that could be
the Minister's role.

Mr PEARCE: I have not seen "The Comedy Company"; if that is the level of it, I will not be
watching it. We are not saying that we did not do it. We set up the McCusker committee:
we commissioned a full investigation into mailers by an independent Queen's Counsel of
high repute and renown. He has reported, and we accept his conclusions. The Opposition
does not: it twists and turns what is stated in the report and reaches other conclusions in order
to seek out the headlines. The Opposition does not answer questions about what it has been
up to during the last week or two.

Mr Lewis: What questions?

Mr PEARCE: The Opposition has been embarrassed and points of order have popped up
during that time. Which persons sitting over there have been the recipients of payments as
potential witnesses in a libel case - the out of pocket expenses by the Bond Corporation?

Several members interjected.
Mr PEARCE: Who have been the recipients?

Mr Shave: They sent me $5.
Mr PEARCE: They knew what the member was worth.

Mr Shave: I understand under the law they have to send that amount.

Mr PEARCE: Thirty seconds ago denials were made, now all of a sudden we hear that
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admission, but it was not very much. The $207 000 story will be explained. The Leader of
the Opposition has failed utterly this morning with this motion because ages before the
Leader of the Opposition got to his feet in this place Mr McCusker was addressing these
issues. He found out the truth and the truth is not what the Opposition is claiming.
MR M INSON (Greenough - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [ 12.04 pm]: The
Government's knowledge of the draw down of the $150 million loan facility arranged with
the National Australia Bank has some distinctive features - two in particular. Firstly, I
request permission of the House to place a document on the Table for the remainder of this
sitting for the information of members. The contents of that document will interest the
Leader of the House. [ will refer to the document from time to time and those Parts to which
I wish to attract parliamentatry privilege I will attempt to put into my speech.

[The paper was tabled for the information of members.]

Mr MINSON: A distinct aspect of the motion is that the Government utilised the
$150 million almost immediately - or should I say that Rothwells, did. By the end of debate
the Opposition will have established that the Government knew, so in effect the Government
utilised that amount. That is contrary to what we were led to believe would happen.
Secondly, while it is fundamental to the terms of reference of the McCusker inquiry it was
not really dealt with in his report. It does not appear to me that all matters to do with the
$150 million were dealt with very well at all. All members should understand by now that
the $150 million guarantee associated with the other Government money put into Rothwclls
is the reason for the McCusker inquiry in the first place.
Dr Lawrence: Does the member think that McCusker did not deal with that question
properly, despite the fact it is a core issue?
Mr MINSON: I will present some evidence and let this House and the Press draw their own
conclusions.
Mr Pearce: Was that evidence available to McCusker?

Mr MI1NSON: Yes.
Mr Pearce: Has McCusker already reviewed that evidence and come to conclusions on it?
Mr MENSON: I assume he has.
Mr Pearce: The member wants to do what the Leader of the Opposition did, and come to
different conclusions based on restricted evidence.

Mr MINSON: If the Minister wishes to draw that conclusion, he may. The loan and its
uttlisation, as far as I can see, seem fairly straightforward. The Government gave a guarantee
to the National Australia Bank to allow Rothwells to draw up to $150 million. For the
benefit of members who do not understand - and I am sure not many members would not
understand - when one gives a guarantee like that it is the same as an overdraft or a fully
drawn advance; it can be drawn on until it is gone; it is a fluid arrangement. In this case
nothing went in; it all went out.
My concern is how and when the $150 million facility was used. On 25 October 1987, five
days after the stock market crash, the Burke Governmrent gave an indemnity to the National
Australia Bank so that the bank would provide a $150 million facility. Theoretically
Rothwells could then draw down part or all of the money without going to the Government.
It is recorded fact from statements in the Press at the time that the Government assured us the
indenity would not be called upon. How could the Government give that assurance if it let
Rothwells loose? The Government must have kept a check on it. At this stage alarm bells
ring. Why would the Government take the unusual step of putting in place such a large
guarantee enabling a full draw down of $150 million and not keep check?
Mr Pearce: What conclusion did McCusker reach as a result of this claim?
Mr MINSON: At this stage I am not interested in what McCusker concluded. The public
reason given by the Government was that it needed a cushion. In other words it wanted a
Claytons guarantee so that everyone would feel comfortable, because first of all the
$70 million was supposed to be forwarded by Connell. I recall reading about these matters
in the Press before I became involved in politics. Next would come the $1L50 million
supposedly put up by prominent businessmen around town. We know who they are. Next
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would come the assets of the Connell family. We were told that when these funds were used
up. and only then, the $150 million guarantee would be triggered. So, either agreement was
reached on how the money would be used or it was on a nod and a wink basis from senior
Ministers.
We are aware from documents tabled last year that on 17 October 1988, the date of the
Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd settlement, the National Australia Bank was repaid
$150 million to retire the indemnity; thus it freed the Government from its responsibility.
But the fact that the full $150 million was paid simply demonstrates it was fully drawn.

I grant that it is now a year later; however it was fully drawn. The question is when it
became fully drawn. The facility was to sit there unused as a cushion of last resort, but the
simple fact is that it was used up well before that time, and the McCusker report did not
inquire as to whether an agreement was in place for it to be used or repaid. It is incredible
that a Rothwells memorandum shows that it was used within a few days of the origintal
rescue. I would have thought that that was a fundamental question to ask.
Mr Pearce: If he had the document, he would have known about that claim. You are
suggesting chat Mr MeCusker did not know - he did know.

Mr MINSON: He had the document but he did not read it, draw the right conclusions or ask
the right questions. That is why this State needs a full Royal Commission to ask these
questions.
Mr Pearce: What is the point? You are saying that the Royal Commissioner did not read the
document or draw the right conclusions.
Mr MINSON: If only he were a Royal Commissioner - but he was not. Effectively, the
money went in through the front door and went straight out the back door: it did not even
touch the sides. The Government knew a few weeks after the facility was set up in 1987 that
it was all gone - the so-called cushion set out in front of it was false advice to McCusker.
Premier Burke and his colleagues knew in 1987 that the cushion of the indemnity was lost.
I refer now to the memorandum from Mr Hurley, who was a Rothwells director.
Mr Pearce: Is this what he calls a "talking paper" and a "12 month conceptual plan'?

Mr MINSON: That is right.

Mr Pearce: It can be clearly seen on page 3 -
Mr Macinnon: Where did you get that from?
Mr Pearce: I asked for it to be tabled.
Mr MINSON: It is a public document as the NCSC and McCusker have a copy.

Mr Pearce: But where did you get it from?

Mr MINSON: It is no secret.

Mr Pearce: [f it is no secret, tell us.

Mr MINSON: I got it from a group of people who are very concerned about what is going
on in the community.
Mr Pearce: Which group of people?
Mlr M1INSON: That I wil not reveal.

Mr Pearce: Why wil you not reveal it?

MU MINSON: It is not important.
Mr Pearce: [ think it is important.
Mr MINSON: That information was available to McCusker and to the NCSC. and certain
questions were not asked about the document; they should have been asked and they jolly
well should have been answered!

Mr Pearce: Is this pant of the Bond settlement?
Mr MINSON: Anybody who believes that the settlement is from Bond to me is a fool.

Mr& Pearce: I am not saying it is to you; I am saying it is to the general party.
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Mr MINSON: I am the person speaking and I am referring to the document given to me.
Mr Pearce: By whom?

Mr MINSON: I am not telling;, it does not matter.

Mr Pearce: You are a strong man, but you are not telling; what have you to hide?

Mr MINSON: The document was available to MeCusker and to the NCSC. The
Government knew weeks after the setting up of the facility that it was gone.
Mr Pearce: He is hiding something! Why not tell us?
Mr MINSON: I am desperately trying to expose something! I am running short of time so I
shall ignore the Leader of the House for a period.
In this memorandum of 13 November it clearly indicates that the National Australia Bank
facility was fully drawn. The document states - in brackets - that it had been "since drawn',
if the Leader of the House wants to check. It states that only $28.5 million was left;
however, at the top of the next page it states that by 31 December 1987 the last $28.5 million
had also gone. The date on the document is 13 November so what is recorded by Hurley had
already taken place; the fact that it was written then does not mean that it happened then. I
suggest that it happened weUl before during the first few days of the rescue - eventually these
truths will come out whether that takes months or years. The report by Hurley indicates that
the money was effectively all used to pay creditors and withdrawn deposits. The same memo
also effectively indicates that Rothwells was insolvent, if members would care to have a hook
at it.

The McCusker report provides two graphs as addendlums to Chapter I I under the heading
"Government Funding of Rothwells". Where is the $150 million that the Government
underwrote for Rothwells to borrow from NAB? I suggest that the answer given by the
former Premider, a fairly smooth character, would be that it was simply not Government
money: it was NAB money. However, as it was guaranteed by the people of Western
Australia, it was Government money. If members consider the $150 million and add that
amount to the graph indicating Government payments, it indicates a different picture from
the one painted so far.
We do not know whether an agreement or a contract was in place which required Rothwells
to advise the Government of the draw-down of the facility. I am amazed that that question
was not asked by the investigator. Mr Burke was far too clever to put a $150 million
guarantee into place and to allow Mr ConneUl, who had already demonstrated that he was a
little shonky, to draw on it without any limit or any reference to him or to senior Ministers.
Who would have known that the National Australia Bank money had gone? The simple
answer is that Tony Lloyd would have known, among others. There is nothing suspicious
about that. It was public knowledge that Rothwells had liquidity problems, and it was
recognised within days of the rescue that either the non-performing loans would have to
perform or more cash would be required from the $220 million which came from Connell
and other leading businessmen around town. Standing in front of the indemnity was Tony
Lloyd, who was not officially a director of Rorhwells until some time in December.
However, in the early days after the crash in October 1987 he was the Government
representative, a de facto member of the Government, acting as a managing director of
Rothwells. He was an integral part of the rescue and the man put in place by the Premier of
the day in the days after the share market crash. Peter Lucas was told of the liquidity
problems on a daily basis, and this is documented in the McCusker report; however, the
report does not say that before the rescue the same liquidity problems were reported to Lloyd
on a daily basis, but he would have had to be informed about this on a daily basis.

Mr Pearce: The report makes no reference to the $150 million guarantee.

Mr MINSON: That is the point: It does not refer to the guarantee, and it should! This
information would have been relayed on a daily basis, and I put it to the House that any
public servant who was put in place to look after the Government's interest, and who knew
that the Government money had flown out of the door, would have run up the Terrace so fast
to tell the Premier that he could not be seen for dust. It is unbelievable! The obvious
question to Lloyd is whether he too was told about the state of Rothwells, and whether he
told the Government. Much is made in the report of Lucas before the rescue as he scurried
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round each day looking for enough money to open the doors the next day. It is interesting
that little is said about what happened after Lloyd became involved, because he had to do the
same thing. Every night he had to run round to get as much money as he possibly could so
that the doors of Rothwells could be opened the next day; every day Laurie was piling it out
through the back door. I must be a simple fellow but following my reading of the McCusker
report, and following a reading of the Hurley document dated 1.3 November - I know that the
Leader of the House desperately wants to know from where I received that document - I
cannot understad why Mr McCusker did not question Mr Lloyd on this point and ask him to
which Government Ministers he reported, and how often.

The Opposition has amazing evidence from Mir H-urley's declaration that a number of
Ministers were in and about Rothwells at the time. If Mr McCusker examined Mr Hurley, I
cannot understand why his evidence did not come to light. After all, he arrives at a different
conclusion regarding the involvement of Ministers to that of Mlr McCusker. Mr McCusker
exceeded his brief in that area by stating that the Ministers were not involved. In any event
Mr Lloyd and/or Mr Vrisakis within a few days after the rescue in October 1987 asked
Mr Hurley. who was the only Rothwells director who had any banking experience, to carry
out an analysis of the loan book. Mr Hurley wrote a talking paper which was distributed to
all directors as well as Mr Lloyd and Mr Vrisakis. who were not at this stage officially
directors, It is essential to quote a portion of one paragraph of the talking paper that
Mr Hurley presented on 13 November. lHe says -

In reality approximately two-thirds of these loans aggregating over half a billion
dollars are in fact medium terin equity investments -

We have heard the Leader of the House talk about equity investments. Mr H-urley
continues -

- in related and unrelated corporations which are unable or unwilling to repay the
loans or indeed to meet accumulating and compounding interest thereon.

We can leave aside the niceties of equity investments for the moment. Mr Hurley was saying
that $500 million worth of debts were owed by companies that were unable or unwiling to
pay interest. To me that sounds like a great big hole in the receivables. The date of
Mir Hurley's talking paper was 13 November 1987. which is less than three weeks after the
rescue. I have already pointed out that all these events need not necessarily have occurred on
13 November, but almost certainly took place considerably earlier. I believe the Government
knew immediately after 13 November because Mr Uloyd would have told it. As I have
already indicated to members, I believe that Mr Lloyd would have broken the record for the
100 metre dash up the Terrace to tell the Premier.

Mlr Pearce: Mr McCusker is saying something quite different.

Mr MINSON: The evidence given by Mr H-urley strongly suggests that Government
Ministers often visited Rothwells at the time. If they were niot discussing the financial
situation, what were they doing? Ministers are busy people: my heart goes out to them.
They have dreadful hours and they would have had better things to do than to wander around
Rothwells with their hands in their pockets. The Ministers were there for a reason; they were
directing the operation and finding out how bad it was and reporting back to the Premier.

I am concerned that no mention is made of Mr H-urley's 13 November memorandum in the
-eleventh chapter of the McCusker report. Mr Hurley has told us that it was available to
Mr McCusker and to the National Companies and Securities Commission. Why did
Mr McCusker leave it out? Chapter I11 of the McCusker report opens with the investigation
of the two R & I Bank officers, which commenced in late December. That was the third
investigation into receivables since the rescue. First. Mr Harley and then Mr Hare and
Mr Selwood - both Rothwells employees - looked at that portion associated with the Pier
Street group. Hare and Selwood's investigations followed on from one of Mr Hurley's
recommendations that Rothwell's should mount -

An intensive assault on the 16 main loan investments to "liberate" $200 million cash
in the short term.

After that direction, Hare arnd Selwood looked at the Pier Street companies and concluded
that there was a deficiency of approximately $137 million in that group of companies alone.
Both these investigations preceded the R & I Bank officers' investigation and both of them
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receive little attention in the report. This has me puzzled, because under the terms of the
investigation they could have been investigated, and should have been.
The simple fact is that Mr Lloyd and, by extension, the Government knew of the terrible
liquidity problems of Rothwells within days of the rescue;, and probably well before three
weeks had passed they knew of the hole in the receivables. Any further investigations
undertaken only confirmed what was already known. If Mr Hurley's declaration and
memorandum are of substance there is a strong indication that Government Ministers may
have been effectively directing Rothwells when they knew it to be insolvent and certainly
when they knew the $150 million National Australia Bank money had gone straight out
through the back door. That needs to be investigated.

Three weeks down the track from the Rothwell's rescue the money was gone and the
Government, the Premier and certain senior Ministers knew about it. They did not state
anything about that to Mr McCusker, unfortunately. In fact I am a little intrigued about how
Government Ministers gave their evidence to .Mr McCusker. That is probably worthy of a
debate.

I am also concerned that on questioning Mr Hurley, Mr McCusker noted that Mr Hurley had
a several hour conversation with Mr Burke. We have already heard about that, but we do not
know why Mr McCusker did not ask Mr H-urley about that conversation. That is central. It
was within the scope of his terms of reference, and in any event he should have already
twigged to what was going on and asked him- I hope I am wrong, but on reading the report it
appears that a number of important questions were not asked by Mlr McCusker. Western
Australians must have answers to those questions. We should start with the $1L50 mnlion
National Australian Bank guarantee and what Mr Hurley told Mr Burke. The place to star is
a Royal Commiss ion with full, complete and broad terms of reference.
The $150 million guarantee and the arguments surrounding it are essential matters to be
investigated. A fuller inquiry would very quickly discover what it was used for. We know
the rescue funds were used, because Mr H-urley told us. We know that the PICL deal allowed
the total amount of $150 million to be paid back to the National Australia Bank. Therefore,
it was all drawn upon. I would like to know when it was drawn and exactly when the
Ministers and the Premier knew. I believe it started on Tuesday, 27 October when Mr Lloyd
and Mr Hurley went to see Mr Burke.

The McCusker report is a very large document. However, this House was asked to debate it
only three hours after it was brought into this House. Now that that time has elapsed and the
Opposition and other people have had tlime to dissect it, we can see that perhaps it is not as
complete as it could have been. I do not believe that the people of Western Australia are
satisfied, which reinforces the need for a full and broad Royal Commission. I do not mind
going on record as saying that, even if Government members and Ministers, members of the
Opposition. members of the ALP, members of the Liberal Party or even our supporters are
involved - that is all right. For my money I say, "Let them all bumn!" We need a full Royal
Commission. The Government must face tup to its responsibilities to the people in this State
and appoint one.

DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) (12.30 pm]: We have listened this morning, in
my case with considerable disbelief, to successive members of the Opposition attempting to
destroy the credibility and comprehensiveness of the McCusker report. They were not
willing to do that in the weeks following its release and they have not been willing to do that
outside the Parliament. Indeed in their pious posturing to the Press, they have been at pains
to say that it is a good and comprehensive report and that the Government's response to it is
appropriate.
It is clear that members opposite have, in effect, sung their last song. They cannot retain
credibility in this community if they destroy a report written by a man of the stature of
Malcolm MeCusker with the resources that he had at his disposal over the time in which he
had to reach his conclusions and seriously expect to be taken as a putative Government.
They cannot retain credibility when, over months, they have called for a Royal Commission.
It is absolutely clear to me that if they will not accept the results of the report, they will not
accept the results of any report.
The Leader of the House clearly indicated that the Opposition wants to write the conclusions
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after sifting through the evidence and that it wants to conduct its own inquiry. My view is
that, firstly, it is not competent to do that and, secondly, given its political bias, it would
inevitably reach the conclusions that suited it as it has tried to do today. Members opposite
have tried - and failed - to say that Mr McCusker - by the Opposition's admission he had the
evidence that it presented to the House today - was derelict in his duty, that, in the
Opposition's view, he did not assess that evidence as carefully as he might, and that he did
not examine the serious position that the Opposition has put to the House; in other words,
that he chose, having had the evidence before him, not to properly assess those matters.

Opposition members cannot have it both ways. Either Mr McCusker's report is as
comprehensive, detailed and effective as every independent observer has concluded it to be
or it is not. Members opposite are clearly taking the view that Mr MeCusker's report is
deficient. The way the Opposition has attempted to do that is to take evidence from one
person who is inextricably involved in the events chat led to the collapse of Rothwells and the
Government's involvement, and inextricably involved as a company director in misleading
the people of Western Australia, the Government and the other players. If that individual
had that information before M~r McCusker's report - the Opposition claims that he did - and if
Mr H-urley had presented that evidence to Mr McCusker - the Opposition claims that, apart
from the belated affidavit, he did - surely Mr McCusker, in sifting through the mountains of
evidence and the many allegations that were made to him, would have weighed that evidence
against other evidence given to himn. There can be no doubt that Mr McCusker cook his task
seriously, that he assessed the evidence carefully, that he weighed the credibdiity of
witnesses, that he looked at their potential position, and, in the end, reported his findings. Of
course, Mr McCusker's report does not present every piece of evidence that he considered.
Were he to do that, we would have a room filled with paper. That is what Mr McCusker had
to deal with.

The people who worked with him, including the lawyers, accountants and business people,
sifted through the evidence. They heard witnesses, examined the truth of their positions, and
reached a conclusion which is reported as Mr McCusker's findings. For members opposite
to suggest otherwise is to undermine that report. I suggest that, if 10 Royal Commissions
reached conclusions different from the views of members of the Opposition, the Opposition
would attempt to do the same chopping job on them. They would not accept or believe the
findings if they did not suit the Opposition's political purposes. That confirms, if it needed
confuiring, my decision.

It is important for members to recognise what has gone on today. One individual,
apparently, has given information -

Mr Lewis: One?

Dr LAWRENCE: Okay, individuals. Individuals have given to the Opposition information
which was presented to Mir McCusker and if it was not presented to Mr McCusker it should
have been. The responsibility clearly lies with those individuals who believe they have
information and knowledge to report to him- 1 understand that the steady stream of people
who gave evidence to Mr McCusker and who answered questions and made allegations were
sufficient to the task. Mr McCusker is not a man who would have said, "Near enough is
good enough". In fact he camne back to the Governiment after a specified time and asked for
an extension. Why did he do that? Did he do it because he was going to dish up to the
Parliament a partial answer to the questions that were put to him? Why did he ask for
additional resources? Why did he ensure that he had every legal brain in town not
contaminated by the principal players working with him and who will continue to work with
him? Some individuals in this town will plead or do almost anything to get their story before
the people of Western Australia, independently of Mr McCusker's conclusions. The fact that
they may not have been believed or that their evidence was dismissed as untrustworthy or the
fact that the findings do not reflect the allegations that members opposite want to see -

Mr Shave: Eighty four per cent of the people want you to stop telling lies.

Withdrawal of Remrark

The SPEAKER: Order! Firstly, the member will stand immediately and withdraw and,
secondly, when he has done that he will not interject again in this debate.

