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Thursday, 21 March 1996 

THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko) took the Chair at 10.00 am, and read prayers. 

PETITION • BELMONT INTERNATIONAL BASEBALL STADIUM 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [10.02 am]: I present the following petition -

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

We the undersigned request the Parliament of Western Australia to support the retention and 
continued use of Belmont International Baseball Stadium - Australia's Premium Baseball 
Facility - within the City of Belmont's Ascot Waters Development. 

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 7 239 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 15.] 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT • MINISTER FOR LABOUR RELATIONS 
Occupational Safety and Health Act Review; Second Review Postponed 

MR KIERATH (Riverton - Minister for Labour Relations) [10.03 am]: I rise to make a statement in 
regard to the statutory review of the Occupational Safety and Health Act. Section 61 of the Act of 1984 
requires the Minister to review the legislation on every fifth anniversary of the Act's commencement. The 
Act commenced on 5 April 1985. Consistent with the requirements of the Act, the first review commenced 
in late 1990. The final report was submitted to the then Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations in 
March 1992 and was tabled in Parliament on 14 May 1992. The report made a number of 
recommendations which were considered by the Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare Commission, 
now the WorkSafe Western Australia Commission, and were subject to extensive parliamentary debate in 
1994 and 1995, resulting in major amendments to the Act. April 1995 marked the tenth anniversary of the 
Act and of the statutory requirement to conduct a second review. However, as legislative changes resulting 
from the first review concluded only in October 1995, there must a further period of operation before the 
second review. 

Changes brought in after the first review have made some significant improvements. For example, the 
simplification of the election process and the requirement for safety and health representatives to notify the 
WorkSafe Western Australia Commissioner of their election has seen more than 400 representatives 
elected to Western Australian workplaces. Each newly elected representative has an information package 
and badge for easy identification at work. Electing safety and health representatives is a vital part of 
improving safety performance in workplaces. The Government has launched a campaign to double the 
number of representatives operating in Western Australia over the next two years. Secondly, the use of 
'strike pay' has been outlawed where safety and health issues have been exploited for unrelated industrial 
purposes. Since the Act was amended, there have been no disputes in Western Australia where safety 
issues have been used as a means to exploit industrial problems. It has been common for whole 
workplaces to be shut down over minor safety issues that have been linked to unrelated industrial issues. 
Thirdly, the appointment of safety and health magistrates to hear prosecutions and to be the final arbiters in 
safety disputes will ensure safety issues are dealt with on their merits without becoming confused with 
industrial matters. These amendments have been coupled with the inclusion of duty of care for architects 
and builders requiring them to take responsibility for ensuring hazards are not introduced in workplaces, 
and the quadrupling of penalties for serious breaches of the Act. These legislative initiatives show the 
Government's commitment to preventing deaths and injuries and the suffering of injured workers and their 
families. 

Due to the passage of the recent amendments to the Act and the statutory need for another review, I have 
postponed the second review until October 1997, based upon two years of operation of the amended 
Occupational Safety and Health Act. 

ADDRESS-IN·REPLY 

Motion 

Resumed from 20 March. 

MR BROWN (Morley) [10.07 am]: On 7 December 1995 the then Attorney General tabled in this 
Parliament a report on inquiries into the Department of Corrective Services. The report is described as a 



[Thursday, 21 March 1996] 283 

summary report. No explanation is given about what that means, but presumably it means that all the 
matters reported on were not contained in the report presented in this Parliament 

Mr Cowan: To which report are you referring? 

Mr BROWN: I am referring to the report on inquiries into the Department of Corrective Services. I 
assume that the summary report did not contain all the matters that had been inquired into by the police and 
the two section 9 inquiries into Canning Vale and Casuarina prisons. As a result of an application that I 
made under the Freedom of Information Act I have found that assumption is correct because, according to 
the letter from the Freedom of Information Commissioner, 38 reports in total were prepared in relation to 
the two section 9 inquiries, 24 in relation to Casuarina Prison and 14 in relation to Canning Vale Prison. 
What else is excluded from the report is not known, but to all intents and purposes it has to be treated as a 
summary report which does not contain all of the important information of which this Parliament should be 
made aware. 

Mrs Edwardes: You will be aware that there are matters before the courts. 

Mr BROWN: I am coming to that. In that context I mention that in the report the Director of Public 
Prosecutions mentions that in his view it would be wrong to table those parts of the report that deal with 
matters that are before the courts. I wholeheartedly agree with the Director of Public Prosecutions. 
However, a range of other matters which are not contained in the report have been inquired into. 

I also put on the record up-front that arising from the section 9 inquiries and the police inquiries a number 
of officers have been charged with offences under the Criminal Code. I do not condone any illegal acts if 
such illegal acts were committed, nor does the Opposition. One of the matters the Opposition has raised in 
the Parliament, however, is the procedures used to investigate matters in the prison system and the ethical 
conduct of those investigations. We will continue to raise those matters. The focus of my remarks today 
will be on two aspects of the report tabled by the then Attorney General. It is important for the record to 
indicate that that report was broken up into six issues. The flrst issue concerned cost overruns in the 
building services division. That part of the report runs from pages 12 to 107. The second issue is the 
allegation about the Masonic lodge and corruption. The third issue is the alleged assault against prisoner 
Chapman. The fourth issue is an alleged assault on prisoner McKenna. The fifth issue involves matters 
raised by complaint to the police task force, and the sixth issue is the prisons inquiry under section 9 of the 
Prisons Act. For the purpose of the discussion I bring to this place today I will deal with issues 5 and 6; 
namely, the police inquiries and the section 9 inquiries. 