Mr SHAVE: I withdraw, Mr Speaker.
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Debate Resumed
Dr LAWRENCE: Thank you, Mr Speaker.

Mr Court: Can I ask you a question?

Dr LAWRENCE: No, the member cannot. I am not interested in the member's questions.
His questions are irrelevant.

Mr Macinnon: You can't handle it.
Dr LAWRENCE: I can handle the Opposition's questions. However, I am speaking and
members opposite will have an opportunity later in the debate.
I am stunned by the Opposition's position in that it is prepared to provide an avenue for those
people who feel disappointed by the results of Mr MeCusker's findings and for those people
who believe that he has misrepresented their position. The Opposition will, by its actions
today, be seen as a conduit into this Parliament so that parliamentary privilege can be used to
selectively quote evidence that Mr McCusker has used -

Mr MacKinnon interjected.

Dr LAWRENCE: I have not made that accusation, but the doubt must remain.

This individual and others can now count on the Opposition, perhaps day after day, to bring
into this Parliament the evidence that Mr McCusker considered and which he sifted through.
and the arguments and questions. The Opposition will not accept that Mr McCusker 's report
is comprehensive and detailed. As the Leader of the House said, the Government has
accepted the report. It has concluded that it is not in a position to reach conclusions because
Mr McCusker had evidence that no-one else had; he had powers that none of us has; he had
resources that none of us has; and he has an intellect that is not demonstrated by anyone on
the other side of the House. They mnight regard themselves as legal alternatives to Malcolm
McCusker, but f would not even dignify them by calling them bush lawyers. It is not their
place to selectively place before this Parliament evidence that Mr McCusker has already
considered. I hope that the people of Western Australia will judge their actions for what they
are.

The people who believe that they have been misrepresented by Mr McCusker will have their
opportunities. There will be court cases of many kinds in this land. There will be
opportunities for those people who believe they have been aggrieved and who believe that
their evidence has been improperly weighed or not been properly counted to stand up in
court, under oath and after the proper investigations and proper prosecutions have been put
together, and defend their positions. To use this Parliament for that purpose is to dimninish its
significance in the eyes of the commuunity. Why should we, in this Parliamnent, sit here for
hours - we will have more of it - while the Opposition trots out the special pleadings of those
people who believe they have been misrepresented by Mr McCusker. I do not believe we
should do that. I remind members opposite when they talk about narrow terms of reference
that Mr McCusker has investigated and documented two critical matters; that is. the financial
affairs of Rothwells before the Government became involved and, specifically, the
involvement of the Government and other companties in Rothwells, and the failure of the so-
called rescue package. The core of the McCusker report is precisely about that matter. The
Op position cannot discuss the collapse of Rothwells or the Government's involvement in that
rescue package without addressing some of those issues it chooses to raise again and to put
questions over for its own political purposes.

I would have expected the Leader of the Opposition to learn from the past two years and to
understand that the people of Western Australia are thoroughly sick of his carping and
negative attitude. I believed he had reached that conclusion when he appointed a special
shadow Minister to deal with this affair. But, he is unable and unwilling to focus his
attention on any other matter. Rather, he is prepared to stand in the Terrace inviting those
who believe McCusker is wrong to come and see him because he will provide them with
another voice and another opporntity to put their case. I am sure that goes against the
advice of his party and the political analysts, who told him after the Federal election that he
would not survive as leader of his party unless he changed his tack. That is a comprehensive
judgment of the Opposition. It is time it took a role other than one of carping and negative
criticism.
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The Goverrnment has acknowledged its mistakes and indicated that many of the decisions
made were not correct. The people responsible have accepted that responsibility under the
Westminster system. The Government has accepted the findings and judgments of the
McCusker report, and does not seek to undernine those findings by the provisional quibbling
assessment of the report the Opposition has demonstrated today. The people of Western
Australia deserve better from the Opposition. Those people who will use the Opposition. and
no doubt they will do so in the ensuing months, should take the opportunity to present their
evidence in court, rather than have it selectively used by the politically opportunist members
of the Opposition who do not deserve a place in this Parliament.

MIR LEWIS (Applecross) (12.42 pmj: It is unfortunate that members on this side of the
House still must say that this motion is about continuing deception and cover-up. The
Premier can shake her head, but the day will come when she will regret that the Governent
did not do the right thing, which the people of Western Australia expected of her when she
first became Premier.

This motion is about secret infusions of money by the Government into Rothwells. It is not
only about the bailout of Rothwells, but also about the cover-up of the SGIC and Bell Group
deals which were part and parcel of the ongoing Rothwells' rescue. It is also about the
inadvertent, perhaps de facto, rescue of the Bell 1-eytesbury Group by an infusion of
$480 million over barely 14 days, which culminated within a period of less than five months
in an amount of $791 million. These matters should be investigated. The motion calls on
the Government to explain the whole truth surrounding those deals char were intended to
solve Rothwells' problems and to try to put aside its hopeless insolvency. These cover-ups
continued for nigh on 12 months, during which time the Governent hid the truth from the
people of Western Australia. Let us see how the scenario unfolded.

First, former Premier Burke announced that the Government would stand behind a
$150 million facility and guarantee the money to Rothwells via the National Australia Bank.
When it was debated in the Parliament. Mr Parker said that guarantee would never be used,
and that it was in place for comfort and to give credit enhancement to Rothwells. As
members have heard this morning. that money was drawn down within days of the guarantee
being lodged at the National Australia Bank. In fact, it began to be drawn down the day after
the rescue. It was not enough that the run continued on Rothwells and it began to draw down
that facility; but the Goverrnment kept putting money into Rothwells covertly by laundering it
so that the public would not know what was happening. For example, $ 10 million was
placed with United Credit and was then deposited with Rothwells; the SGIC and the
R & I Bank both deposited money in Rochwells, as did the Government Employees
Superannuation Board. By 2 November. barely a week after the rescue, the Government had
placed an additional $50 million into Rothwells. Also the draw down of the $150 million
guarantee had begun. The Government did not tell anyone about that. Rothwells continued
to haemorrhage. It did not have the liquidity to keep going. The Government was aware of
that situation as a result of the Hurley report, and the report of the two R & I Bank officers
who were working in Rothwells with Lloyd to carry out the financial checks and to
determine how solid Rothwells was. However, rather than coming clean. Mr Burke who
knew all about the insolvency - as opposed to the liquidity position - devised a deal to get
Rothwells out of its difficulties.

It must be remembered that Hurley's report was released in November. and at that time
Mr Burke and the Government knew that Rothwells was insolvent. Therefore, it had to find
a solution. On 11I November Mr Burke asked Mr Parker to ring Mr& Holmes a Court who
happened to be in the Eastern States. Mr Holmes a Court floated the idea during that
telephone conversation that he was keen to off-load some property very quickly. Parker
reported that to Burke and they all sat down together with representatives from the SGTC on
Thursday 12 November. Guess what happened? They arranged two deals; the first was the
deal to take out the seven properties in St George's Terrace, and the second was the deal to
take out 2.5 per cent of BHP shares which were in the Bell Group's portfolio. Messrs Lloyd,
Edwards and Burke then identified that they needed $50 million.

Mrs Henderson: How do you know? Were you there? You are making up a story.

Mr LEWIS: The Minister will have the answers to her questions. Those people identified
that Rothwells needed $50 million in liquidity . However, the Government did not come
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clean and tell the people of Western Australia that it had made a blue, it had blown
$200mriilion, and that the curtain should be pulled down. It said. "We cannot do that
because we wil lose face and we will lose the next election. We have to continue the
deception. We have to find a dealt. It just so happened that by chance Mr Holmes a Court
received a telephone call. Mr Holmes a Court also had a bit of a problem; it was only a
couple of weeks after the stock market crash and, within a fortnight, his Bell Group shares
had gone from $10 to $1.50. and Merryll Lynch merchant bankers in the United States had
reneged on a financial facility of $1.2 billion to support the Bell stable. So the Government
had a problem and Bell Group had a problem.

So the people from the State Government Insurance Commission sat down with the Bell
Group people, and we must bear in mind that Mr Hurley stated in his paper, which has been
tabled, that he told the directors of Rathwells that they had a $83 million negative cash flow
to 31 December. It was then about two months before Christmas and they needed to find
$83 million to get themselves out of their problem with the deposits which were about to
reach maturity, so a deal had to be done. The SQIC, which just happened to be looking for
some property a fortnight after the biggest share crash in the history of the world, did a deal,
which was similar to the Northern Mining Corporation NL deal, the Fremantle Gas and Coke
Co Ltd deal, and the Perth Technical College site deal. It was also like the Western
Australian Development Corporation property deal, when the WADC boasted it had made a
profit of $27 million but it was only a paper profit. The way to get a quick draw deal is to
buy some property and value it for more than it is worth.
It was mentioned during the telephone conversation with Mr Holmes a Court that Sell
Group's property portfolio would have to be unloaded. Bell was very keen to sell. It also
had some very critical cash problems which were widely reported in the Press, and, as was
stated in the book Burie, Mr Burke suggested to Mr Holmes a Court that he may have some
problems with regard to where the Bell Group was heading. So the SGJC bought the BHP
shares at $7.25, an investment of $285 million, and paid $206 million for the parcel of
Terrace properties; that amounted to a total of $491 million. The deception came in because
Mr Burke and Mr Parker said the property and the share deals were unrelated. They formally
announced the property deal on 13 November, the day of Mr Hurley's report, and the
purchase of the Bell shares on 18 November. During question time in the House Mr Burke
and Mr Parker said that the two matters were unrelated. Mr Burke went on to say that he
really did not have much to do with it; the deal was made by the SGIC board.

Why would the SGIC want to buy, a fortnight after a stock market crash, a heap of BHP
shares and a huge parcel of Terrace property whereby Bell Group was able to make
$47 million over a period of six or seven months? The Government needed to put
$50 million into Rothwells. How was it to do that? It just so happened that the Bell takeout
of the property and the shares was contingent on Bell Group placing $50 million on deposit
with Rothwells. That is how the deal was done. We know that because lots of papers were
tabled in the Legislative Council, and those papers included the minutes of the SGIC board
and the vouchers for the payment by the SOIC to Bell Group and Bell Resources, which were
the vendors of those parcels of property.

Mr MacKinnon: On what date did the $50 million go into Rothwells?

Mr LEWIS: On 16 November.

Mr Shave: When was the $400 mill ion or $500 million deal done?

Mr LEWIS: On I1I or 12 November. The property deal was announced on 13 November,
and the share deal was announced on 18 November. The SOIC board said it did not really
want to do it without the Government's permission. A minute of the SGIC board dated
13 November 1987 - the day the $50 milion was paid for the BHP share purchase - said -

RESOLVED that the Chairman and the Deputy Chairman execute an Offer to
Purchase the package of properties and upon acceptance, execute the necessary
settlement documentation at a price of $206 million, provided the Hon. Premier gives
formal approval under the State Government Insurance Act ...

On the same day, the minute of the SGIC board said in respect of the BlHP strategic share
investment that -

The Chairman and Deputy Chain-nan outlined the basis of a potential strategic
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investment in BH-P by way of a preferred placement by the vendors Bell Resources
Developments Pty. Ltd.

RESOLVED that the Chairman and Deputy Chairman be authorized to execute the
necessary agreement to purchase a five% holding -

And that, by the way, was only a 2.5 per cent holding -

- in BlHP, from Bell Resources Developments Pty. Ltd., subject to appropriate
direction from the H-on. Premier.

So the Premier directed the SGIC to buy those properties and chose BHP shares.

Sitting suspended from 12.58 10 2.00 pm
Mr LEWIS: The then Deputy Premier, Mr Parker, rang Mr Holmes a Court in order to get
some money into Rothwells Ltd. I do not thirnk Mr Parker was aware of the problems which
existed within the Bell Group at the time. However, a deal was done which technically
solved both problems. It was a coven deal and the Stare Government Insurance Commission
was to pay $206 million for property and $285 million for BHIP shares. The two deals
totalling $491 million were settled within 1.7 days of the deal being done. A kerbside
valuation on the property took one day and cost $140000. The deal was carried out with
indecent haste.

Ms Macinnon: A deposit of $156 million was made on the day the deal was done and the
rest was paid within 17 days.

Ms LEWIS: That is right, and it is very unusual. The deal was done on the contingency that
$50 million went on deposit to Rothwells.
Mr Macinnon: That $50 mill ion stayed there until the liquidation of Rorhwells.

Mr LEWIS: Yes, it is stated in the McCusker report that it remained there until the
liquidation of Rotliwells.

Why would the Bell Group want to have $50 million in Rothwells when it was in a
dangerous position? Would any smairt businessman want to deposit $50 million in a
merchant bank which was in danger? The answer is, no. Everyone in the Terrace knew chat
it had severe liquidity problems and was insolvent. The deal was conditional on the property
and share cake-out with $50 million going on deposit at Rorhwefls.
Why would Mr Holmes a Court or the Bell Group want to do that? The answer is simple:
The Bell Group was immediately relieved of $440 million of debt. There was a cash
infusion from the SOIC to the Bell Group to the tune of $440 million within a fortnight and
BeUl Resources' shares increased from $ 1.20 on 11I November to $1t.90 on 20 November.
That is critical to this debate and it is the reason the two deals were structured as not being
related. After the announcement of the purchase of the property by the SCIC on
13 November the shares jumped: after the announcement of the share take-our by the SGIC
on 18 November the shares jumped. It suited the Bell Group to do that and I do not have any
problems with the legalities - it was a smart business deal.
Mr Macinnon: The initial approach came from the Government.

Mr LEWIS: Yes, it did. It had nothing to do with enhancing the property portfolio of the
SGIC. but it had everything to do with infusing $50 million on deposit to Rothwells.
Mr Trenorden: I am curious that a good institution like the SGIC would invest in a
disastrous fund.

Mr LEWIS: Exactly! The difficulty with this is the continuing cover-up arnd the reason for
it. I refer members to page 6139 of H-ansard on 18 November 1987 where in questions
without notice the Leader of the Opposition asked the then Premier, Brian Burke, "Isn't that
what you said in the newspaper?" Mr Burke replied -

Nor at all; it was not in the newspaper. I understand the purchase of the shares was
on a deferred payment basis. I have tried to explain that to the Leader of the
Opposition 10 times.

The vouchers of the share deal show that on 16 November 1987, cheque No 22995, was
written out to the value of $56.768 million. The final payment was made on 4 December -
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17 days later - for the remaining 80 per cent of BHP shares and the cheque totalled
$227.075 million; was that a deferred deal? With reference to the settlement on the property
the first payment on 13 November was to deposit $ 100 million and the cheque number was
22958. The final settlement was made on 27 November for $106 million. The reason the
deal was done so quickly was because the Bell Group and Rothwells needed money.
The interesting thing through all of this has been the deception. The then Deputy Premier,
Mr Parker, said in Hansard on page 6300 on 19 November 1987 that -

There was no connection whatsoever, in the conditional sense, between the purchase
of the property and the purchase of the shares; no conditions were imposed and no
conditions were sought. There were no conditions attached to the purchase so that
the purchase of one meant the purchase of the other, or vice versa.
I make it patently clear for the Leader of the Opposition that it was not suggested that
the property would not be sold without the shares, or that the shares would not be sold
without the property; and to put it in words of one syllable, the two were unrelated in
any conditional sense.

It is interesting that they were unrelated. The property was sold, it was announced on
13 November and the shares were bought on 18 November and the then Deputy Premier,
Mr Parker, rang Mr Holmes a Court. Members should look at the vouchers to ascertain
whether they were unrelated. They should remember that the property purchase camne first
and the share purchase came second. The cheque number of the property purchase was
25998 and the cheque number of the deposit for the share purchase was 25995, which was
three cheques before the cheque for the property purchase. It was the same deal done on the
same day and there has been absolute cover-up after cover-up by the SOIC in its
announcements. The terms of the purchase were supposed to have been agreed to on the
Monday night and the cheque had to be paid into Rothwells. The condition of sale was that
the deposit had to be paid by 5.00 o'clock on 16 November which was a Monday. The
whole deal was set on 13 November and contrived to infuse money from the Bell Group into
Rothwells. That was not done to enhance the portfolio of the SOIC in any manner or form.
In summary, Burke knew about the insolvency. An amount of $83 million was needed by
Christmas and he did not know how to get it. Burke said to Parker, "Ring Mr Holmes a
Court; he may be able to help us with some money." Mr Holmes a Court was smarter than
the average bear and said, "I will do a deal with you. Here are the conditions: I want
$491 million within a fortnight and immediate payment on deposit of $156 million on
Monday the 16th." Members should note that they only telephoned on Wednesday the 11Ith,
negotiated on Thursday the 12th and the announced the property deal on Friday the 13th.
They settled the money with a curb-side valuation on Monday the 16th.
Mr MacKinnon: You would not buy a house like that.
Mr LEWIS: No. It is unbelievable! The bottom line is that deception occurred in those
property deals. It was a fancy deal to help the continuing bail out of Rothwells. It had
nothing to do with the property portfolio of the SGIC. The Leader of the House asked for
proof of this. One has only to look at the SGIC vouchers showing cheque numbers and dates
to find that it is all there. The sad and sorry fact of the matter is that the Government had to
continue with its deception and to weave a web of untruth and deception on the public of
Western Australia so that it did not have to tell them what terrible things it had done.
What have I told the House? I have referred to the events of 11 November through to
16 November 1987, the period during which the Government had the Hurley report that
Rorhwells was insolvent. Brian Burke and David Parker Originated that deal with the
assistance of Mr Edwards and Mr Lloyd. The property and share deals were inextricably
entwined. The prime motive for the Governiment's involvement was to get $50 million into
RothweUs. The prime motive for the Bell Group involvement was to get some quick
liquidity at a modest discount plus enhance the value of its public stock - its shares on the
stock market.
On reading recent Press statements about what Mr Rees said it became obvious he was part
of the deception. He is reported as saying, "In unique times you need to do unique things."
How true. I ask the Premider or the Leader of the House, or whoever else on the Government
side is present, to defend its actions - although I do not think there is anyone present capable
A7761 1-9
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of defending it as they are a finished lot. The question which should be asked is why, if there
is a fiduciary duty on directors of companies, is there not a similar duty on directors of the
State body corporate, the Ministry of this State and this Government? Why is there no
fiduciary duty and why can members opposite ignore it?

Dr Gallop: It is not ignored.

Mr LEWIS: The Government plundered the treasury of this State and its members continued
to hide that with deception after deception, yet the Minister for Education sits here trying to
defend the actions of this dishonest, and I bel ieve corrupt, Government.

.V1R MA RLBO RO UGH (Peel) [2-14 pm]: We have seen in this House today the Leader of
the Opposition, in particular, and his deputy, mount an unparalleled attack on the McCusker
inquiry. They have tried today once again to besmirch those people given responsibility to
sift through all the information that the Opposition has been saying for the past two and a
half years would add up to the fall of this Government. It has not happened! What we have
seen from the McCusker inquiry is that all the people who were supposedly key players went
forward to that inquiry and put their points of view. At the end of that process what has
upset the Opposition is that Mr McCusker clearly did not hand them on a plate - because they
are too lazy to do their own work - the heads that they believed they should have to win the
next election. That having happened we have seen today an absolutely outrageous personal
attack on the head of that inquiry, Mr McCusker.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition went so far as to say - and this is recorded in today's
Hansard and can be checked tomorrow - that when Mr McCusker was faced with specific
evidence over the $150 million he should have inquired into it more deeply. He went further
and said that Mr McCusker, when faced with certain questions, in his opinion did not ask the
people giving evidence appropriate questions. We have seen an absolutely unparalleled
attack by the Opposition on Mr McCusker. They have stooped once again to the lowest
common denom-inator. Opposition members are too lazy to get off their backsides. Their
mates in the corporate sector, their new found friends, are not giving them the right questions
to ask or answers to give. They do not have the ability to find out what is going on for
themselves, or to win the debate in the public arena, so they stoop to the lowest common
denominator. That attack is led by this Leader of the Opposition, who has to be careful about
how he treads because he knows the member for Neclands, who has just left the House, is
working behind the scenes to get the numbers for another attempt to overthrow him - to offer
him a Christmas present he cannot refuse.

This Leader of the Opposition has always had the ability to play hop scotch under the belly
of a dugice. We now see him able to hold the hand of his deputy leader, wear a top hat and
stWl hop scotch under a dugite, as evidenced by the level of debate he reached today. It was
an outright attack on Mr McCusker. The Leader of the Opposition should ask himself, as
should his deputy and those who support his line; If the Goverrnent were to agree to a
Royal Commission and that Royal Commuission brought down similar findings to the
McCusker inquiry, what would we see in this House?

Ms MacKiinnon: You would not see the bloke you a-re sitting next to. he would be gone!

Mr MARLBOROUGH: He is tough and big enough to look after himself. He is far too
tough for the Leader of the Opposition.

Mr Macinnon: That is why he has been so vocal lately.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Leader of the Opposition should put his top hat back on and go
back to hop scotching under a dugite. If a Royal Commission brought down a similar report
to the McCusker inquiry this Opposition would continue with the same attack on that Royal
Commnission as it has made today on Mr McCusker. The Leader of the Opposition can try all
the smooth talk he likes, or try to hide what he was really on about in conjunction with his
deputy, but it was an attempt to slander and vilify the head of that inquiry in this House.

Ir is interesting to look at the role of the Liberal Party. It has not been followed by the
National Party, which has taken a totally different approach to the issue. It is the legitimate
right of an Opposition to say that in its opinion the inquiry was not broad enough: it should
have been broader. That is the legitimate right of any Opposition. The National Parry went
on to say that in its opinion such an inquiry should be held. I have not heard members of the
National Party say that a Royal Comnmission ought to be appointed. They say there should
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be a greater inquiry into these matters. That shows the division in the Opposition between
the National Party and the Liberal Party. The National Party has not stooped as low as the
Leader of the Opposition did today to decry Mr McCusker.
We must ask what it is all about. Why is it that the Liberal Party would like to bring forward
this painful episode? Why should such an attack take place today? Only yesterday the
Leader of the Opposition's Federal counterpart tried similar tactics in the Federal Parliarnent.
When we look at the Liberal Party's performance here today, we have to believe it is
connected with Wilson Tuckey. 1 ask the Leader of the Opposition whether he and
Mr Tuckey agreed to this attack. Would he like to answer me? When did he last speak to
Mr Tuckey and suggest the line which should be taken? Did the Leader of the Opposition
suggest that if this attack was launched in the Federal arena, he would attack Mr McCusker?
Did such consultation take place last weekend?

Mr Macinnon: I have only just got back from overseas; I have not spoken to Wilson
Tuckey for a month.

Several members interjected.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Does the Leader of the Opposition support Wilson Tuckey's
attacks? Does he support his Federal counterpart's attack on Mr Holmes a Court and his
family?

Several members interjected.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Do any members on the other side of the House support
Mr Tuckey?

Mr Macinnon: I chink the allegations of Wilson Tuckey should be the subject of a Royal
Commission.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: This is even better than I thought it would be. Does the Leader of
the Opposition believe there is enough validity in Mr Tuckey's statements to warrant a Royal
Commission? The same commission or a separate one?

Mr Minson: It should be included in the big one which will bring you down, my friend.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: On what does the Leader of the Opposition base that statement?

Mr Minson: He has made an allegation; let us have the truth of it.

Mr Macinnon: I think the comments of the member for Applecross are enough to base a
Royal Commission on.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Leader of the Opposition has said that he will support his
Federal colleague. Mr Tuckey, on the basis of his statement that a Royal Cormmission should
be held into his statement, so he put a great deal of validity to it. That is why he has been
calling for a Royal Comnmission all the time. I suggest Wilson Tuckey was at no higher level
in his debate than the Leader of the Opposition is in this debate; in fact he could be lower.

Mr Macinnon: Let us attack Wilson.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: There is a personal reason why Wilson Tuckey would dance on a
dead man's grave while his family is still in mournting. Let us look at it. I suggest that his
son, Michael Tuckey, who was employed by Mr Holmes a Court two years ago, had to be
dismissed on the ground of theft. That is the reason that Wilson Tuckey could not wait until
Mr Holmes a Court was in his grave; he could not wait, as his mentality is such that he is
unable to consider the sensitivity of people. While the Holmes a Court family is still
grieving, Wilson Tuckey decided this was the opportunity for "Iron Bar" to put his boots in.
Not only was his son sacked for theft; he was actually caught in the act. He now works for
his father on his stud farm in Keysbrook.

Mr Lewis: Who are you doing a job on now?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am just telling the House the real reason for the attack. The
Leader of the Opposition, who I suggest knows the real reason for the attack, has negotiated
with his Federal counterpart to attack in this way in the Federal arena. The Leader of the
Opposition knows the real reasons for this attack, but he did not think we would know. The
evidence is quite clear. Two years ago Michael Tuckey was caught red handed by a security
guard in Mr Holmes a Court's company where he had been employed for six months. He
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was stealing software and share advice, and using that advice to do insider trading. On top of
that he had set up a private company to purchase computer hardware in the marketplace and
sell it to the Holmes a Court company without the knowledge of that company at that time.
Mr Lewis: Are you going out there to say that?

Mr MARLBOROUGH: This is "Lron Bar" saying to the Holmes a Court family, "Now we
will get our own back. He is dead, he is out of the way, he may have done the right thing by
my son by simply sacking him for theft and not taking him to the police. but he is dead and
out of the way. I am sorry, Mrs Holmes a Court, I can't wait until you stop your grieving; I
am going to dig into your husband." The Leader of the Opposition knows the background;
he was responsible for discussing with Wilson Tuckey this weekend that that would be the
attack in Federal Parliament. The Leader of the Opposition arranged at the same time to lead
this attack on Mr McCusker.

Thankfully the leader of the National Party will not be in it. He has more sense and more
understanding of what common decency is all about. The member for Riverton should not
talk too much; he cannot be trusted to walk around with a lighter in his pocket. He should be
very careful about what he is saying. It is quite clear that the attack on Mr McCusker and the
attack on Mr Holmes a Court are absolutely despicable.

Mr Minson: No-one has attacked McCusker.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Members of the Opposition say they believe that the evidence raised
in the Federal Parliament deserves a Royal Commission.
Mr Macinnon: It is part and parcel of what we have explained. We have always suggested
a Royal Commission, and that should be part of it.
Several members interjected.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is also interesting to look at why the Liberal Party has taken a
week to get round to this level of attack. It is fairly obvious that members opposite were
waiting for their fearless leader to come back from overseas. It was not art attack they
wanted to attempt in his absence. They had to wait for him to come back to lead them down
this gutter trail once again.

It is also interesting to look at these tactics in the light of the amazing decision by The West
Australian to pay $209 000 to the President of the upper House aver the weekend, and to pay
other costs associated with members who were due to go to court this weekend.

Mr Bradshaw: Name them.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Members opposite know who they are.

Mr Minson: You name them.

Mir MARLBOROUGH: There is no need to name them; the President of the upper House
has named them. Everyone knows the charges laid by a member of the Liberal Party against
his colleagues. One has to ask if this attack today is the quid pro quo for the Bond
Corporation and the $209 000 deal. Is this a dcii to help pay the $209 000 so that members
of the Liberal Party will not go to court? Is this the line? Is this what the Opposition has
agreed to do as a result of an agreement? Witnesses were to be dragged into court last Friday
but lo and behold on Saturday the situation is turned around. A $209 000 payout went not
only to the President of the upper House but also to other members of this House.

The Opposition will not get away with it; the public of Western Australia are absolutely sick
of the tactics of the Opposition. That has been proved in many instances because the public
have received the message. The present Leader of the Opposition is the third Leader that the
Opposition has had in the last three years because the Liberal Party has dismissed the other
leaders. The tactics involved got them nowhere in the public arena. The Opposition has no
credibility; it deserves no credibility. The Leader of the Opposition continues to lie under the
belly of a dugite. The people of Western Australia will make their position clear at the next
State election.

[Applause.]
The SPEAKER: Order! It is a long time since a member of this House has received
applause from both sides.

54tO



[Wednesday, 19 September 1990] 51

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) [2.31 pm]: [ do not expect the same applause at the finish
of my remarks this afternoon. The member for Peel reverts to the tactics that he says he
deplores - the tactics which the Premier deplores - when he goes to the extent of naming
families, and relations, of members of Parliament and giving full details as he has done so.
That is a new low for this House.

Mr Macinnon: Remarks totally unsubstantiated.

Mr Court: I was surprised my family was not mentioned; I have midssed out for two months.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mrs EDWARDES: If the Premier were in any way serious about her new standards and code
of conduct for members of Parliament on both sides of this House, the member for Feel
would be reprimanded in an extreme way for giving details of family relations. The member
for Peel has sunk to a new low.

I support the motion. By way of introduction I refer to The West Australian of 17 September.
The motion asks for the Government to disclose the whole truth in respect of four items of
concern. The article in the newspaper states -

But tracking the money trail through Rothwells raises some serious questions about
the motives and actions of the Government.

And further on -

The Dowding Government refused to reveal its true commitment to Rothwells and
there has been no explanation yet about its actions and reasoning.

The article asks two questions which are critical and which have been asked in the electorate:
Why did the Government risk so much, and who made those decisions?
When the member for Peel talks about a Royal Commuission or any further inquiry not
supplying the answer which the Opposition wants - that we would not accept a further
answer in that case - he is talking hogwash. Many people outside this place say that the
McCusker inquiry did not go far enough; its terms of reference were too limited. That
statement comes not only from the Opposition but also from the people of Western Australia.
The editorial in The West Australian on 1 September 1.990 talks about the Premier in the
following terms -

But she is well wide of the mark in insisting that the Governm-ent's planned action on
the McCusker Report will provide the answers.

The McCusker report raises far more questions than it answers; probably far more questions
than intended. These questions need to be answered. A web of intrigue has been perpetrated
among the number of relationships between members of Government and members of
corporate bodies - those people referred to as the new breed of entrepreneurs. The late
Mr Holmes a Court described them as the Perth business mafia.

I will give an historical analysis because when we talk about the reasons the Government
will not provide further informnation and the full truth about the key areas outlined in the
motion - and what The West Australian asks - we refer to the relationships between
Government and corporate bodies in Perth. The relationships are based on "What is in it for
me?" not on what is good for the State. The question also being asked in the electorate is,
"What was in it for the Government?" The public also ask, "What was in it for the
Australian Labor Parry?" The links in that relationship were the lifestyle of ALP members
and maintaining the ALP in Government. As a consequence we witnessed a cover-up of
information before the election. Those relationships were based on self interest, patronage,
jobs for the ALP ticket holders in the Public Service and securing contracts for mates in the
public sector. Were there kickbacks for the ALP and the Government?
We have witnessed a decline in Government and corporate morality against a background of
cronyism and mateship. The merchant bank, Rothwells - if that is what we could call it - was
used to maintain the lifestyle of Connell and his mates. Where has corporate morality gone
in this State? The decline in corporate morality is very much directly a product of a lack of
morality in Government. Members will recall that last year I asked the former
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Deputy Premier, Mr Parker, "When is a guarantee not a guarantee? When it is a letter of
comfort?" Last week the present Deputy Premier was asked, "When is a fine not a fine?
When it is a levy?" Those statements refle'ct a lack of Government morality.

This matter is all about responsibility and accountability when in Government. The Curtin
Foundation was very much an integral pant of that mateship and cronyism. An article in The
Sydney Morning Herald on 8 November 1988 outlines Labor's business friends. These were
th vice patrons of the Curtin Foundation who were very much involved in big business with
the Labor Government and the deals being done. The first person identified is Dennis
Cullity, head of Westralian Forests Industries;, then John Horgan, the formner director and
chief executive of Metro Industries;, Alan Bond - I do not need to explain who he is;, Laurie
Connell - I do not need to explain who he is; Rick Stowe, a long term supplier with the State
Energy Commission. Remember when Brian Burke got into trouble for accepting a ftee ride
to Fiji in Stowe's plane in 1985? Sir James McCusker, former chairman of Town & Country
Building Society. bought huge parcels of suburban land held by the State Housing
Commission. He was the deputy chairman of the controversial Eximr Corporation and.
incidentally, is the father of Malcolm McCusker, QC, the independent inquirer. Rod Evans,
is a leading bookmaker and Perth City councillor.

Mr Ripper: Are you suggesting that influenced the NMcCusker report?

Mrs EDWARDES: I will continue: Kevin Parry, John Roberts, Sir Ernest Lee Steere. I will
outline exactly what I mean. Malcolm MeCusker is a barrister of extremely high reputation.
There are many'solicitors in this town who are calling for a Royal Commission and members
opposite should not believe that they have any political motivation for that. They want to see
justice done and the public interest served. Some of them even go so far as to say that they
would like to see the Government acting in good faith, but I see little likelihood of this
Government acting in good faith.

In respect of the erosion of political morality, I believe that the Government has got away
with its cover-ups so often that they have become acceptable practice.
Mr Lewis: It became an ant form.

Mrs EDWARDES: Absolutely. I do not understand why the Premier will not have a Royal
Commnission. If she wants to go to the next election with clean hands it makes sense to have
a Royal Commission. Publicly at least she would not be seen to be part of this. Yet she is
now having to defend the actions and decisions of people which outline political immorality.

Mr Shave: She was a member of Cabinet when this happened.

Mrs EDWARDES: Publicly at least the Premier can defend the McCusker report all she
likes, but as each day goes by and as more information comes to light it is becoming clearer
to the people of Western Australia that the McCusker report only couches the side. It does
not deal with the real issues.

Mr MacCinnon: It is the tip of the iceberg.

Mrs EDWARDE-S: The McCusker report doe s not deal with the questions asked in the
motion today. It certainly has not answered questions put by members of the Opposition, let
alone the public of Western Australia. Why did the Government risk so much? Was it
because of the cronyism. the mateship, the web that came up between Government and the
special relationships established by the former Premier, Brian Burke? Why is the Premier
not prepared to have a Royal Commission? The question being asked in my electorate is:
Who does the Premier owe?

Mrs Henderson interjected.

Mrs EDWA.RDES: The Minister for Housing has not answered the questions. Does she
know the answers? She probably does not know. I do not think most Government members
know. If anybody was to sit down and read all the material, the information on the deals, the
discussions between the corporate sector and the Government it would read like a fairy story.
The unfortunate thing is that the people of Western Australia have been involved. Why did
the Government risk so much? Why does the Premier not call a Royal Commrrission or have
a special inquiry with wider terms of reference? Who does she owe?

MR VMacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [2;44 pm]: This debate has
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shown clearly some irrefutable facts. Firstly, the Government knew within a couple of
weeks of the initial Rothwells rescue that the company was in serious trouble. The
Government knew that the company needed a huge injection of funds and it threw in that
money immediately because of that trouble. Secondly, the Government was rnnning
Rothwells together with Mr Connell right from those initial days and immediately thereafter.
Thirdly, according to Mr Hurley, the former Premier spoke with Mr Hurley and encouraged
him not to retire. It must be borne in mind that that was early to mid December and was
prior to the Premier's announcing his retirement. Clearly the Government's commitment to
taxpayers that the $150 million guarantee would be the last thing to be drawn on was broken
almost immediately. That was done with the Government's clear knowledge and without
that being portrayed to the public. Funds were injected both prior to the rescue - as indicated
by the leader of the National Party - and after with the $150million, with the $10 million to
the State Government Insurance Commission and United Credit, and the $50 million which
was outlined by the member for Applecross.
I seek leave of the House for these documents, which support that claim about the
$50 million, to lie on the Table of the House for the rest of ts sitting.
[The paper was tabled for the information of members.]
Mr MacKINNON: It is clear that the Government was running RothweLls and the former
Premier successfully talked Mr Hurley out of resigning. The Government made
commitments to the taxpayers, which were broken almost immediately, and it continued to
inject funds into Rothwells almost immediately and on an ongoing basis for quite some time.
What has been the Government's response? The Leader of the House, while he rambled a
bit, was the only speaker to respond specifically to the allegations. The Premier made a
contribution that had no substance in responding to the specifics but was emotional. The
member for Peel did more for the Opposition's argument as his speech showed the quality
and style of the member.

The major points made by the Government are that Mr McCusker has covered it all - the
McCusker report is the Government's bible - and that somehow or other the facts that the
Opposition is bringing forward is damaging the credibility of the report. The McCusker
report is but the tip of the iceberg. Whatever the Government might think, information will
continue to come out because all we have seen is the tip of the iceberg. Beneath the water
line remains a huge amount which is still to be seen. For example, the member for
Applecross proffered specific information in relation to $50 million. That is not an attack on
Mr McCusker, that is a revelation of information that is fundamental to understanding the
Government's motives and what was going on. The information I released today is also a
clear indication of what was behind the Government's motives. It underlines the real need
for a special Royal Commission to ascertain the facts.
Secondly, the Premier and the member for Peel in a ridiculous sort of way said that the
Opposition was attacking Mr McCusker and his credibility. I repeat what I said on the day of
the release of the McCusker report; that is, the McCusker report is flawed to the extent that it
is not an inquiry into WA Inc. I will never accept the McCusker report is an investigation
into the Government or into WA Inc. Mr McCusker stated himself, on page 22 of the report
under the heading "W.A. Inc" -

No doubt because of the W.A. Government's pant in the rescue, after which it became
inextricably involved in supporting Rothwells, and because of the large amount of
public funds lost as a result, there has been considerable political interest in the
Rothwells investigation. In the public m-ind there may have been built up a
perception that the investigation was into "W.A. Inc' - a term of elastic and uncertain
definition, but which is generally understood to embrace a wide range of matters
involving the Government, and extending well beyond the terms of my reference. At
every opportunity I have tried to dispel that misconception, by directing attention to
my terms of reference which, wide as they are, are nevertheless limited to the affairs
of Rothwells, the causes of its failure and the possible commission of offences with
respect to the business of Rothwells, going as far as issuing a press release to that
effect in October 1989 which went unpublished, and was largely ignored.

That is what Mr McCusker said, not I. Many of the issues in the report are interesting but the
Opposition is predominantly interested in uncovering, certainly in the debate today, what was
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the Government's role in this matter. What did the Government know and when did it
know? As the member for Kingsley asked, what was the Government's motivating factor?
Was it the desire to help its old mates? Did it involve a Curtin Foundation type syndrome?
Were the allegations of Mr Tuckey last night correct? What was the motivating factor?
Those answers were never part and parcel of the MeCusker report. That is why the
Opposition continues to maintain that there is a real need for a special Royal Commission.

Thirdly, the only reasonable point worthy of any intelligent comment or rebuttal involves the
comrment by the Leader of the House that the evidence really cleared Mr Lloyd because he
did not tell the Governent at the time. I will quote again from the McCusker report, at
page 303 -

It seems almost inconceivable that the Govemrnent should not have been made aware
of the truly serious financial position of Rothwells. albeit that the precise extent of the
"hole" in the receivables was not then fully appreciated.

Even Mr McCusker believed it was inconceivable, and so do 1. 1 disagree with
Mr McCusker when he said that the holes in the receivables were not fltly appreciated. It
seems clear that the size of the hole was identified on 13 November. The MvcCusker report
fuiiher states -

Lloyd's evidence is referred to earlier. In effect, he kept various members of the
Government informed on an informal, ad hoc basis. He is unable to state the precise
extent of the information given, and there appears to be no written record of it.

How very convenient for Mr Lloyd, Mr Burke's good friend, not to remember. How very
convenient indeed. I do not believe Mr Lloyd for one second. He knows very well what he
told the Government; that is why he was appointed. He had access to all the information.
Mr Edwards was there on a daily basis, Ministers were there on a regular basis and we are
led to believe that he forgot what he told them. I do not believe him. The evidence does not
clear Lloyd and the evidence I have presented today shows quite clearly that Mr Burke, at
least, and probably many other Ministers, knew full well what was going on. Is it not also
interesting that the one member of this House who probably knows more about the whole
affair than any other member is not in the House at dhe moment? Of course, that is the
member for Eyre. where is he today during this debate? We have heard from the member for
Peel but we have not heard from the member for Eyre. He did not make any contribution to
the debate. Did he try to defend himself? Did he try to defend his colleagues? Did he try to
defend the Premier of the day at the time?

Mr Minson: Did he deny anything?

Mr MacKINNON: He is conspicuous by his absence. He has not said a word. We have
heard the member for Peel speak. but what did he say? The member for Peel made a totally
unsubstantiated allegation against the family of the Federal member for O'Connor. What did
the member for Peel say?

Mir Shave: He said that the man stole the money. but he was not charged. He said the man
was a criminal, but he had not been convicted.
Mr MacKINNON: The member for Peel got his information by reading the Federal
Hansard. Peter Walsh made the same allegation about Wilson Tuckey in the Federal
Parliament. Peter Walsh challenged Wilson Tuckey as I challenge the member for Peel
today. I do not ask him to go outside and repeat what he has said. He should come to this
House and repeat what he said and present his evidence. The member for Peel is not here to
defend himself. I challenge the member for Peel not to hide behind a baseless and
unfounded allegation. He did not present a sker-rick of evidence.

Mr Shave: He did not make an allegation. He said that the man was a criminal.

Mr& MacKINNON: The member for Peel did not say that there was any doubt, he said
Mr Tuckey's son stole. I do not mind if the member for Peel uses the privilege of this House,
but he should give some evidence because then the Opposition may acknowledge that he has
some morals. I do not expect the member for Peel to do that. As the member for Kingsley
rightly said, our Premier made a commitment to introduce decent standards in this place. If
she meant what she said the member for Peel would now be most severely reprimanded.

seek to incorporate in Hansard a graph from the McCusker repont which details the
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Government's funding of Rothwells by instrumentalities. My Press secretary, Graham
Green, has pencilled onto the graph the time at which Mr Burke announced his resignation
and the time he actually resigned. Media speculation on resignation occurred in October
1989 at a time when the commitment of Government funding was $20 million. On
18 December 1987 Brian Burke announced his resignation and the level of support had risen
to $70 million, although we now know that it was more than that. What happened between
the time he announced his resignation and the time he resigned? The graph peaks at
25 February 1988 at $150 million. Premier Burke was a very busy man in the dying days of
his Premiership. The member for Kingsley has asked why he was busy. Was it just to hold
on to political power? Was it just to try to protect his name or was there something more to
it?

[The material in appendix A was incorporated by leave of the House.]

[See p.5436.]
Mr MacKR4NON; The motion is clear and is worthy of support. It has been proved that the
Government and its senior advisers knew that Rothwells was in serious financial difficulties
in late 1989. That was as early as three weeks after the Government rescue. The reason it
secretly infused an additional $150 million from various Government instrumentalities over
and above the publicly announced $150 million rescue guarantee was disclosed clearly in the
McCusker report.

I referred to the Govemnment's knowledge of the drawing down of the $150 million
guarantee to the National Australia Bank and why the guarantee was exercised, despite
assurances to the contrary by senior Government Ministers. My deputy has adequately
outlined the Government's deception over the relationship between Rothwells' insolvency
and the SGIC's purchase of Bell Group properties and BHP shares: in other words, the
$50 million injection into Rothwells, which was outlined quite clearly by the member for
Applecross.

The motion is worthy of support, as is a call by the Opposition, which will not go away, for a
special Royal Commission to be set up to establish all the facts surrounding this matter so
that we can wipe the slate clean and start afresh. This call is supported by the overwhelming
majority of people in Western Australia.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (22)

Mr C.J. Banit Mr Kierath Mr Omodei Dr TumbuU
Mr Bradshaw Mr Lewis Mr Shave Mr Watt
Mr Court Mr Mac Kinnon Mr Strickland Mr Wiese
Mr Cowani ME McNee Mr Thompson Mlr Blaikie (Teller)
Mrs Edwajdes Mr Mensaros 1Mr Trenorden
Mr Grayden Mr Minson Mr Fred Tubby

Noes (26)
Dr Alexander Mr Donovan Mr Kobetke Mr Pit Smith
Mrs Beggs Dr Edwards Dr Lawrence Mr Thomas
MrBridge Dr Gallop Mr Leahy Mr Toy
Mrs Buchanan Mr Graham Mr Marlborough Dr Watson
Mr Canr Mir Grill Mr McGinty Mrs Watkcins (Teller)
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mr Read
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Hill Mr Ripper

Pairs

Mr Clarko Mr Taylor
Mr Nicholls Mr Wilson
Mr Ainswortb Mr Pearce
Mr House Mr Di-. Smith

Question thus negatived.
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STATEMENT - PARLIAMENTARY PRIVILEGE
Member of the Public - Serious Accusations Warning

THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Barnett): During the speeches in this debate the reputation
of a member of the public of Western Australia was brought seriously into question. I do
not, nor will I ever, deny members of Parliament the opportunity to do that in this place, but
it is incumbent on me to draw this matter to their attention. Serious accusations such as those
made today must be very carefully thought out before they are delivered to this House, and
should reasonably be supported by some form of evidence. It is entirely up to individual
members whether that evidence is produced in this House. However, the use of
parliamentary privilege must be very carefully guarded and used sparingly, only when
necessary.

REFERENDUMS (REPEAL OF ACTS. AND REGULATIONS) BILL

Second Reading
MR MENSAROS (Floreat) [3.06 pml: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill I am introducing is almost identical co the Bill the Opposition introduced nearly two
years ago, and which expired with the prorogation of Parliament without being debated. I
have had considerable encouragement since from various groups and individuals in the
community - even from well outside our State - to proceed towards implementation of
citizens' initiated referendums. Not a single approach was made to me opposing the
principle. Most of my contacts praised the initiative - the first in any Parliament in Australia.
Some criticised the Bill for not going far enough, but understood my subsequent explanation
for this.

Since the Bill was last introduced, I have had occasion to study the practice of citizens'
initiated referendums in three States of the United States of Amrneica. There was no trace of
unhappiness either in the community or even in che Administrations - Governiments - of the
day. It became an accepted and respected procedure of these States without a trace or sign of
any misuse or hindrance in the Governments' activities. Interestingly and significantly, the
introduction of citizens' initiated referendums is more in line with the recently developed
practices towards policy by the Government and, to a lesser extent, even by the Opposition.
Instead of implementing principles or electoral undertakings which, when accepted by The
majority, were considered as a mandate, the Government has been more inclined recently to
legislate and make administrative decisions according to its perception of public opinion. It
does so even if its perception of public opinion is not media reflected but is media
manufactured opinion.

If I am right in this assessment - and few people would deny that I am - then why not legalise
this behaviour and make sure that it is based on genuine public opinion as expressed by
citizens' initiated referendums? Were the often repeated principle of open and accountable
Governent really accepted and not used only as a slogan by the present Government, it
would be inconceivable chat it could prevent a debate on this Bill. It is. therefore. with
considerable pride that I present this measure, which expresses the Liberal Party's fit-rn
conviction that our party does not exist as an isolated political self-entity. On the contrry,
our presence and operation is only justified through our faithfully representing the people of
Western Australia. That principle is brought into reality in this Referendums (Repeal of
Acts, and Regulations) Bill.

Citizens' initiated referendums - which mean that under certain conditions the citizens of a
State or country can trigger a referendum to either introduce legislation or repeal existing
Statutes - exist in a number of western democracies in different ways and have been in
operation for varying lengths of time. Many parts of Switzerland have had citizens' initiated
referendums in the most all-embracing way throughout their history, although they were
formally enshrined in the Constitution only one and a half centuries ago. A number of the
United States and Canadian States and provinces have introduced citizens' initiated
referendums during the last two decades, but there were earlier practices; in Massachusetts,
for example, every citizen can submit a private member's Bill to the State House. It is
noteworthy that apart from Canada, of all the countries where citizens' initiated referendums
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exist, only Italy and Norway have Westminster or nea-r Westminster-type systems of
Government; all the others have presidential systems.
Australia has also had some experience in the people's direct involvement - even if not
initiative - in legislation via the compulsory referendums for Federal constitutional
amendments and for single case issues specifically legislated for in various States; for
example, the last two referendums in Western Australia about the introduction of daylight
saving. Even the United Kingdom, where Parliament's sovereignty is most entrenched, has
used referendums for the question of membership to the European Economic Community
and on the Scotland and Wales devolution.
The type of subjects. the qualifications for and the method of arriving at and conducting of
referendums vary over a very wide spectrum. I have been able to study very thoroughly for a
considerable time the existing provisions in various places and the additional suggestions for
implementation. It is proper that this House hear some of the considerations and arguments
that the Opposition weighed up before arriving at the present form of this Bill. An important
argument for citizens' initiated referendums is that they acknowledge the direct sovereignty
of the people as opposed to indirect representative sovereignty only. Decisions can be made
by all the public and not only by Caucus, party rooms or Cabinets. This is particularly
important when even the primary representative body, the Parliament. has lost a lot of its
power by delegating more and more decision-making to the executive ann of Governu-ent,
and to Government instrumentalities, which claim to be immune even from being questioned
by Parliament.

The argument in principle against citizens' initiated referendums, that Parliament's sovereign
power should not be lessened, cannot be lightly dismissed in our Westminster system of
democracy. Yet unfortunately that sovereignty has been eroded recently through placing
more and more authority into the hands of semi-governmental bodies, which can decide
about citizens' moneys without their decisions being subject to appropriation by Parliament.
During the term of Labor Goverments since 1983, Parliament's power and responsibility
has shrunk markedly.

As a counter-argument, it is claimed by some that citizens' initiated referendums could
prohibit stable, firm Government actions which are aimed towards the long term interest of
the people because the public lack proper understanding. This argument has not been proven
in developed democratic countries where provisions for referendums have existed for some
time. The claim that Australia is different cannot be based on lack of information or
communication, perhaps only on the fact that we have compulsory voting which includes
those who deliberately refrain from being interested in community or public affairs. This
may be so but would apply equally to any normal election. The only answer is at some stage
to consider that we are mature enough for a system of voluntary voting, Indeed, the more
direct participation of citizens should reduce apathy amongst voters.
The claim that the media would have even more power than they already have in influencing
people and could more often exercise this power with citizens' initiated referendums appears
to have been contradicted by the results of the constitutional referendum which was
conducted two years ago. Ninety per cent of the media - against the principle of
decentralisation and individual freedom which they otherwise claim to uphold - supported
the "Yes" case, yet the people voted 2: 1 against it.
When objectively observed, overseas experience denies the claim that the citizens' initiated
referendums initiative will open the floodgate for referendums. A safeguard to this extent is
built into this legislation by requesting a considerable initial proportion of people to petition
for a referendum~ and by allowing one occasion only every second year for the holding of
referendums. One of the most important arguments for this measure is the definition by
every scholar of what represents proper rules - whether by Statutes or regulations - for the
community. All such defi-nitions include the general acceptance by the people. If we agree
with this - as we should - there is no argument left against the people being able to
effectively express their will against any law forced upon them. It is reasonable to expect
that the existence of citizens' initiated referendums would influence Governments and the
legislature to be more sensitive to the wishes of the people in order to prevent frequent
referendums,
Based on all these and many more arguments, this Bill is to be considered as only the first
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step in implementing the principle of citizens' initiated referendums. For the time being it
provides only for referendums to repeal existing laws, not to enact new ones. This could be,
has been and no doubt will be, criticised by some enthusiastic supporters of the cause, but we
prefer to tread cautiously and will consider further steps if this first step, whether accepted by
the Government now or passed after we become the Government and have a majority in
Parliament, has no obvious disadvantages.

A further sign of this cautious approach is that we have excluded the constitutional Acts and
pure budgetary matters. As long as we stay with the citizens' initiated referendums for
repealing legislation orly. it will be difficult to properly fill the gap created by removing
some constitutional provisions such as the courts of law or Parliament itself, without which
the affairs of the State cannot be conducted. The same applies to pure budgetary Statutes for
the ordinary annual ser-vices of Government in our system, where revenue from taxes is not
directed towards single purposes as a rule but ends up in the Consolidated Revenue or
General Loan Funds, to be appropriated towards different expenditures by Parliament.
Having mentioned these important general principles and having made clear that this
measure is in the interests of the whole community, I turn now to some of the detailed
provisions of the Bill.

In clause 2, the Bill contains a provision that it shall not come into operation until moneys
necessary for its administration are appropriated by Parliament with a separate Act. This
clearly should allow the full debate. indeed even the passing of this Bill, without receiving a
message should the Covermnent refuse to recommend that a message shall be given by His
Excellency the Governor. A similar provision is used - and is considered a custom by now -
by the House of Lords when it wishes to debate Bills which ought to have been initiated in
the Commons. It facilitates the initial debate by the Lords and, should the House of
Comrmons agree, it repeals this machinery provision to implement the measure. We hope
this will overcome the technical barriers that may prevent debate of the Bill. It would have
to be an autocratic decision by the Government, based on its numbers only and not on any
legal provision, to prevent a debate on this matter.

The next provision, in clause 3, provides for a reconsideration of this Bill by Parliament four
years after it comes into operation. This is a declared intention to hopefully go on with
further steps on the path of citizens' initiative should this measure be considered by them as
not having had obvious disadvantages. I have already mentioned and explained the reasons
for excluding constitutional and purely budgetary legislation for the ordinary annual services
of Government from the Acts to be capable of repeal through citizens' initiated referendums.

Regarding the otherwise self-explanatory provisions of the interpretation clause, clause 4, it
should be mentioned that local government or other statutory authority by-laws do not come
within the ambit of this Bill as they affect only a fraction of the community and not the
whole State.

A provision in clause 5 allows all existing Acts and regu~lations to be petitioned against only
within the first three years of the commencement of this Act. New legislation equally has
three years from its beg-inning of operation to be petitioned for a referendum for repeal.
There could be argurnents, of course, that such a provision is too restrictive as the
implementation of an old, dormant Act can change from time to time and could suddenly
become offensive to the people, whereas previously for years it was acceptable. We take up
this argument and trust that its validity will be examined at the time of review.

Our cautious initial approach is again expressed in the requirement of clause 6 that eight
per cent of the total voting population of Western Australia shall have to sign a petition
before a referendum can be held. The most practical organisation of the petitions appeared to
be to insist on the petitioner's electorate and electoral roll number to be shown on the petition
next to his or her signature. With today's computerised administration, no doubt the
Electoral Commissioner will be able to quickly check the validity and possible duplication of
the signatures. Any signature which must be ruled out as ineligible does not invalidate the
petition itself.

Clauses 7 to 9 provide for the simplest possible form of putting the question for repealing an
Act or regulation, and request a straight "yes" or "no" answer for the ballot paper to be valid.
We all recall the trauma regarding the last Commonwealth referendums, where the Federal
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Referendum (Machinery Provisions) Act's possibly well intended but over-complicated
provisions created confusion as to the validity of votes.

A fuzrther important decision we made is expressed in clause 10. It allows for only one
voting day for citizens' initiated referendums in between four-yearly elections. The
machinery to achieve this is simple: If the petition [or a referendum is presented more th an
two years after the last general election, the referendum shall be held on the day of the next
general election. With earlier presented petitions, the referendum or referendums are to be
held, in all practicality, two years after the last election. That means that there will be no
proliferation of referendums - at the very most, one poll every two years - and each second
one would coincide with the general elections in any case.

Finally, clause I11 states the machinery of repealing the Act or regulation in question after a
successful referendum, taking into consideration the provisions for the Supreme Court's role
according to the Referendums Act 1983. Clause 12 contains the usual regulatory powers.

Mr Speaker, the Opposition looks forward to debating this measure in an objective and
constructive manner, to which [ think the people of Western Australia are entitled.
I commend the Bill to the House.

Speaker's Ruling

The SPEAKER: Before going on to the next Order of the Day I advise members that I have
had a very quick look at this Bill, and it appears to me, on the surface at least, to require
appropriations. If that is so, of course, it will need to remain at the bottom of the Notice
Paper until a message is received. I will instruct that it take that course of action while I
receive advice on the matter, and if that advice is to the contrary it will receive a higher
position on the Notice Paper.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Dr Gallop (Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral
Reform).

ACTS AMENDMENT JSTUDENT GUILDS AND ASSOCIATIONS] BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mrs Edwardes, read a first time.

BILLS (2i - RETURNED

I1. Mining Development Act Repeal Bill
2. Racecourse Development Amendment Bill

Bills returned from the Council without amendment.

STATE SUPPLY COMMISSION BILL

Third Reading

MIRS BUCHANAN (Ashburton - Minister for Services) f[3.29 pm]: F move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.

MIR COURT (Nedlarids) [3.30 pm]: The Opposition will be watching very closely the
changes which take place in Government purchasing procedures. We would like to take the
Minister up on her offer of a briefing by her officers on how these changes will be
implemented when this Bill is passed. However, we do not know the form that these changes
will take because the Bill must go through another House. We raised the issue of the
membership of the commission, and we wil be watching closely the changes that take place.
This will be done in a sincere manner as wherever possible we would like to be able to make
a contribution to improving Goverrunent purchasing arrangements. As was mentioned
during the second reading debate, the Government is the largest single purchaser of goads
and services in this State and its purchasing policy has considerable influence on our
business community. It is absolutely critical that the Government's purchasing power be
used for the maximum benefit for the economy of this State.

MRS BUCHANAN (Ashburton - Minister for Services) (3.32 pm]: I shall make one more
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point to add funther clarification to yesterday's debate: A question was raised by an
Opposition member regarding what happens when the chief executive officer of the
departmnr, who will chair the commission, may not be available to chair the meetings - for
instance, when he is on leave or otherwise engaged. I have double checked what happens at
present with the State Tender Board arid I am advised that in such cases the chief executive
officer is replaced by the person who is acting in the position; that person automatically
assumes responsibility for chairing the board meetings. That will also apply in the case of
the State Supply Commission. The Bill also contains a provision for a meeting of the
commission to appoint a chairperson if the chief executive officer is unavailable. I refer
members to clause 7 of schedule 1, wherein it can be seen that that is the case.

It is intended to proclaim this Bill quickly to ensure that we achieve greater efficiency in
Government purchasing as soon as possible. Once the commission is established, its prime
concern will be the effective supply of goods and services as well as the efficient disposal of
goods. The conumission will promote the philosophy of decentralised operational
management while retaining centrally strategic purchasing and tendering of common use
items. This Bill represents a significant step forward in achieving a more efficient system for
Government purchasing. I trust that it wil continue its smooth passage through the
Parliament; accordingly. I am pleased to commend the third reading to the House.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.

ACTS AMENDMENT (PARLIAMENTARY SECRETARIES) BILL

Second Reading

DR (;ALLOP (Victoria Park - Minister for Parliamentry and Electoral Reform) [3.35 pm]:
I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

Earlier this year, when the Government moved to appoint Parliamentary Secretaries, the
President of the Legislative Council ruled that it was inconsistent with the principles of
constitutionally responsible Government because only a Minister may take responsibility for
the carriage of Government legislation. The Legislative Council referred the matter to its
Standing Orders Committee, which reported in July. The commnittee recomnmended the
following -

That legislation be introduced to repeal and re-enact section 44A of the Constitution
Acts Amendment Act 1899 to enable the appointment of Ministers of the Crown
under the title of "Parliamentary Secretary" who are nor entitled to remuneration as a
Minister but are nonetheless eli gible, at the Premier's discretion, to receive expense
of office allowances at rates fixed by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal.

The Acts Amendment (Parliamentary Secretaries) Bill has been drafted along the lines of the
recommendation and seeks to amend the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899 and the
Salaries and Allowances Act 1975. The proposal before die House replaces the present
provision for appointment of "Honorary Ministers" in section 44A of the Constitution Acts
Amendment Act, with a provision for the appointment of "Parliamentary Secretaries", who
will not be Ministers.

There are several reasons for the change from Honorary Minister to Parliamentary Secretary:
The Government wishes to provide the required constittifonal support for assistance to
Ministers in the conduct of their work in Parliament and elsewhere, but wishes to make such
a provision without unnecessary expense and without addition to the Cabinet. While the
appointment of an Honorary Minister, as authorised by existing legislation, would avoid the
expense of a Minister's salary, it would not avoid the larger expense of the accompanying
office and staff. Previous appointments to the office of Honorary Minister have generally
been associated with plans for a subsequent increase in the number of Ministers. In the past
Honorary Ministers have been appointed as members of Executive Council and have been
entitled to allowances and benefits similar to Ministers. Clearly the arrangements associated
with the appointment of Honorary Ministers are unsatisfactory to the Government, which has
deliberately reduced the Ministry from 17 to 16 members.
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The intended functions of a Parliamentary Secretary are to assist in the carriage of
Government Bills and other business of the relevant Minister, or as required by the Premier;
to assist in the performnance of official duties as required by the relevant Minister; and to do
things that are incidental to these functions. Parliamentary Secretaries will be open to
questions on legislation of which they have charge, but it will continue to be necessary to
direct all other questions to the relevant Minister. The original intention to appoint three
Government members of the Legislative Council to the proposed office of Parliamentary
Secretary remains. The new Parliamentary Secretaries will work within the offices of
existing Ministers.
Proposed amendments to the Salaries and Allowances Act are consequential to the
amendment to section 44A of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act. The Bill provides that
the payment of an allowance can be made to a Parliamentary Secretary, if it is approved by
the Premier. Allowance, is defined to mean payment for expenses incurred by people in
performing the functions of Parliamentary Secretary and would be determined by the Salaries
and Allowances Tribunal. However, it is intended that expenses attributable to a
Parliamentary Secretary will be met from within the present Budget allocation to operate the
relevant Minister's office.
The report by the Standing Orders Committee of the Legislative Council included a draft bill
prepared by the Clerk of the Council. A proposal in that draft prevented the appointment of
Parliamentary Secretaries to Executive Council. This proposal is included in the Bill before
the House because it is a well established convention that only Ministers become members of
Executive Council and it would not be appropriate to enact a provision that suggests that
members other than Ministers might be appointed to Executive Council. The Government
will review the effectiveness of this measure in September next year.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Blaikie.

EMPLOYERS INDEMINITY POLICIES (PREMIUM RATIES) BILL
Secondl Reading~

MIR TROY (Swan Hills - Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations) [3.40 pm]: I
move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
It has been a standard practice for many years under both the current Workers'
Compensation and Assistance Act and the repealed Workers' Compensation Act, for the
Premium Rates Committee to determine the recommended premium rates in respect of all

-employers' indermity risks, including a component for common law. The Premium Rates
Committee is a statutory independent body chaired by the Auditor General and is responsible
for determining categories of businesses, each with a different insurable risk and the
recomm-ended premium rate for each category. The premium rating calculations are based
on statistics returned on an annual basis to the commuission by each of the approved insurers.
Recent legal advice has cast serious doubt on the ability of the Premium Rates Committee to
legally set a premium rate for workers' compensation policies which incorporates a common
law component. The legal advice stated that it would be inappropriate to simply amend the
Workers' Compensation and Assistance Act and recommended that provisions relating to
common law in this Bill be placed in a separate Act. A separate Act will isolate common
law provisions and obviate the need to amend the Workers' Compensation and Assistance
Act which could disturb any consistency in the interpretation of the Act. The need to
formalise this arrangement was initiated by the Premium Rates Comm-ittee and is strongly
supported by the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission.
The Bill has been developed on the basis of policy formulated and is also endorsed by the'Tripartite Labour Consultative Council. I emphasise that the proposed legislation will in no
way increase the premiums paid by employers as its effect is merely to give legal status to an
arrangement which has long been in operation. An integral requirement of the Bill is for all
insurers to provide the Premium Rates Committee with the information necessary to set a
separate common law rate.
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In conclusion, this Bill is necessary to formalise a long standing arrangement that recognises
the practice of employers voluntarily covering themselves for common law plans related to
workplace injuries. The provisions contained in this Bill have been developed through
consultation with the Premium Rates Commnittee, the independent body responsible for the
setting of premium rates. The input of this commit-tee's knowledge and experience of the
insurance aspects the Bill is designed to cover wil ensure the future effective and efficient
setting of premium rates for employers' indemnity policies.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, an motion by Mir Blaikie.

GOLDFIELDS-ESPERANCE DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY BILL

Report

Report of Committee adopted.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

MRS BUCHANAN (Ashburton - Minister for Regional Development) [3.44 pm]. I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [3.45 pml: The Opposition supports this legislation even though
it has some very real concerns about the operations of development authorities. One of its
main objections to this legislation was the number of people to be appointed to the board.
With the Budget about to be introduced, will the Minister give an indication whether the
Governent proposes to place these development authorities under another structure or will
each development authority be controlled by a separate Minister, a rather haphazard
approach when we have a Minister for Regional Development? When will the board and the
advisory committees of the Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority be established?

M RS BUCHANAN (Ashbunton - Minister for Regional Development) [3.46 pm]: I cannot
give the member for Nedlands an indication of what willI happen in the Budget. The board
and advisory committees will be appointed as soon as this Bill is proclaimed. That action
will be taken as soon as possible. As the Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority will
be the responsibility of the Minister for Goldfields. I suggest that the member put a question
to him at some stage.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.

EDUCATION AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 10 May.

MR FRED TUBBY (Roleystone) (3.47 pm]: This Bill formalises and regulates the
banking procedures of moneys received from school grants and other sources. It lays down
how these accounts are established under the Banking Act 1959. Schools will be able to
bank funds in any institution designated as a bank under that Act. The Bill also establishes
procedures for the disposal of funds after either a closure or an amalgamation of schools.

The Opposition has a great deal of pleasure in supporting this legislation because it
formalises procedures which have been authorised uinder regulation and administrative
instructions. I congratulate the Minister on this legislation. I compliment him also for a
couple of other decisions he has made recently because they are decisions with which I
concur. It is a pleasant change for me to agree with the Minister for Education. He is
receiving good advice from somewhere. [ know one of the people on his ministerial task
force. I congratulate him for that appointment. That person will give excellent advice to the
Minister, which advice I anm pleased to see the Minister is heeding by some of the legislation
he has brought to the House.

5422



[Wednesday, 19 September 1990] 42

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Minister for Education) [3.48 pmn]: I thank the Opposition
for its support of this Bill.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Dr Gallop (Minister for Education), and transmitted to
the Council.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN MARINE AIMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 17 May.

MR MeNEE (Moore) (3.50 pm]. The Opposition supports this Bill. The Bill seeks to
abolish the Western Australian Marine Manning Committee which has not been active for
some time. The Bill also seeks to protect the passengers and crew of vessels by placing the
onus on a ship's master to ensure that a vessel is safe to put to sea. The Opposition does not
have any quarrel with that amendment. The leg-islation imposes an obligation on the operator
of any vessel who deliberately causes or allows the sending of a false signal, by making him
responsible for the costs incurred as a consequence of that action. This is extremely
important. Recently in my electorate a complaint was made about a flare being released
without any reason. While there is no evidence to suggest that local people were involved, it
appeared that perhaps the people who inadvertently released the flares were Army or Navy
personnel. Nonetheless, it did cause some concern.
The Bill will extend the regulatory powers under the Act to include any activity, including
paraflying. which may impact on the safety of individuals using our waterways. We know
that the waterways are there for the benefit of the public and obviously they have to be
protected.

The Western Australian Marine Manning Comnmittee met only spasmodically and under this
Bill the executive director, having sought advice from interested parties, will be able to make
a determination in respect of specific vessels, and for specific voyages. It is an
administrative matter.

T'he Opposition is concerned about the definition of 'seaworthiness". I understand that this
Bill departs from what has been determined in the past by the Commonwealth Act and this
State will have its own definition. Perhaps there is good reason for it, but I will raise the
matter in the Commnittee stage.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

Comm iree
T'he Chairman of Committees. (Dr Alexander) in the Chair: Mrs Beggs (Minister for
Transport) mn charge of the Bill.

Clauses I to 3 put and passed.

Clause 4: Section 3 amended -

Mr McNEE: I refer the Minister to paragraph (f) which states that pontoons or floating
jetties will not be included in the definition of "ship' or 'vessel". I ask the Minister whether
there is a specific reason for this.

Mrs BEGGS: My notes do not cover this matter but my understanding is that they are not
permanent fixtures and are used spasmodically. I will obtain the information for the
member.

Mr COURT: As paragraph (f) does not include pontoons or floating jetties, I ask the
Minister what the floating platforms or barges which are used in the pearling operations at
Shark Bay are described as. I understand that people are living on some of those platforms
or barges. Would they be included in this defintit ion?
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Mrs B EGGS: The current definition of a ship or vessel includes floating structures such as
pontoons and floating jetties which are attached to the river bank. Accordingly, many of
these structures technically require regular marine surveys. This is considered unnecessary
and the amendment will remove this requirement.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 5 put and passed.

Clause 6: Section 12 amended -

Mr COURT: Would the Minister please explain the reasons for the amendment to delete "by
the Manning Committee"?
Mr Blaikie: Before the Minister answers by interjection, has June Williams approved
clause 6?
Mrs BEGGS: I am sure she is very happy with it.

This Bill abolishes the manning committee referred to under section 12 of the principal Act
and, therefore, those wards, wherever they appear in the Act, need to be deleted.
Clause put and passed.

Clause 7:- Sections 15, 16. 17 and IN repealed and section IS inserted.-

Mr COURT: Under the heading of "Safety manning' mention is made of the different
classes of ships and of trading vessels and so on. Do the new State ships being built at
Jervoise Bay operate under the Western Australian Marine Act? Do the safety manning
provisions outlined in this Bill apply to those new ships?

Mrs BEGGS, My understanding is that they would apply because the section in the Act
mentions trading ships. I imagine that the State ships would be classified as trading ships
because that is their purpose.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 8 to 10 put and passed.

Clause 11: Sections 58A and 58B inserted -

Mr McNEE: Clause I11 relates to compensation for false distress signals. Having regard to
the terms of the definition of a ship or vessel, is it the intention that this clause would apply
to an ordinary citizen in a small runabout boat?

Mrs BEGGS: Section 51 of the current Act provides for the recovery of costs firom
commercial vessels. This clause and proposed section 58A extend that liability to pay
compensation to the masters of all vessels, including private pleasure craft.

Mr McNEE: With regard to the overloading or the improper loading of a vessel, what size of
vessel does this refer to'? Could a vessel carrying a family to Garden Island or Rortnest
Island be classed as a vessel unproperly loaded or overloaded?

Mrs BEGGS: Are you asking whether proposed section 58B will apply to normal
recreational vessels?

Mr McNee: Yes.

Mrs B EGOS: This clause empowers the detention of any vessel which is considered unsafe
to proceed in the sea. It will extend that concept creating an offence by knowingly taking a
vessel to sea where, by reason of its condition, loading or manning status, it is likely to cause
death or injury to crew and/or passengers. 1 presume that would relate to recreational vessels
as well as to commercial vessels.

Mr MeNEE: When a vessel is sent out in an unsafe condition, who would be liable under The
regulations? Would it be the person in charge of the vessel at the time or would it be an
owner, who might be on the land, who directed that the vessel put to sea? Perhaps a vessel
may have been taken out to be moored because of a storm or something like that. Would that
still be considered in an unsafe condition? Is it not the rule that one crew- person missing
deems a vessel unsafe?

Mrs Beggs: I do not understand the point you are making.

5424 [ASSEINIBLY]



[Wednesday, 19 September 1990]142

Mr MoNEE: A vessel may be sent to sea by people who are not necessarily the owners - the
owner might be on the land.
Mrs B EGOS: The clause says that a person shall not send or take a vessel to sea. If a person
is responsible for the vessel and sends it out under orders, I imagine that person would be
prosecuted. The subclause reads, "A person shall not send or take a vessel to sea if the vessel
is an unsafe ship." Maybe both parties could be prosecuted. Proposed section 58B provides
that it is a defence in a prosecution fur an offence against subsection (1) to show that the
person charged used all reasonable means to ensure that the vessel was not an unsafe ship; or
that the sending or taking of the vessel to sea was, in the circumstances, reasonably justified
for the purposes of protecting the vessel from imminent danger. So if the reason for the
sending or taking of the vessel to sea was to protect the vessel from imminent danger, such as
in the case of the stormi which the member mentioned, I am sure that would be a defence in a
prosecution.

Mr McNEE: Can the Minister explain what is meant by the undermanning of the vessel? I
understand that on a la-rge vessel underrnanning would be important and could probably be
readily identified. Will pleasure craft be included in this category? I am not familiar with
sea craft, but is an 18 metre vessel a large or a small vessel?!
Mrs BEGGS: Proposed section 58B(4) is trying to cover all possibilities, both commercial
and recreational. It says that a vessel is an unsafe ship for the purposes of this section by
reason of (a), (b) and (c). The undennanning requirement would be irrelevant in the case of
a recreational vessel but it would be true to say that proposed subsections (4)(a) and (b)
would be appropriate in the case of a recreational vessel. Overloading can mean overloading
in terms of passengers also.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 12 put and passed.

Clause 13: Section 66 amended -

Mr McNEE: This clause deals with the closure of waterways. Will the closure be subject to
review at a later time and, if not, will the period be specified? I understand there is an expiry
time in the current Act, and could the Minister explain that? What period of notice would be
given before a closure?

Mrs BEGGS: The current Act empowers the chief executive officer to close navigable
waters for safety related purposes. Section 66(2)(d) of the Act restricts such closures to a
period of seven days. It has been pointed out that in certain circumstances closures of waters
to boating in respect of public swinmuming areas or boating activities in close proximity to
dam walls, etc, need to be on an ongoing basis, and this clause will allow for those sorts of
circumstances.

Mr COURT: What will be the administrative procedure for closing the waterway? Who will
have the power to make that decision?

Mrs Beggs- The chief executive.

Mr COURT: By himself"

Mrs Beggs: Yes.

Mr COURT: What is an example of where that power has been used recently? Was an oil
spill while unloading ships at Kwinana a case where that waterway was put out of bounds?

Mrs Beggs: I cannot say whether that was a specific case but an example may be where
there is a danger to individuals using the water, if we are talking about swimming areas.
Mr COURT: The Minister knows that the swimnming areas and the beaches are closed when
certain cargoes are unloaded from ships. I presume that would be an example under this
proposed amendment?

Mrs Beggs: It may be. I cannot say whether that is the case. I am saying that this is closing
waterways to boating activities. A prime example would be a designated swimrming area
where there was some danger to the people who would be using that water, and that would be
a permanent closure. It would not be on a temporary basis.

Clause put and passed.
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Clause 14: Section 99 amended -

Mr McNEE: How often will the regulations be reviewed?

Mrs BEGGS: My understanding is that this clause provides a power in regard to regulations
for the conduct of vessels and persons on navigable waters. Those regulations would be
prescribed in the normal manner, where they would be approved, by the Governor in
Executive Council, where necessary, and they would be prescribed in respect of the
registration, navigation and operation of pleasure vessels and otherwise to give effect to these
things at any given time. However, they would follow the normal process and, like all
regulations prescribed by the Governor in Executive Council, would come before the
Parliament.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 15: S,-ction I ISA inserted -

Mr COURT: This proposed section provides that the chief executive officer may exempt a
vessel, or vessels included in a specified class of vessel, from the application of any of the
provisions of this Act or regulations made under this Act to the extent that the chief
executive officer is satisfied that compliance with such provision or provisions is
unreasonable or impractical in relation to that vessel or those vessels. I would appreciate
some understanding of why the Government wants to implement that proposed section
because I have had some experience in budding boats and I know that in meeting some of the
standards outlined by law there were times when certain exemptions made common sense;
but we had a couple of cases where if we wanted to be pedantic about the law we were
forced to do certain things to a vessel that actually made it unsafe. 1 will not go into detail
but there were one or two cases that made me extremely angry about the way the law was
interpreted.

Another example that comes to mind is the vessel Evening Star which was operated by the
Ministry of Education. That vessel has had a rather notorious history. It was plagued with
problems from the day it left Asia. It had trouble getting down to Penth, and since it has been
here it has been nothing but bad news for the Government. It is currently up for tender to sell
just the huU:. the rigging has been taken off it. I would not like to see a situation where a
vessel like that can be kept in service, particularly when children are involved, by using this
part of the legislation. On the other hand, I realise that some flexibility is required. Can the
Minister explain why the department has recommended that this proposed section be
included?

Mrs BEGGS: Proposed subsection (2) provides that the chief executive officer shall have
regard to the principles embodied in the Act. That is one of the main protections. But the
reason this clause has been included - and I am sure the member for Nedlands, being an old
salt, will know -

Mr Court: A young salt.

Mrs B EGGS: No; defintely old. Once one is over 35, one is past it.

Mr Kierath: How old are you?

Mrs BEGGS: I have told my senior citizens that in another I I years I shall be eligible to
join. What a horrible thought! The reason this provision is included in this proposed section
is that new vessels and vessels undergoing refit - and perhaps The Evening Star may come
into that category as a result of its problems - comnmondy undertake sea trials prior to the
recommencement of operations. At the time of the sea trials vessels generally cannot be
issued with a certificate of survey. This addition to the Act will enable sea trials to be carried
out. There are probably other cases where exemptions can be issued but the chief executive
officer could not give exemptions unless it were in line with the principles behind the Act.

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 16 to 18 put and passed.

Clause 19: Section 125A inserted -
Mr McNEE: Why was three years chosen as the limitation for the time in which to make
complaints? Was a greater or lesser period considered?

5426 [ASSEM:BLYJ



[Wednesday. 19 September 19901 42

Mrs B EGGS: The justification for this is that currently the time for prosecutions to be
launched under this Act comes within the amnbit of section 51 of the Justices Act, and they
are linked with the six month period. I underistand that many serious offences under this Act
require very extensive investigation. We are looking at trading vessels which are often not of
Australian origin. They may be absent overseas. Even if they are of Australian origin, they
may be absent overseas for many months. The department considers it essential that this
period be extended, and I think that is logical and sensible.

Mr McNEE: I realise the period has been extended, but why did the Minister specifically
pick on three years? Why could it not have been six years or 10 years?

Mrs B EGGS: I think three years is a reasonable time. Considering the time it may rake to
investigate a matter, and the fact that trading vessels, particularly those of overseas origin,
may not return within one or two years. three years will enable all investigations to take
place properly, and if prosecutions are necessary it will enable the time to be extended.
Anything beyond that time will be useless to pursue.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 20 and 21 put and passed.

Schedule put and passed.

Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading,

M'RS B EGGS (Whitford - Minister for Transport) [4.26 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third timne.

I should explain that clause 12 deletes and repeals section 65 of the Act. I forgot to mention
this during the Committee stage. The reason is that it is considered more appropriate for this
section to be contained in the marine and harbours legislation. I had hoped to have the Bill
in the Parliament this session. However, it will not be ready, so I shall not proclaim this
section until after the marine and harbours legislation has passed through the Parliament.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT (FINANCIAL INTERESTS) BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 31 August.

MNIR M ENS AROS (Floreat) [4.28 pm]: The First hal f of my speech I had to abandon about
three or four months ago. I sho~ived the rather ridiculous provisions of the Bill which lower
the standard of legislation mn this Parliament. Instead of ensuring integrity and
accountability, the provisions as they stand invite corruption or impropriety.

In the first part of my speech I also exposed the provisions in detail. I expressed my view
that the Bill, even taken seriously, is useless as it includes private members of Parliament but
excludes senior administrators. It is common knowledge that members of Parliament
participate in decision making regarding legislation in their own party rooms only, and have
no administrative decision making rights, hence they are not involved in situations where any
such impropriety could justifiably be levelled against them.

On the other hand, every member knows that senior public servants - and sometimes not
even senior public servants but employees of Government instrumentalities and agencies -
play greater and greater roles in decision making which affects citizens and businesses. They
have considerable decision making power, yet they seem to be excluded from the provisions
of this Bill. The Bill is damaging the State's reputation, generally speaking, because its very
necessity for existence almost advertises that corruption exists in Western Australia.
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I turn now to further arguments to point out the disadvantages of the measure and to explain
the Opposition's policy adopted at the last election which incidentally in many ways
included principles which the Premier accepted when she became Premier in relation to her
Cabinet colleagues, the Ministers.

For some time now the bible of two successive Premiers has been the report of the Burt
Commnission on Accountability. However, the report does not mention the necessity to
divulge member's financial interest as being one of the cornerstones of accountability
generally.

I will digress here and mention an experience I had in the United States about a year ago. It
was a sad experience in that it made obvious that the Legislature of the foremost democracy
of the world can entangle itself in so-called ethics cases. The United Stares has an Ethics of
Government Act 1978 so one would think that such an Act would primarily maintain ethics.
However, when one watches the procedures in that country based on that Act - and based on
daily newspaper reports - one soon realises that these matters are nothing more than a witch-
hunt and food for the media. and an indictment on the Congress of the United States.

I happened to be in Dallas, Texas, when the Speaker. Mr Wright, appeared before the ethics
committee. Apart from any allegations in relation to the loans and savings affair, the charge
against him was that his wife accepted $60 more than allowed in some book launching
function. To me that was a ridiculous state of affairs. It resulted in hearing after hearing and
virtually the stifling of the Congress in order to get the Speaker to resign. it was nor difficult
to establish what was behind the matter. The position of Speaker was a party political
selection which is certain in the United States. It represented the frustration of the
Republican Party because it had been able to provide presidents many times but it had never
Grained lately the majority in Congress. Of course, when that party succeeded in the Wright
case, the repercussion from the Democrats who had majority in the Congress was that they
did not accept the nominee of the newly elected president Bush for the post of Defence
Secretary, a former Senator from Texas, ex-Senator Tower. Turning to the Australian
situation, in the Commonwealth sphere where similar legislation exists. I ask members
whether they honestly think - when considering the declaration by Prime Minister H-awke,
and I am not suggesting that he is corrupt or would not have integrity - that such legislation
could prevent any impropriety.

If ones looks at Mr H-awke's return, which is a public document -

Mr Cowan: It is not worth the paper it is written on.

Mr MENSAROS: It is not worth the photocopy. This return is that of Mr Robert James Lee
Hawke, the member for Wills in Victoria. The first question refers to shareholdings in
private companies, the answer is nil, nil, nor applicable. The second question refers to family
and business trusts and nominee companies: the answer is nil, nil, nor applicable. Next,
which of the member or the member's spouse or child is in the trust: and here I should say
that point is not mentioned in the State's proposed legislation with which we are dealing.
That legislation does not affect the family, the wife or the children. Again, the answer is:
Nil, nil, not applicable. The question relating to real estate receives the same answer, so the
Prime Minister does nor seem to have any real estate. The question regarding directorships
receives the answer: Nil, nil, not applicable. Partnerships, indicating the nature and interest
of other activities receives the answer, nil: liabilities, indicating the nature of the liability of
persons concerned - nil. Again I should comment that this State's legislation does not have
the option for liabilities.
The first answer which does not seem to be entirely negative goes to the nature of any bonds,
debentures and likely investment; that answer is - term deposit. Commonwealth Trading
Bank; commercial bills, Commonwealth Trading Bank-, bank bills, Australis Securities
Limnited. No mention is made of whether the investment is $1, $100, or $100 000, It is only
mentioned that the Prime Minister has a term deposit, commercial bills and bank bills with
the institution. These accounts of course are confidential. except to the taxman, so the public
has no more knowle dge than if a declaration had not been made.

The next item relates to savings and investments; he has a savings and investment account
with the Commnonwealth Bank but again no amount is specified because no request was
made to be specific. Another question is asked regarding any other assets but he does not
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seem to have anything else. Other substantial sources of income - none; gifts valued at more
than $250 - none; sponsored travel or hospitality - the note is that "on 4 to 6 August 1987 my
wife and I were guests of Mr and Mrs Lowy in Queensland." That is a ridiculous statement
to go into the private affairs of the Prime Minister. It is ridiculous that he should have to
stare he was a guest for four days with people in Queensland.
The following question relates to membership of organisations. It is a formidable list
including all sorts of unions of which apparently Mr Hawke is a member, including clubs in
his electorate. The item involving any other interests receives the answer - nothing.

I do not wish to go through Mr Keating's list: it is very much the same. The answer to
almost every question is "none" expect that he seems to have a real estate property in New
South Wales which is a residence- The address is nor given. Again, maybe the
Commonwealth Act relies on the ingenuity of people to go to the Titles Office to make a
search if they are interested in the value of such real estate. There is no question about
whether there are incumbrances on the real estate. but under that line it indicates that he has a
mortgage and a bank overdraft with the Commonwealth Bank, and under assets it indicates
that he has a selection of antique furniture and items of that kind - "objects d'art", meaning
probably the clock collection - about which we all know. This is the kind of thing that the
media may run if they are hard up for a news story, but they soon become tired of that sort of
thing and it becomes old hat.
This legislation is a gross intrusion on members' privacy. When introducing the legislation,
in an endeavour to defend that intrusion of privacy, the then Premier referred to the
Fitzgerald report and said that Fitzgerald had mentioned that the privacy of members of
Parliament is important but that it is outweighed by the need for decision makers to be
accountable for their decisions. Of course, that comes back to the argument I mentioned
before regarding the fact that private members of Parliament, as opposed to Ministers, do not
have any decision making power which could be subjected to impropriety or corruption. If!I
am wrong in that. I would be happy to be corrected and to be offered some examples of how
that could happen. The report, which was referred to by the previous Premier in his
arguments, stated that members become members of Parliament on a voluntary basis and
should therefore cop the intrusion. That is an argument rather against this Bill because those
of us who are here at the moment did not have the condition apply when we decided to
become members. When we decided to attempt to enter this House it was not on the basis
that at some time in the future our privacy would be excessively intruded upon.
This kind of legislation is much more appropriate in the United States where somebody who
is appointed as a Secretary of State. whether Federal or State. puts his or her assets into a
trust to be administered by others. However, there is no need for a public declaration. From
that point of view it cannot be argued that present members of this Parliament voluntarily
applied this legislation to ourselves because from the point of view of current members this
Bill will be retrospective.
Another important aspect of this Bill is its breach of the principle of parliamentary privilege.
Regarding free speech. clause 19 of the Bill states -

Notwithstanding any other law, a Member shall not publish in the course of the
proceedings of Parliament -

This means a member should nor speak about the proceedings. The clause continues -

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

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

(ii) is published in good faith;
The intention of that provision is quite acceptable, hut it is a serious restriction on the
unlimited privilege of free speech in Parliament. That not only emanates from the Bill of
Rights in the United Kingdom, which is a little more than 300 years old, but also it is referred
to in Erskine May's Parliamentary Practice as follows -

By the 9th Article of the Bill of Rights it was declared 'That the freedom of speech
and debate or proceedings in Parliament, ought not to be impeached or questioned in
any court or place out of Parliament'.
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This Bill offers one of the most important offences against the existing privilege which does
not mean at all that the privileges of members should not be used properly; Mr Speaker
reminded us of this a short time ago, and I recall at some celebration - possibly the
anniversary of the Bill of Rights - Mr Speaker and Mr President made short speeches and
both referred to article nine of the Bill of Rights which refers to the free speech of
Parliaments. Clause 19 in this Bill is a very grave violation of that right.

Finally, I indicate the Opposition's policy regarding a code of conduct which was adopted
before the last election. Interestingly, that policy is very near to the anitude espoused by the
Premier and her Ministers soon after taking office when it was indicated that Ministers
should declare their existing interests, and that that declaration be given confidentiality to the
Auditor General. If there were to be some complaint, the Premier and the respective member
could look at the register and decide whether there was some reason for action. Perhaps the
Premier will correct me if I am wrong, but that is roughly the attitude that she has adopted.
This was done without the use of legislation as it was not required in that instance. It is
interesting to note as a sideline that even local government chief executive officers such as
town clerks have spoken out against the suggestion that they declare their interests.
According to an article in one of the suburban newspapers many of these people said that
such a move was a blow to the privacy of town clerks generally.

The Opposition believes that this is a hypocritical, meaningless Bill and it is only a publicity
seeking exercise by the Government. We will not spend a lot of time opposing it. We will
not rewrite the Bill to make it more acceptable: however, in order to see that the Government
is genuine, the Opposition has offered amendments which have been on the Notice Paper for
some time. These amendments will result in quite correct measures applying to the real
decision makers, and that will apply to some public servants. to Government advisers - who
appear to have more power today than was the case previously - and to the heads of
Government instrumentalities. As I have already mentioned, these public servants have
received increased powers as they have conducted business which often has not been
conveyed to the Parliament while using resources from the taxpayer: those persons should be
accountable as decision makers.

Also, our amendments will indicate that we do not want the Bill to be a licence for bandying
around assets or. more importantly in some cases, a lack of assets of members of Parliament.
We want the declarations registered confidentially and placed in the office of the Chief
Justice. If arguments are made about a member of Parliament or a Minister behaving
improperly, the Chief Justice would look at the matter and decide, perhaps in consultation
with the Premier, whether any action should be taken and the declarations used. If the
Government does not accept these amendments, it will be a sign of its hypocrisy and an
indication of its seeking publicity rather than being genuine. It is no wonder that the first
time a similar Bill was introduced the then Leader of the Opposition and an ex-Premier, Ray
O'Connor, called it the laundromat Bill. I believe he was right.

The Opposition will not vote against the second reading but accepts it only with the
qualification of testing the Government's sincerity when we will propose our amendments in
the Committee stage.

MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [4.54 pm]: I will not be as charitable as my colleague.
the member for Floreat, because I oppose the legislation. In doing so. I draw on the
experience of approximately 40 years. half of which I spent in the Public Service and half of
which I have spent as a member of Parliament. For half of my working life when I was a
public servant. I was in a position to advantage people with the decisions that I made.
Because I was in that position of being able to advantage people. I was offered certain
gratuities. These were offered at Christmas time generally in the form of a bottle of whisky.
a leg of ham or something of that nature. People found out when my birthday was and
mysteriously a birthday present would arrive. I thought that was very gracious and
thoughtful of those people. The fact was that during that period I was a supervisor and, on
my recommendations, people were paid thousands of dollars. They therefore found it
convenient to remember my birthday. For the latter part of my working life, I have been a
member of this House and no-one remembers my birthday or Christmas.

I have related that experience to indicate that it is nonsense to suggest that members of this
House should be required to declare their interests because of a perception in the community
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that they are on the take. If ever I was on the take in my life - I do not believe that I ever
have been - it was during the time I was a public servant. Are we asking public servants to
declare their interests? Not on your life. For political reasons, only members of these two
Chambers are being asked to bare their souls to the community of something that is already
on the public record. Ownership of land is on the public record. If someone wants to know
what real estate somebody owns, they can pop into the Department of Land Administration,
supply the name of the individual and be shown a register which contains information as to
what property that person owns. A person's involvement in public companies is also on the
public record.
I am a practical person. Had it been my experience in the 40 years that [ have been in the
work force that a just case existed for members of Parliament to declare their interest, I might
have some sympathy with this Bill. However, my experience has been that, in the period
prior to my becoming a member of Parliament, there might have been justification for it.
However, this Bill does not relate to that experience. It is a nonsense. It is a diversionary
tactic that this Government takes from time to time. I suppose it will get some prominence in
the Press because some people in the community are prepared to believe that everyone who
sits in this House is a crook and on the take.
I have a high regard for every member of this place. I do not have any evidence and I have
never had the evidence over the 20 years that [ have been here that this place accommodates
crooks. My experience has been that, although I disagree with some members' political
views from time to time, most members are upright, honest and decent and supporting
legislation of this kind is tantamount to suggesting that they are not. I will not have a bar of
that.
I do not believe it is proper that someone can rock up to the Clerk's office and have a look at
a register containing my interests, not that I have anything to hide except that I am broke and
I do not want people to know that. One only needs to look at the motor vehicles that my kids
drive. I have the skin off my fingers from trying to keep second-hand cars going to get them
to their tertiary studies.
Mr House: You will have to borrow my wheelbarrow.
Mr THOMPSON: That wheelbarrow reeks of a person who is on the take. The bloody
wheel fell off mine; it had a hole in the tray. I broke my bloody leg getting out of the house
because [ tripped over the broken pavement. The member for Stirling is obviously another
member who is on the take!
This legislation is a farce. There is no justification for it. If the Premier and her Government
have evidence of someone in this Parliament being on the take, they have an opportunity.
under parliamentary privilege to disclose that. They do not even have to prove it.
Mr Kierath: Like we saw this afternoon.
Mr THOMPSON: That did not deal with a member of this Parliament. If they have the
goods on someone they have the facilities under the protection of parliamentary privilege to
disclose it. Over the 20 years that I have been here, that has not occurred. I suggest that if
there is the slightest hint that a member of this place is taking bribes or accepting gratuities in
return for some favour, there should be some evidence to support it.

I suppose that from time to time members of Parliament, because of the responsibilities they
are given, could be in a position where it might be advantageous to the people with whom
they deal to offer some reward or Christmas or birthday present, such as I used to receive.
That could be the case with Ministers. I am aware that this Government, like the Court
Government that preceded it, has an informal procedure by which Ministers of the Crown
declare to the Premier their pecuniary interests. If anyone in this place will be required to
make such a declaration, perhaps a case could be made for members who become Ministers
of the Crown. I am not as uncharitable as some people in the House as to believe that when a
person becomes a Minister he or she becomes a crook. I have greater respect for the people
on both sides of the House who have graced the offices of ministerial rank than to believe
that they would accept some clandestine benefit or payment.
The register that has been set up in the Federal Parliament has proved to be an absolute
nonsense. It proves nothing and, because of the way it is presented, it achieves nothing and
no-one believes the information in it. We, as members of Parliament. do ourselves a
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tremendous disservice when we fiddle around in this way. We feed the thoughts of people in
the community who have absolutely no charity towards members of Parliament or anyone
else who holds public office. They want to believe the absolute worst of us. Some people in
the community reckon we ar paid too much, that we get backhanders and that we are
featherbedded in every way. It would not matter what was done, whether these declarations
were introduced, and whether members of Parliament were paid nothing at all; it would be
impossible to satisfy the mentality of those people who will believe what they want to
believe.
I appeal to the members of this House to draw on their own experience and, if they
conscientiously believe that their colleagues are involved in some clandestine activities, they
should vote for the legislation. However, before doing so they should tell this House the
facts and indicate in what way the people have transgressed. I might then be able to finid
some way of changing my mind. Until those facts are made public. I will oppose the Bill.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) (5.04 pm]: This legislation is not
new to the Parliament. It was first introduced in this place in 1983, it was then remodelled
and introduced again in 1985. 1 understand that a vote has been taken on a motion which
dealt with a similar requirement relating to the declaration of the financial interests of
members of Parliament but, as the member for Floreat has confirmed, on no occasion has a
vote been taken in this House on legislation of this nature. I am not sure whether this
legislation will get any further than its two predecessors. I hope it does not, for the reasons
presented by the member for Floreat and the member for Darling Range; that is. the
legislation is to most intents and purposes unnecessary- I do not think my language will be
as colourful as chat of the member for Darling Range when he gave his reasons for opposing
the legislation. It is sufficient for me to say that the legislation is superfluous. It attempts to
set up a register to provide details of members' financial interests.
The member for Floreat very ably indicated to the House just how useless such a register
would be, if it were modelled on the Federal equivalent, in providing information to
members of the public. I am sure that not one member in this House believes the list of
assets and other interests on the Federal register supposedly representing the total belongings
of the Prime Minister of this country. According to that register the Prime Minister has no
assets or interests. Nobody could possibly believe that, least of all you. Mr Deputy Speaker.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I possibly could.
Mr COWAN: The BillI also refers to certain restrictions that may be imposed on members of
Parliament with regard to the publication of information contained in that register; in other
words, if I decided to list my assets and interests in the register. no other member would be
entitled to incorrectly or inaccurately publish that information. Unlike the Prime Minister, I
have some assets, although the R & I Bank has less of my money than I have of its.
Nevertheless, I do have some assets and clause 19 of the Bill states that no member of
Parliament may incorrectly or inaccurately report information on those assets as detailed in
the register.
The clause also states that any member who deliberately mnisrepresents information contained
in the register will be guilty of contempt of Parliament. and the House of which he is a
member may deal with him accordingly. I doubt that many members in this place.
particularly those on the Government benches, would be trembling at the knees at the
thought of any reprisals they would face if they deliberately misrepresented the financial
interests of a member of the Opposition. It might work differently if members of the
Opposition parties - and after 1993 that can be amended to members of the Opposition
party - misrepresented the financial interests of Government members.
Mr Thomas: Are you intending to amalgamate?

Mr COWAN: No, we shall make sure that the Labor Party members are on the Opposition
benches.
A person may be guilty of contempt of Parliament if he publishes information which is
incorrect. If that person is on the Government side, whichever party may be in Government,
being guilty of contempt will mean nothing, but if he is on the Opposition side of the House
and he does not have the numbers, being guilty of contempt may mean something altogether
different. I do not believe that is something we should encourage.
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A lot can be said about the comparisons that are made between the pecuniary interests of
members of this Parliament and the requirements - which seem to me to be somewhat
complicated - chat are imposed on people involved in local government if they wish to avoid
prosecution. There have been some prosecutions of people involved in local government in
an attempt to prove that they have been in breach of the particular pecuniary interest
requirements of the Local Government Act. I believe most people in this Parliament would
acknowledge that in many instances the charges laid against people in local government for
breaches of the pecuniary interest provisions were brought about vindictively in an attempt to
do some damage to the people concerned, and in many cases the people concerned were
innocent of the charges which were laid against them, and it was merely one side of local
government taking some action against another. I would not like to see the particular
philosophy which has emerged within local government - where pecuniary interest
provisions apply - introduced into this Parliament through the mechanism of this legislation
because we can do without that. Times get heated enough already without giving people the
opportunity to find ways and means of attacking other members of Parliament.

As a matter of interest it may surprise people to learn that Standing Order No 195 provides
that members of this place may not vote on any question in which they have a pecuniary
interest. During my 17 years' experience in this place that Standing Order has never been
exercised, and I would be interested to hear from the members for Darling Range, Floreat,
South Perth and Vasse. who have been here longer than 1, whether to their knowledge anyone
in this Parliament has ever said that because of Standing Order No 195 he would not vote in
a particular division. The member for Floreat is here and he may be able to answer that
question.

Mr Mensaros: I think questions were raised but the answer was usually that the matter was
so general that it did not apply to them. If you were to take it to the utmost you would not be
able to participate in many debates because everyone pays electricity bills so you could not
talk about the SEC, or land tax, etc.

Mr COWAN: That is right, and that is the position. I can see no reason why the
Government should claim that it is breaking new ground or is doing something that will
enhance the position of members of Parliament. It certainly will not do anything to improve
Goverrnent in this State, but having said that I cannot see any need for this legislation, I can
say to the Minister handling this legislation that if he wants to have a look at the assets I hold
I will give him a private list, if that will nmalke him feel any better, and to anyone else who
wants me to do that. There is no doubt that in this day and age we can, if we want to set
about that task, raise all sorts of questions and doubts about whether members of Parliament,
and particularly Ministers of the Crown, are people who are in a position where they are
making decisions which will provide them with some financial gain. It is important that we
have a defence against such a possibility. I am sure it is for that reason that, as the member
for Floreat quite rightly said, the Premier has required Ministers of the Crown to voluntarily
produce a register of their assets and financial or pecuniary interests.

Mr Wart: Were this Bill passed could it act as a disincentive for people to stand for
Parliament?

Mir COWAN: I suggest that it could. [ do not know that it would be as large a disincentive
as the other conditions which already prevail, such as the constant level of public access -
quite a lot of which can be abusive at times - the hours we work, the travelling we undertake,
and the remuneration, which I do not think has much going for it. For that reason, a
declaration of financial interests would be very low on the scale of those matters upon which
we would make a decision to enter Parliament.

The member for Floreat indicated that the Government has required its Ministers to submit
voluntarily a register of their pecuniary interests. The member for Floreat said also that the
members of the Liberal Party are not prepared to vote against this legislation, even though I
am sure most of them would have an inclination to do so. I share that inclination but I also
recognise that there are occasions when the Government, and in fact all parties, cannot make
decisions based on ideals but has to make decisions based on what has some political value
or merit. In this instance it would be appropriate if the voluntary code applied by the
Government was applied to all members of Parliament. For that reason, we will accept the
arguments and reasons put forward by the member for Floreat and we will not vote against
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the second reading but we will vote very much in favour of the amendments which the
member for Floreat has put on the Notice Paper. I can assure the House that unless those
amendments are accepted this legislation will be opposed very strongly by members of the
National Party. There are other members of my party who feel even more strongly than I do
and who are strongly opposed to even the principle of the Bill, to the extent where they say
we should not even contemplate the Bill and should not even give it a second reading.

MIR WIESE (Wagin) [5.19 pm]: The Leader of the National Party has just indicated that
there are members in his party who are absolutely opposed to this legislation, and I put my
name on the record as being one of those members.

Mrs Beggs: [ am not at all surprised - I thought it might be you!

Mr WIESE: The Minister should explain why she thought I would speak out against this
legislation. However, I believe the legislation is an absolute farce and is purely and simply a
political exercise on the part of the Government. [ do not believe the legislation is intended
to achieve anything at all, nor that it will achieve anything at all.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The level of background conversation is too high.

Mr WIESE: The legislation is based upon a perception that members of Parliament and
many other people in the commnunity go into a job purely and simply to feather their own
nests. That is a complete falsehood. I do not think membhers of Parliament come into this job
to enhance their financial prospects in any way. either while they are here or when they
leave. If anyone does come here with that belief it does not take long for them to become
thoroughly disillusioned. I am sure a great many people in this House made a very
substantial financial sacrifice to come here and do the best they can to achieve changes in the
community which they believe should be implemented.-

I feel very strongly that the Standing Orders of this Parliament already cover the situation
and lessen even further the need for this legislation. The leader of my party read out
Standing Order No 195, which covers the requirement that no member shall be entitled to
vote in any division on which he has a pecuniary interest. Regulation 357 in our Standing
Orders covers exactly the same situation as it applies to Select Committees, and requires that
no member will sit on a Select Committee who has a pecuniary interest in a matter to be
investigated by such committee. "Pecuniary interest" is defined in our Standing Orders. All
those matters, which this legislation purports to cover, are already covered and that is the
reason the legislation is farcical and a political exercise, and not genuinely introduced into
this Parliament to address a problem.
It is very interesting that when the member for Darling Range made a comnment and the
question was asked, none of the other members who have been in this House for many years,
not even those who have been here for the longest time, could recall ever having seen a
declaration of pecuniary interest required or made by any member here. I am not aware - and
if Government members are aware [ am sure they will not Take long to point it out - of any
occasion on which there has been an implication or even an innuendo that any member of
this House at any time has ever breached the pecuniary interest provisions already in our
Standing Orders; so why on earth are we going throu 4gh the exercise of introducing this type
of legislation?

The legislation is extremely broad and covers any pecuniary interest a member might have.
However, it is very interesting to contemplate some of the areas which the legislation does
not cover. Why should there be an exemption of any gift or amount of money contributed
towards the travel of a member, or the owing of any debt by a member to a person, if that
person is a relative? Is it a belief of this Parliament, or of members of the Government, that
all members may be on the take - to use a term which was used by a previous speaker - or
may be dishonest, or may be here to feather their own nests, but their relatives are not? I find
that a quite farcical proposition by the members of the Government who drew up this
legislation. It is okay to accept gifts or bribes, or whatever they arc deemed to be. of any
nature, of money or of travel, from a relative, but it is not okay to do it when it comes from
anywhere else. Why is there a minimum level of $500? It is okay to accept a gift or bribe of
$499, but if one goes above that it becomes something which is not okay and it requires one
to make a declaration in the proposed register of interests. Again, that is a completely
farcical situation.
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Ir is important also to consider the implications of this legislation to local government. If the
Parliament passes this BUi there will be enormous pressure upon local government for
similar legislation affecting it. Local government has for many years very strongly resisted
any moves to implement pecuniary interest legislation for local government. It operates at
present on the same basis as we do in this Parliament. Generally speaking it has proved to be
quite adequate and sufficient legislation for local government in the past, as it has for
members of Parliament, and the wishes of local government also must be addressed by this
Parliament when we contemplate legislation of this nature.
I reiterate that I believe the legislation is a farce, and I oppose its passage through this
Parliament.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Wart.

[Questions without notice taken.]

House adjourned at 5.59 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

TAXES AND CHARGES - INCREASE POLICY
Inflation Rate

1145. Mr MENSAROS to the Premier:

(1) Is there a Government policy not to increase fees by more than the inflation
rate or consumer price index increases in 1990-91 and to leave fees unaltered
if they had a 10 per cent or larger increase in 1989-90?

(2) If not, what policy does the Government have relating to fee increases?

(3) Who monitors the adherence to such policy before regulations containing
further increase's are gazetted?

(4) How many gazetted regulations pertaining to 1990-91 fees have so far
violated the policy?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

Under the Family Pledge the Government is committed during the current
four year term to restrain increases in water, energy and public transport
charges to families to less than the increase in inflation. Apart from this
explicit comimitment and while every effort is made to limit departmental fee
increases below the inflation rate, the Government's objective over time is to
achieve full cost recovery for the provision of servtces.

(3) Proposed departmental fee increases are considered by the Cabinet
Expend iture Review Committee as part of the budgetary process.

(4) Not applicable.

KANGAROOS - HUMAN CONSUMPT ION
Health Act Amendments

1167. Mr GRAYDEN to the Minister for Health:

As kangaroos are apparently now in plague proportions in some areas of the
State. is it the intention of the Government to amend the Health Act in order
to obtain the authority necessary to approve satisfactory methods of
processing kangaroos for human consumption?

Mr WILSON replied:.

The control of kangaroo numbers is the responsibility of the Department of
Conservation and Land Management and is not related to the proposed
amendment to the Health Act to provide for the processing of kangaroo meat
for human consumption. However, following the Government's earlier
announcement of its policy on this issue it does intend to proceed with the
amendments. Amendments to the Health Act and regulations to control health
aspects of processing kangaroos for human consumption are currently being
drafted by Parliamentary Counsel.

AIDS - WESTERN AUSTRALIAN AIDS COUNCIL, (INC)
Booklet Distribution

1200. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Health:
(1) Has the Minister received a letter written by me regarding a booklet which

was being circulated by the Western Australian Acquired Immune Deficiency
Syndrome Council?

(2) How much did the booklet cost?

(3) What grants were provided by the WA AIDS Council, in the last financial
year, by the State Government?

(4) What portion or total grants referred to in (3), related to advertising, education
or promotion?
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(5) Does the Government support the use of such a booklet in Western Australia?

(6) Will the WA AIDS Council be prevented from circulating any further
booklets or material condoning or promoting homosexual activity?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) The booklet was produced by the WA AIDS Council. Questions relating to
those costs should be directed to the WA AIDS Council.

(3) The Western Australian Government's contribution to the WA AIDS Council
budget was $220 000 in 1989-90.

(4) The WA AIDS Council receives funds from the State and Commonwealth
Governments as well as from community fundraising and members'
subscriptions. It would be difficult to specify the precise distribution of funds
from each of these sources. However, the great majority of these funds is
used to support the staffing of educational, counselling and support and care
services for infected individuals. Only a relatively small proportion is
devoted to educational materials. Further details should be sought from the
WA AIDS Council.

(5) The production of educational materials designed specifically to educate high
risk groups such as homosexual men is an important part of AIDS control
progarams. Some ffiaterials produced for this purpose are likely to cause
offence to the general public. For this reason, great care must be taken to
ensure that such materials are mnade available only to the appropriate target
group, but also that any materials produced recognise community standards
and concerns. I understand that the WA AIDS Council has withdrawn the use
of this booklet, and I believe that this was the appropriate decision to make.

(6) The WA AIDS Council is an independent body which is responsible for its
own activities. I believe. however, that it will act in recognition of the
community standards and concerns noted above, so that we can all cooperate
in effective education and other programs to prevent the spread of AIDS.

TAPE - STAFF RESIGNATIONS
Delaney, Dr Jim - Removal

1217. Mr AINSWORTH to the Minister assisting the Minister for Education with TAPE:

(1) How many Technical and Further Education staff have resgned so far in 1990
and how does this compare with the same period during the previous three
years?

(2) Are there some academic or vocational areas in TAFE in which difficulties
are being experienced in attracting or retaining suitably qualified staff?

(3) Has the Minister sacked or otherwinse removed or transferred the Minister's
adviser on TAPE. Dr Jim Delaney?

(4) If yes to (3). on what grounds?

Mr TROY replied:

(1) 1 have been informed by the Executive Director of TAPE that resignations
from TAPE during the period 1988-90 are as follows: 1988 - 137. 1989 - 192:.
and 1990 - 137. N13: (The figures for 1987 are not readily available and will
take some time to compile. I will supply these at a later date if the member
wishes.)

(2) There are no abnormal difficulties being experienced this year.

(3 )-(4)
1 thank the member for the question and the opportunity to respond to this
matter. Dr Tim Delaney is a highly qualified and competent senior officer in
TAPE, who has been involved in various capacities with the technical and
further education system, here in WA and in other States of Australia. since
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1974. Dr Delaney was assigned to my office in the latter pant of last year to
assist with the communication and facilitation of a number of major
Government initiatives in the TAFE area. The placement of departmental
officers in this manner is an invaluable mechanism to fuirther enhance the
ongoing professional development of senior officers such as Dr Delaney.
Given the knowledge and experience Dr Delaney has developed and the
importance of the current negotiations between the Department of TAFE and
the SSTU, it was considered an appropriate time to continue his direct
involvement in these issues at a departmental level.

In conclusion, I would like to place on the public record my appreciation of
the valuable contribution Dr Delaney made during the time he spent at my
ministerial office.

ENVIRONMENT AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL - MEETINGS

1234. Mr MINSON to the Premier:

(1) How many times has the Environmental and Economic Development Council
met?

(2) Will the Government continue with this council?

(3) If yes to (2), how will this council operate?

(4) Did the Government of the former Premier, Hon Peter Dowding, allocate any
Government funds to representatives of the conservation movement to assist
them to participate in the Environmental and Economic Development
Council?

(5) If yes to (4), how much money was allocated?

(6) If yes to (4), how much of this allocated money has been forwarded to
representatives of the conservation movement for this purpose?

(7) Will any further moneys be allocated?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) The Environment and Economic Development Council met on two
occasions - 20 December 1989 and 28 March 1990.

(2) No. EEDC. has been replaced by the State Economic Strategies Council.

(3) Not applicable.

(4) Yes.

(5) The Dowding Government allocated $100 000 to assist the Conservation
Council of Western Australia and the Confederation of WA Industry to
participate in the EEDC in 1989-90. The CWAI declined the Government's
allocation and undertook to support its participation from its own resources.

(6) The Conservation Council of WA received $30 000 of the total allocation.

(7) No further moneys will be allocated through the EEDC.

DRUGS - BENZODIAZEPINES DRUGS
Prescription Dangers - Education Campaign

1262. Mr MacKIN-NON to the Minister for Health:

What action has the Governiment taken to educate the public and medical
practitioners as to the dangers of prescribing Benzodiazepines drugs?

Mr WILSON replied:

An education campaign was carried out in 1989 and 1990 as part of the Health
Department's drug education program. This was designed to promote a
greater awareness of the use and abuse of minor tranquillisers
(benzodiazepines). The educational campaign was directed at both the
general public and general practitioners. ALl means of media communication

A77611- 10were involved including the provision of information in ethnic languages.
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The results were extremely encouraging, with good support from medical and
community organisations, high awareness of the campaig'n. very good
identification of its main messages, and significantly increased awareness of
and willingness to use alternatives to tranquillisers.

In addition, a special subgroup of mrinor tranquilliser users has been identified
which consists predominately of drug dependent persons. To provide
guidance to medical practitioners, the Health Department developed in
conjunction with the WA Alcohol and Drug Authority and various medical
groups, "Guidelines to Practitioners in Prescribing to Addicts'. These
guidelines were mailed to aUl doctors in Western Australia in August 1990.

MIDGES - CULICOIDES WADAI NUDGE
Blue Tongue Virus Carrier - Sheep and Cartle Risk

1273. Mir ROUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) At what level of risk are Western Australian sheep flocks from the midge
Culicoides wadai, which is the carrier for the blue tongue virus?

(2) Have any cases of blue tongue virus occurred in Western Australia and, if so,
how many and where did they occur?

(3) Is the midge present in any cattle herds in Western Australia and if so, how,
why and where?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) Cuiicoides wadai is a biting midge which preferentially feeds on cattle. Its
distribution is limited to the East Kimberley region. and it represents a
negligible risk to WA sheep flocks.

(2) No.

(3) Yes. The midge is restricted to cattle herds in the East Kinberley region.

PESTICIDES - HEALTH DEPARTMENT
Sample Tests - Limit of Detection Deternmination

1281. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Health:

(1) What are the circumstances which determine the limit of detection to which a
sample will be tested when the Health Department collects samples of air,
soil, household surfaces or household items from private residences or
commercial establishments for chemical analysis for the purpose of
investigating a commercial pesticide application?

(2) Who is the officer who determines the limit of detection to which the sample
will be tested?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) The limits of detection achievable by a given laboratory depend on a number
of factors including -

- nature and size of the sample
- method used
- instrumentation capabilities

Limits of detection for Health Department work performed by the chemistry
centre, Department of Mines are appropriate for the pesticide being

-determined in the sample supplied. For example, the limit of detection of
heptachlor in air is 0. 1 micrograms per cubic metre arnd in soil is
0. 1 milligrams per kilogram.

(2) The limits of detections are determined by the principal chemist, pesticides
section, environental chemistry laboratory, Department of Mines. These
limits are set after consultation with relevant Health Department officers and
depend on the sample, the method used and the pesticide being analysed.
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"OROANOCHLORINES IN PERSPECTIVE" BROCHURE - HEALTH
DEPARTMENT

United States - Heptochior Granular Formulation Registrations
1283. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Health:

(1) Did the Health Department circulate a brochure "Organochlonines in
Perspective" dated I June 1990?

(2) If so, did that brochure state in reference to the United States that "the
organochiorines have been withdrawn from sale as termiticides by the
company but they are still used for fire ant control"?

(3) (a) Does the Health Department know if any granular formulations of
heptachior are registered for use in the United States;

(b) if there are granular fonmulations of heptachlor registered for use in
the United States, what are they used for?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Yes.

(2) Yes.

(3) (a) It is believed that a granular form of heptachlor is registered for use in
the United States.

(b) As far as the department is aware, for fire ant control.

ORGANOCHLORJNE COMPOUNDS - PESTICIDES
Cheese Sample Tests

1284. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Health:
(1) Have cheese samples been tested in Wester Australia for organochlorine

pesticide residues?
(2) If so -

(a) when were these cheese samples tested;

(b) how many samples were tested;
(c) what were the results of these tests?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Samples of cheese have been examined for organochiorine residues as part of

the NHMRC Market Basket Survey.

(2) (a) Samples of cheese were included in the 1985 and 1986 survey.
(b) Twenty-one samples of cheese from throughout Australia.

(c) Organochiorine residues were not detected in any samples.

TOBACCO TAX - HEALTH PROMOTION FOUNDATION
$55 million Funds

1289. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Health:

(1) Is the $5 million collected from the tobacco tax in 1989 90 on behalf of the
proposed Health Promotion Foundation being held in a trust or similar fund?

(2) If not, why not?

(3) Will the $5 million be paid to the Foundation, in addition to the $9 million
collected on its behalf in 1990 91?

(4) If not, why not and where has it gone?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1) No.
(2) As a result of delays engendered by the Opposition parties, the Tobacco Bill
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1990 has not yet been passed. This means that the Health Promotion
Foundation does not yet exist.

(3) No.

(4) As above. Moneys raised from the State tobacco licence fee help to offset the
very considerable costs incurred by the State as a result of treating diseases
caused by smoking.

TOBACCO BILL - DELAY

1290. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Health:

(1) Whose decision was it not to proceed with the Tobacco Bill 1989 after it was
introduced irito the Legislative Council?

(2) Why was the decision taken?

Mr WILSON replied:

This question is based on a false premise. There was no "decision ... not to
proceed with the Tobacco Bill 1989.' The parliamentary session ended before
the Bill1 was reached on the Notice Paper. After the subsequent prorogation of
Parliament, the Government moved to restore completed Bills to the Notice
Paper, but this was rejected by the Opposition pantics. This caused a
ignificant delay because it then became necessary to reintroduce the Bill in

the Legislative Assembly and subject it to wholly unnecessary further debate.

CHIROPRACTORS ACT - AMENDMENT

1291. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Health:

(1) Is the Government currently preparing or considering a Bill to amend the
Chiropractors Act?

(~2) If so, when is it likely to be introduced into the Parliament?
Ms WILSON replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) 1 propose to introduce a Bill amending the Chiropractors Act 1964 in the 1991
autumn parliamentary session.

EDUCATION - COUNTRY HIGH SCHOOL HOSTELS AUTHORITY
Hostel Subsidies

1292. Mr WIESE to the Minister for Education:

(1) Which hostels were or will be subsidised from the -

(a) 1988-89-,
(b) 1989-90:.

(c) 1990-91:

budget of the Country High School Hostels Authority?

(2) How much was, or will be. each subsidy?

Dr GALLOP replied:

(l)-(2)(a)*
1988-89 1989-90 1990-91

Albany 62608.00 - 74821.00
Kalgoorlie 74 308.00 68 500.00
Katanning - - 35 000.00
Merredin 69721.00 67000.00 149090.00
Moora - 65 500.00
Northamn 9001.00 68 000.00
Port Hedland 18709.00 -
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(a)* Interim funding - The final subsidy to be paid out in
1990-91 will not be known until the
completion of the 1990 academic year and
the accounts of each hostel have been
audited.

SCHOOLS - GAS HEATERS, ALBANY
Explosions - Stare Energy Commission Safety Inspections

1315. Mr WATT to the Minister for Education:

(1) Have State Energy Commission of Western Australia inspectors visited
Albany schools for the purpose of checking the operation and safety of gas
heaters following two recent explosions?

(2) If all Governm-ent schools were not visited, which were not visited, and why?

(3) In each school, how many gas heaters were found to be defective or
dangerous?

(4) How many gas heaters in each school had warning stickers placed on them
advising that they were not to be used until they had undergone repairs or
maintenance?

(5) Does the Minister 'still say the explosions occurred because teachers did not
follow the correct procedures for lighting?

(6) If so, how does he justify this?

(7) If not, will he now apologise to the teachers concerned for his hasty and
intemperate remarks?

Dr GALLOP replied:

(I) Yes.
(2) Not applicable.

(3) Albany Primary School 7
Mt Lockyer Primary School 6
Spencer Park Primary School 9
Flinders Park Primary School 2
Albany Senior High School 2
North Albany Senior High School 2
Albany District Education Office 8
Yalcamia Primary School 14

(4) Stickers were placed on each of the heaters mentioned in (3) above.
(5) The incidents occurred because the heater failed to ignite in the normal way

and repeated attempts to achieve ignition resulted in the small blow-backs.

(6)-(7)
1 have not blamed teachers. I have merely pointed out that when lighting these
heaters the correct operating procedures should be followed. If the units fail
to light people should wait until the gas dissipates before tring again to light
the heaters. When heaters do prove difficult to light they should be reported
to the Building Management Authority as faults.

EDUCATION - COUNTRY HIGH SCHOOL HOSTELS
Albany and Merredin Cheques

1318. Mr TUBBY to the Minister for Education:
(1) Were cheques for $60 000 and $40 000 recently forwarded to country high

school hostels at Merredin and Albany to reduce their bank overdrafts and
prevent the dishonouring of any further cheques?

(2) If so. on what date were these cheques signed?

(3) If so, from which account did the Country High School Hostels Authority
draw to meet these emergency payments?
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(4) How iany accounts are operated by the Country High School Hostels
Authority?

(5). For what purposes were each of these accounts established?

(6) What was the balance of each of these accounts as at 3 1 August 1990?
(7) What was the balance of each of these accounts as at i I September 1990?

Dr GALLOP replied:

(I) I response to the respective banks at, Merredin and Albany redefining their
policy regarding overdraft limits, it was necessary to forward funds to the
hostels earlier than usual to clear overdrafts.

(2) 4 September 1990.
(3) The Country High School Hostels Authority operates on a trust account at the

State Treasury and the funds were drawn from the hostel operations program.
(4) As indicated above the CHSHA operates on the one crust account with funds

allocated to two program areas, corporate services and hostel operations.

(5) Refer (3) and (4) above.

t6) Funds are transferred to the trust account on a monthly basis from the
Consolidated Revenue Fund. At 31 August 1990. the balance in the trust was
$26 124.

(7) The balance of the account at I11 September [990 was $116 829 which
reflects the transfer of funds to meet estimated cash requirements for
Septemb .er.

SCHOOLS - STATE SCHOOLS
Waste Paper Recycling

1319. Mr TUBBY to the Minister for Education:

(1) Has a letter been sent to Stare schools giving directions on the recycling of
waste paper?

(2) If so, did these directions differentiate between office qualfity paper and
newsprint?

(3) If not. would the Minister give consideration to contacting all schools to
encourage the collection of office paper and newsprint for the purposes of
recycling?

(4) If not, why nut?

Dr GALLOP replied:

(1) No.

(2) Not applicable.

(3) Yes.
(4) Not applicable.

LUPINS - WESTERN AUSTRALIA
Production, Value and Research

1330. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) Where has Western Australia raniked in comparison with other Australian
States in terms of the production of lupins over the past five years?

(2) What is the value of lupin production to Western Australia over the past Five
years?

(3) What research is being carried out in Western Australia on lupins by either
(iovernrnent departments and agencies, or by the private sector?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) First.
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(2) The grass value according to the Australian Bureau of Statistics was -

1985-86 64 million
1986-87 1l6 million
1987-88 127 million
1988-89 $156 million
1989-90 $113 million (preliminiry)

(3) The Department of Agriculture carries out a major research program in lupins
involving breeding, seeding, agronomy, nutrition, pathology, harvesting and
uses of lupin seed. In addition the University of Western Australia has an
ongoing program and a local private company is undertaking research into the
processing of lupins for human consumption.

CANOLA
Plantings, Demand and Value

1331. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) How much canola has been planted in Western Australia over the past three
years. including 1990?

(2) What has the industry demand for canola been over the past three years,
including 1990?

(3) What economic value to Western Australia does the Minister place upon the
canola industry?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) 1988-89 800 ha *
1989-90 400 ha *
1990-91 1 400 ha ** (estimated)

*Source Australian Bureau of Statistics
**Source Australian Bureau of Agricultural Resource

Economics
(2) Approximately 10 000 tonnes of imported palm and soyabean oils are

processed in WA each year. This could be replaced by canola oil with the
meal going to the local poultry industry.

(3) The canola industry could have a valuable import replacement role in Western
Australia. However, it must be able to stand on its own, and be a viable
agronomic and economic alternative.

WATER RESOURCES - WATER RATES
"Pay for Service" System

1332. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) What are the reasons for moving away from a fully valuation based charging
system for water rates towards a "pay for service" system?

(2) Under the proposed "pay for service system" will vacant land rates be
increased or decreased in real terms when compared with the previous fully
valuation based charging system, given that no service is actually provided?

(3) What is the anticipated time frame for the full implementation of the "pay for
service system" of charging for water rates?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) "Pay-for-service/pay-for-use" charging is based on the principle that everyone
who receives the same service should pay equally unlike the valuation-based
rating system, where the amount a customer pays is related to the rental value
of the property rather than the service received. Proponents maintain that a
properly designed pay-for-service/pay-for-use tariff will also encourage
efficiency as it will recover from each consumer the cost of providing the
service, therefore signalling the true value of the service relative
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to its substitutes. A full pay-for-service charge based on some physical
dimension such as the size of the service of meter would also be much simpler
to administer than valuation based charges. Service or meter size are simple
to determine and generally maintain relativity over time. In comparison,
valuations are complex to determine and administer and must be reviewed
periodically with realignment of incidence of charges and an ongoing cost.

(2) Vacant land is only rated where it is capable of being serviced. Therefore.
when a vacant lot is rated it is not correct to say that no service is provided.
Whether a vacant lot would pay more or less under pay-for-service charging
would depend on its current valuation.

(3) Pay-for-service charging has already been implemented for residential water
charges throughout the State with all customers paying a fixed annual charge
of $109. In the non-residential sector, measures are being taken to prepare for
the gradual phased-introduction of pay-for-service/pay-for-use charging for
water, in line with the recommendations of the Minister's working party on
non-residential charges. A phased-in approach is envisaged to minimise the
incidence effects and the phase-in period could be 5 to 10 years.

MURRAY RIVER - FLOW AND LEVELS DATA

1335. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Are there any reliable data about the flow and levels of the Murray River
during the last 25 years ar various points?

(2) If so, would the Minister give the available information as to the flow of the
river at given places expressed in average quantities each month of the year or
such other dates as the measurements were taken?

(3) Would the Minister also show the water levels in a similar fashion?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

The inform-ation sought by the member is somewhat complicated and lengthy.
therefore I will arrange to provide the member with a comprehensive
computer analysis.

SERVICEMEN - CONSTRUCTION SQUADRON, SWANBOIJRNE
Disbandment

1345. Mr MENSAROS to the Premier:

(1) Will the Commonwealth Government's decision to disband the
22 Construction Squadron mean the transfer of approximately 220 servicemen
and their families from Swanbourne to the Eastern States thus causing further
economic hardship in the area?

(2) If so. is the Government making any representation to the Commonwealth
Government to reverse this decision?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1) The State Government regrets the decision to disband the 22 Construction
Squadron.

(2) The Minister for Finance and Economic Development has personally raised
this issue with the Federal Minister during a meeting in Canberra on
22 August.

CANOLA - CRUSHING FACILITY
Pinjarra Location

1357. Mf HOUSE to the Minister representing the Minister for Planning:

(1) Has a decision regarding the rezoning of an area in Pinjarra for the siting of a
canola crushing facility been made?

(2) If so, will the canola crushing facility be located in Pinjarra?
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(3) If not, where will the canola crushing facility be located?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

(1) No final decision has yet been made regarding the rezoning of land in Pinjarra
to allow the siting of a canola crushing facility. Approval has only been
granted to the public advertising of rezoning for period of 42 days under the
Local Authority Town Planning Scheme.

(2) T'he canola cruslhing facility is proposed to be located on a 16 hectare site
adjoining Greenlands Road on the south west outskirts of the Pinjarra
townsite.

(3) Not applicable.

LAND CLEARANCE - REMINANT VEGETATION
Non-indigenous Tree Planting - Pasture Planting Ruling

1358. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) What is the reason for his ruling that for every area of remnant vegetation
cleared and planted to non-indigenous trees, an equal area of pasture must
also be planted?

(2) Does the above ruling differ where the non-indigenous trees are either -

(a) harvestable;,

(b) shelter belts;

(c) other?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1) There is no such ruling.

(2) Not applicable.

SCHOOLS - GAS HEATERS, ALBANY
Repairs

1359. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Education:

(1) rn relation to question 1107 of 1990, which schools in the Albany area have
defective gas heaters revealed as a result of the Budlding Management
Authority report?

(2) What steps are being taken to repair the damaged gas heaters?

(3) How much will the repair program cost?

(4) What progress has been made in establishing an annual inspection process of
the gas heaters?

Dr GALLOP replied:

(1) Albany Primary
Albany Senior High School
Hlinders Park Primary School
Mt Lockyer Primary School
North Albany Senior High School
Spencer Park Primrnay School
Yakamia Primary School
Albany District Education Office

(2) Local BM.A personnel have commenced the necessary work.

(3) Not available at present.

(4) Following further technical discussions between officers of the Building
Management Authority and State Energy Commiission of WA, it is proposed
to review the policy for the inspection and maintenance of gas heaters in
schools.
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SCHOOLS - GAS HEATERS, ALBANY
Explosions - Teachers' Contribution

1367. Mr WATT to the Minister for Works:

As officers of State Energy Commission of Western Australia have placed red
stickers on at least 40 gas heaters in Aibany schools advising that they must
not be used because they were defective -

(a) does the Minister still believe that teachers contributed to the
explosions which occurred;

(b) if so, with what justification;

(c) if not, will the Minister apologise to the teachers concerned for the
Minister's hasty and intemperate remarks;

(d) will the Minister now authorise the Building Management Authority to
recommence regular maintenance of school heaters to remove the
potential danger from teachers and students;-

(e) will the Minister mate public the SECWA report on the condition of
all heaters in Albany schools;

(f) if not, why rnot?

Mrs BUCHANAN replied:

(a)-(c)
It appears -that comments relating to the following of correct lighting
procedures have been misunderstood. They were not directed at anyone in
particular and should not be interpreted as "blaming teachers". Clearly,
several factors have contributed to these particular gas heater accidents in
Albaniy schools and further actions aimed more at attributing fault than
preventing them happening in the future will not benefit anyone.

(d) When all investigations are completed at Albany, the maintenance procedures
for gas heaters will be reviewed by the Building Management Authority in
conjunction with the State Energy Comrmission of Western Australia. A
policy on this mailer will then be submitted to the Ministr of Education for
their consideration and funding.

(e)4(0
The SECWA final report on the condition of gas heaters in Albany schools
has not yet been submitted to the BMA. When this occurs, the matter referred
to in the question will be considered in conjunction with SECWA.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

BUDGET - PRESENTATION DATE

379. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(1) When will the Budget be presented to the Parliament?

(2) Will the Premier assure the Parliament that the Budget will be presented prior
to next Thursday to allow the Opposition parties to respond to the Budget
prior to the coming two week parliamentary recess?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

As I indicated yesterday, it is proposed that it will be introduced on the
Wednesday. which wdI give members opposite that opportunity.

"DAILY NEWS". - LEGISLATION
- Outcome

380. Mr GRAHAM to the Premier:

Is the Premier able to advise the outcome of the State Government's attempts
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to save the jobs of employees of the Daily News and maintain the Daily News
as an afternoon newspaper?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

As members will be aware, it is very clear now, I think, that the Daily News
has ceased to exist as an afternoon newspaper and that its staff have very little
prospect of re-employment in the short term. The position by Opposition
parties not to support the legislation clearly rendered that option inoperative,
despite a suggestion from the member for Darling Range that we might rest
the independence of the upper House. It was clearly the Government's
intention to proceed with such legislation only if there were general
agreement by all pantics, given the seriousness and urgency of the matter.
Further discussions today indicated that in any case we could not achieve a
guarantee that the Commonwealth Government would not intervene in the
matter and, in addition to that, it is clear that the proposals by some people in
this town and outside that they might be potential purchasers have not to date
came to any fruition. The liquidator, Mr Norgard, indicated that very clearly
in this morning's media.
The only course of action open is open to West Australian Newspapers Ltd,
and that is to seek to appeal the decision. I believe the best the Government
and the Opposition can do in the circumstances is. if West Australian
Newspapers Ltd chooses to take that course of action, to assist it in urging that
that hearing be expedited. Nonetheless, I think it is unrealistic to suppose
that, even with a very rapidly convened hearing, it could be achieved within
days, or even weeks, as I understand it.
It is with great regret that this Parliament notes the passing of the Daily News
finally and to indicate to all its employees chat we are very saddened by the
fact that nothing could be done, particularly in this Parliament, because of the
wishes of the Opposition.

Several members interjected.

Dr LAWRENCE: Those employees will now have to seek employment elsewhere at
a time when the market in the media is clearly shrinking. They have my
sincerest sympathy. I know that all members in this Parliament -

Mr Cowan interjected.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Leader of the National Party, Order!

Dr LAWRENCE: - with the exception of the Leader of the National Parry would
wish Them all the very best in their endeavours.

ABC COUNTRY HOUR -FRUIT AND VEGETABLE MARKET REPORT
Withdrawal

381. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) Is the Minister aware that the ABC 'Country Hour" has announced that it will
no longer carry a fruit and vegetable market report three times a week?

(2) Will the Minister join with the National Parry in making representations to the
ABC to have this very important service restored?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1)-(2)
I am not aware of that announcement, but I will check the ABC's reasons for
withdrawing the service, If the ABC intends to continue down that path as
outlined by the deputy leader of the National Party I will be happy to join
forces with not just the National Party but with the large group of country and
ctty people who want the service to be retained.

5449



RALLY AUSTRALIA - PUBLIC RELATIONS COMIPANY
382. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Tourism:

Can the Minister provide further information in response to the question asked
by the member for MelvilWe yesterday regarding the use of a public relations
company to organise the launch of the Commonwealth Bank Rally Australia?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

This information was not available to me yesterday. A Sydney public
relations company called Going Public is acting on behalf of the Tourism
Commission to perform PR functions in New South Wales. The commission
saw the rally as an ideal. opportunity to help promote Western Australia as a
tourist destination and to promote the associated tourism products using the
rally as a vehicle. I understand that at the moment two people from that
company are in Western Australia. They are using the rally to get exposure
for Western Australia in the hope that it will be repeated next year, and to
make sure that the impact of the event in tourism terms is magnified to its full
extent.

Mr Shave: Have they been paid to attend the rally?

Mrs BEGGS: Certainly not. They are employed on contract to the Western
Australian Tourism Commnission to promote Western Australia in the New
South Wales market. Their cost is $13 000.

JUVENiLE OFFENDERS - POLICE OFFICERS
Discrerionary Powers

383. Mr STRICKLAND to the Minister for Community Services:

With regard to the Minister's recent announcement of support for changes to
give police greater discretionary power to caution juvenile offenders:
(1) Cart the Mfinister assure the House that in dealing with recidivists

discretionary cautions will not apply?

(2) Has a feasibility study been undertaken to estimnate the likely extent of
the reduction of the burden on the Children's Court and or panel?

(3) Can the Minister detail the likely impact of these changes?

Mr D.L. SMiTH replied:

(1) It is clear from the announcements that have been made and it will be clear
from the legislation that the exercise of discretion will be done by the police
officers concerned and there will not be limitations in the legislation geared to
the prehistory of the offender. There may be guidance on the nature of the
offence, but it will not relate to the prehistory of the offender.

(2) No feasibility study has been done as such, but certainly a research project has
been done on the extent to which resources of both the police, the department
and the courts are currently preoccupied With the lesser offender who does not
re-offend and the more trivial offences. We have done projections as to what
extra resources might be available to target recidivists if there was not that
expenditure of resources on those trivial offences and the lesser offenders.

(3) It will remove from the police the need to be directly involved to the extent of
arresting juveniles, appearing in court when the juvenile is appearing, and
preparing briefs for prosecution. For that reason they will have more time to
target recidivist kids. Departmental time will not be occupied in writing
reports for the courts or in designing program recommendations for juveniles.
The Legal Aid Commission will not have to interview the children and appear
for them. The court will not have to allow court hearing time, and that will
save the resources of the court. It will free up more time for work to be done
by the department with parents of the offenders, and with the offenders
themselves in the community. It will not bring those young people into
contact with either the court or, in the worst cases, with incarceration prior to
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going to court after arrest, or having to spend some time incarcerated pending
the preparation of reports. In 74 per cent of the cases which go before the
court where juveniles have been placed in custody for preparation of a
presentence report the children are released without any custodial sentence
afterwards. It will free up institutional time involved in holding those
children pending their assessment by the court.
As I have said in public releases, enormous resources go into the trivial end
and into offenders who are not likely to re-offend. This will free up those
resources and enable us to concentrate on the recidivist offenders. The
emphasis will not be on a departmental or court discretion; it will be a police
discretion exercised at the time of discovering the offence and apprehending
the offender.

HOMESWEST - JOINT VENTURE PROGRAMS
Carnarvon Region

384. Mr LEAHY to the Minister for Housing:
Will the Minister advise whether Homeswest joint venture programs have
been extended to the Camarvon region?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:
I am pleased to inform the member for Northern Rivers chat a joint venture
between Homeswest and the Camarvon Gascoyne Memorial Theatre Trust is
well under way. It will provide 10 pensioner units in George Street,
Carnarvon. The value of the project is $616 000 and it is due for completion
on9lJanuary 1991.
1 will take this opportunity to say how pleased I am at the way in which joint
venture programs to provide pensioner accomnmodation have been taken up by
country shire councils and by community groups in the country.

Mr Shave: Are your tenants happy with their rent rises?
Mrs HENDERSON: I am sure they are happy with our joint venture program. In

Augusta six pensioner units were completed in January in a joint venture
between the Leeuwin Frail Aged Incorporated body and Homeswest. In
Busseiton, in a joint venture between Homeswest and the Busselton Shire
Council, 28 pensioner units are due for completion in February next year. In
Manjimup, in a joint venture between Homeswest and Dunreath Cottages, six
pensioner units are due for completion in November this year. At Donga-ra,
four pensioner units, a joint venture between Homeswest and Port Denison
Retirement Association, are due for completion in December. This has been
an extremely successful program for Homeswest and I am pleased that both
the local authorities and community groups have been keen to submit
applications and that the program is progressing extremely well.

UNITED NATIONS CONVENTION ON THE RIGHTS OF THE CHILD -
FEDERAL UNIFORM LEGISLATION

State Policy
385. Mr MENSAROS to the Premier:

(1) As the Commonwealth Government has signed the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of the Child, is it the State Government's policy to
acquiesce in, or to fight with all its available means, the introduction and
passing of uniform Commonwealth legislation in this area, overriding the
State's legislative and administrative powers which, no doubt, cause
duplication?

(2) If the Government's policy is to fight such intrusion, will it be a lasting or
temporary one as experienced lately with the Comnmonwealth's takeover of
the National Companies and Securities Commission to which former Premier
Burke expressed total opposition, but finally the Government caved in?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:

Given that this is not an area strictly within my portfolio, except in terms of
Federal-State relations, I was seeking some information from the Minister
responsible. It is clear chat the declaration contains for this community and
the international commnunity minimum standards to deal with children, their
relationships with parents and their relationships with institutions. [ have read
through it with some care because I know there are people in the community
who were perturbed chat it seemed to destroy the rights of parents. If one
reads it very carefully one sees it sets minimum standards which, while they
may not apply in other parts of the world now, do apply in Australia.

Except for minor variations I expect that the response to the Commonwealth's
request to examine our legislation in the light of that declaration will not
result in any significant changes to our legislation and, indeed, changes to
State legislation will be a matter for this Parliament. That is precisely what
will occur. There is no suggestion that the Commonwealth will override our
legislation, but rather we are being asked to cooperate to ensure our
legislation is consistent. Given the fact that these are minimum standards we
are, in almost every case, well in advance of them and our protection of
children in this State is superior to that required by the convention.

WHITBREAD ROUND THE WORLD YACHT RACE - FREMANTLE
Governmntn Involvement and Benefits

386. Mr McGLNTY to the Minister for Tourism:

The Minister announced today that the Whitbread Round the World yacht
race would again use Fremantle as a port of call in 1993-94. Will the Minister
advise of the Government's involvement in this event and also of the benefits
expected to the State?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

I am delighted to have the opportunity to answer this question and in doing so
I pay tribute to the Fremantle Sailing Club which hosted the event in 1989. It
was a successful event and had an economic impact on Western Australia to
the tune of about $10 million. This year the organisers have announced in
London that Fremantle will be a port of call not only in 1993-94. but it will be
a permanent port of call whenever the race is run. It is good news for
Fremantle and for tourism.

Mr Court: It is very good news.

Mrs BEGGS: Yes. I have received several letters from people who were here during
the last event and they bestowed accolades on the organisers of the event.
This year the Government has given support to the event and has underwritten
it to the amount of $500 000 through EventsCorp which will manage the
Government's involvement in the event. The Govemnient has set up a
committee, headed by John Longley, to assess resources and facilities at
Fremantle to ensure maximum benefits to the State from the race and we
expect a greater economic impact from it than that of 1989.
There has been some discussion about whether an Australian competitor
would take part in the event and I am sure the young salt from Nedlands will
be happy to hear that there will be an Australian competitor in the race. At
today's Press conference I had the pleasure of meeting Vanressa Dudley and
Cathy Hawkins, two young professional yachtspersons from New South
Wales who are entering the race with an all female crew. When they were
asked at the Press conference today why they would have an all female crew I
could not resist interjecting to say that it was because they want to win, The
girls are looking for sponsors. They want clean sponsorship - they do not
want liquor or tobacco companies to sponsor them. I wish them well in their
quest for sponsorship. It is an expensive event to enter and it will cost in the
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vicinity of $3 milion to $4 million for each competing boat. I am sure the
girls are worthy Australian competitors in the event.

POLITICAL APPOINTMENTS - PUBLIC SECTOR POLICY

387. Mr COWAN to the Premier:

(I) Has the Government abandoned previous Government policy of making
political appointments to the public sector?

(2) If yes, approximately how many of chose political appointments have been
terminated?

(3) When did the termninations start?

(4) When does the Premier expect the process of terminating political]
appointments to be completed?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1)-(4)
It is the sort of question one can analyse and I do not intend to do that except
to say that it is based on a series of assumptions. If the Leader of the National
Party has a particular person or position in mind and cares to suggest that
there has been what is called a political appointment -

Several members interjected.

Mr Cart: We abandoned that policy on 25 February 1983.
Mir Cowan: Kevin Edwards, Len Brush and Barrholontaeus - do you want me to keep

going?

Dr LAWRENCE: It is very easy to make allegations of that kind particularly when
they are couched in such broad terms. It is important that the Leader of the
National Party recognises that in his office and the Leader of the Opposition's
office there are people dealing with sensitive media matters and undertaking
research on behalf of their respective parties. They may well be sought in
such a way that they are seen to have some understanding of the respective
political philosophies. If the Leader of the National Party suggests that is
otherwise. I suggest he is dissembling. Of course there will always be people
of that kind in Government - they are always on contract and they are, not
permanent public servants.

CENTENARY - STATE CONSTITUTION AND RESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT
Pro gress Report

388. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform:

Will the Minister give the House a brief progress report on the Government's
contribution to the celebration of the centenary of the State Constitution and
responsible government?

Dr GALLOP replied:

I was somewhat struck recently when reading a Hansard debate from the
Legislative Council to see that the well known "member for the Daily News",
who has currently shot through to America to escape the problems facing the
Liberal Party, made some comments about Government inaction in respect of
the centenary of responsible government. It would have been nice if that
member, the well known comnrade of the President of the Legislative Council,
had asked me about what we are doing to celebrate this occasion,
The Government is very keen to celebrate this year and it is also keen to
ensure that the celebrations are appropriate to the occasion and economical,
unlike the extravaganza which was launched in 1979. It will involve an
educational element in order to increase the public's understanding and
appreciation of our parliamentary system. I can list briefly to the Parliament
some of cte things we are doing and which I believe should have the
endorsement of all members of Parliament. I am conducting a centenary
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essay competition which is open to all school students and it is on the subject
of parliamentary democracy. Prizes will be made available to upper primary,
lower secondary and upper secondary students. We are looking forward to
reading the work our students do in that area.

Mr Shave: Will they be getting their prize before the next election like the rebate you
gave to parents a week before the last election?

Dr GALLOP: That is a pathetic question. The member should ask Mr Pike about
that matter. The Parliamentary History Advisory Committee is organising a
schools Parliament. It is my pleasure as Minister for Education to fund a trip
for all country students to come to that schools Parliament, which I believe
will be an important event. Indeed I hope we can make it a permanent feature
of political life.

Last year, and again this year, the Government initiated the establishment of a
joint Standing Committee to review the Constitution. That is being chaired by
the member for Nollamara, who asked the question I arn now answering. That
commuittee organised a public seminar in this House on 15 August to promote
public debate and to mark the centenary of assent in England to the original
Constitution.

A Government initiative for a seminar on responsible government was also
held last week. The seminar was specially designed for year I I and year 12
students. Again, I funded the trips to the city for country students studying
politics so they would have a chance to participate. The curriculum material
is being designed by Dr Harry Phillips of the Western Australian College of
Advanced Education; the material will go to all the schools and is along the
line of the Parliament pack produced by Federal Parliament.

We will have a special sitting of Parliament on the day of the centenary.
There will be an address to the people by the Premier and a review of the
State's Constitution will be tabled on that day. These contributions are
significant and appropriate. I believe the comment by Hon Phillip Pendal was
way off the mark and typical of the bad mannered way he usually approaches
these matters.

SHARK BAY - WORLD HERITAGE LISTING
Premier's Letter

389. Mr MINSON to the Prermer:

(1) Did the Premier write recently to the Minister for Regional Development
claiming that the Government had the support of the people of Shark Bay to
nominate the area for World Heritage listing.

(2) If so, on what basis did the Premier make that claim?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

1 do not recall writing in exactly those terms. I am not sure what is the source
of information of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. He has a copy of a
letter; perhaps he would care to quote from it.

Mr Mfinson: I will table it, or read it. if the Premier likes.

Dr LAWRENCE: I accept that the member has a letter. When one has
approximately 150 to 200 letters flowing over one's desk each week one does
not remember the precise detail of one letter. It is important to recognise
there was wide community support -

Mr Minson: There is not.

Dr LAWRENCE: The Minister for the Environment has been negotiating carefully
with groups in Shark Bay. He has probably spent more time in that region
than in any other pant of the State discussing the matter with industry groups
and the comnmunity. A recent lobby from Camarvon, which can hardly be
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said to be intimately involved in the Shark Bay area, expressed reservations.
The critical thing about the Shark Bay region is that it is an area of high
heritage value which deserves the best protection this State and the Parliament
carn give it. Those people who believe that World Heritage listing will
somehow detract from the area or influence economic development and
activity adversely are clearly choosing to hold that point of view against all
the evidence.

Mr Minson: I table the document.

[The paper was tabled for the information of members.]

Dr LAWRENCE: I did not disagree with the content of the letter but wondered
where the Deputy Leader of the Opposition got it.

GRAIN - RAIL TRANSPORT
Westrail Container Rates

390. Mr McNEE to the Minister for Transport:

Can grain be transported by rail in standard 6.1 metre containers at normal
Westrail container rates?

Mrs BEOGS replied:

I do not have all of Westrail's rates in my head from day to day. I am
flattered that the member for Moore thinks I am able to provide that detail in
answer to a question without notice. if he puts his question on notice he will
be supplied with an answer.

COMMUNITY CATCHM4ENT CENTRE, PINJARRA - ROLE

391. Mr READ to the Minister for Agriculture:

Will the Minister outline the role of the recently established community
catchment centre in Pinjarra.

Mr BRIDGE replied:

I should run through my book to see what I need to read out, because this was
such a great initiative. The Opposition is familiar with the three dimensional
strategy, as are members of the Government. I do not think I will bother to
refer to my file. I will outline the basis on which a decision was taken to set
up the Pinjarra community catchment centre. This followed months of
preparation largely involving farmers in that region and after considering
problems they have had to confront over many years.

The member for Muff ay has been closely associated with that process. I also
highlight the involvement of the member for Floreat who, in relation to a
decision to proceed with construction of a dam at North Dardjanup, brought to
our attention matters related to an overall and comprehensive approach to the
protection of the Peel-Harvey inlet.

Mr Omodei: Are you going ahead with that?

Mr BRIDGE: I have aliready made an announcement about chat.

Mr Omodei: And is everybody happy?

Mr BRIDGE: Yes. This fac ility is designed to provide an opportunity for residents
of Pinjarra to have a centre which in simple terms will offer a capacity for
information to be fed in by the community at Pinjarra and surrounding areas
and technical advice to be fed out to the community by officers of the
department. It is like a bankc facility where one can deposit or withdraw
funds. It is a two-way service and an important initiative for Pinjarra. The
town is excited about it. Many people attended the opening on Friday. I
congratulate the people of the district including the local member, farmers in
particular, and others who brought this matter to my attention and then
supported its implementation.
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FERTILISER - RAIL TRANSPORT
Freight Rates, Great Southern Area

392. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Is it a fact that freight rates for fertiliser to certain areas in the great southern
have been charged ex-Albany irrespective of the fact that the product may
have been railed from Kwinana?

(2) Is this Westrail policy to be changed as a result of the Minister's
announcement of deregulation?

(3) If yes, what is the estimated increase in rail freights for the great southern area
as a result of that deregulation decision?

Mrs BEOGS replied:

(1 )-(3)
I do not have the detail to answer those questions. If the member puts them
on notice I will answer them for him,