Before I deal with those it is important to put on record exactly what section 9 of the Prisons Act does. 
Section 9 enables the Director General of the Ministry of Justice to establish inquiries. Having established 
those inquiries the inquirer has coercive rights. Subsection (5) states -

Where a person is required under this Act to give any information or answer any question, he shall 
not refuse to comply with that requirement on the ground that the information or answer may tend 
to incriminate him or render him liable to any penalty. but the information or answer given by him 
shall not be admissible in evidence in any proceedings against him (including proceedings under 
Part X) other than proceedings under section 10(1) or 10(2). 

That provision of the Prisons Act was introduced by the former coalition Government in 1981. The then 
Minister for Prisons, Bill Hassell, spoke about the purpose of introducing section 9 of the Prisons Act and 
states at page 5720 of Hansard-

I have made it clear, all along, that clause 9 is not directed towards obtaining information for the 
purposes of discipline of prison officers or for the purposes of obtaining information to discipline 
prisoners. 

Further on the same page he states -

Contrary to what has been said in the prison officers' advertisement, -

At that stage the prison officers' union was running advertisements in the press saying that section 9 of the 
~isons Act would be used to force people to give information without their normal rights and that that 
mformation would be used against them, either in disciplinary proceedings or elsewhere. To continue -

- there is a special provision written into the legislation to make it clear that no prisoner or prison 
officer who has given evidence can have that evidence used against him in any proceedings ... 

The real issue is that this clause is not directed to discipline. 

It is ~lear from what was said by the then Minister for Prisons, and the events that have transpired since 
that time, that there has been no regard whatsoever for the purpose and intent of the legislation. 

Mr Mif!son: I see a continuing role for section 9-type powers, but it is well and truly understood that the 
perc~ptlon - I certainly am not saying it is the reality - is that it could be misused. I have already requested 
draftmg ins~uctions to make some changes so that the .fact and perc~ption will not be that these things 
could be misused. Please don't take that to mean that It has been misused; but the perception could be 
created that it is open to abuse. I take on board what you say. 

M! B~<?WN: I thank the Minister. I tum to the report of the Director of Public Prosecutions because I 
thmk It IS telling in a number of ways. When it was tabled, in the brief time I had to look at it I said that it 
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raised more questions than it answered. I will go through some of those now. It is interesting that at page 
8 of the report the DPP refers to a meeting that took place on 19 September 1994 with the Minister for 
Police, the Director General of the Ministry of Justice, the Solicitor General, the Commissioner of Police 
and the Attorney General. It was a high level meeting. The DPP goes on to report that at that meeting a 
discussion was held about establishing a royal commission into the Ministry of Justice. He reports also that 
at that meeting the then Attorney General asked him to coordinate internal inquiries that were to be 
undertaken in the Ministry of Justice and police inquiries. It is important to understand that this date is 19 
September 1994. Obviously matters of a serious nature were before that meeting to consider whether a 
royal commission should be established because Governments presumably do not give consideration to 
establishing a royal commission at that level unless such matters have arisen. At the time of that meeting a 
police inquiry had been under way for three months in the Ministry of Justice, investigating various matters 
including drug running, corruption and standover tactics. Presumably at that meeting concern was raised 
that the State needed the coercive powers of a royal commission to extract information. We do not kilow 
what was the case because that is not explained in the report. Why consideration was being given to a 
royal commission, why it was necessary, and the issues a royal commission would consider is not 
explained in this report. 

It is interesting to note that a judicial inquiry was never established. However, 10 days later on 29 
September an inquiry under section 9 of the Prisons Act into Canning Vale Prison was established and the 
following day a section 9 inquiry into Casuarina Prison was established. While the report refers to those 
two issues it does not explain how these inquiries came to be established. Was there any discussion 
between the then Attorney General and the Director General of the Ministry of Justice or the director 
general and the Director of Public Prosecutions about setting up these inquiries, what would be the purpose 
of them and how they would relate to the police inquiries? The report is silent in this respect and I find that 
rather curious because this meeting was attended by the senior justice officers in this State, including the 
then Attorney General, the Minister for Police, the Commissioner of Police, the Director General of the 
Ministry of Justice, the Director of Public Prosecutions and the Solicitor General. The meeting on 19 
September was not just an ordinary old meeting, but a high level meeting. At that meeting the Attorney 
General asked the DPP to coordinate the inquiries, but 10 days later the new inquiries were created. Why 
and on what basis were they created? Was the Minister contacted before these inquiries were created? We 
do not know, because no explanation has been given. In some answers to questions on notice directed to 
the then Attorney General about her involvement in this issue she was a little coy about that and did not 
quite answer the question. She simply tried to duck the issue. 

Mr Minson: The words "royal commission" have been used more often than any other word. I was not at 
that meeting, but if the words "royal commission" were used and a royal commission was discussed, it does 
not mean it was debated in a positive sense or that there was any support for one to be established. I do not 
think people should read too much into the fact that the words "royal commission" are raised at meetings 
like this. 

MrBROWN: It was considered important enough by the DPP for him to include that in what is a very 
brief report. One would think it was given some prominence at that meeting and that there were issues of 
substance. 

It has been very difficult for me to find out what actually transpired. I cannot determine whether there was 
any consultation, whether the then Attorney General was involved in the setting up of the inquiries or 
whether they were set up, given the broad terms of reference, so they could operate under section 9 of the 
Act as a de facto royal commission. To set up the inquiries in that way would be a cheaper option and it 
would not require someone of the status of a Supreme Court judge to carry out the investigation. In 
addition, counsel would not be required to appear on a regular basis. Were these inquiries set up in the way 
they were to avoid the expense of a royal commission and discussion on issues which could come out of it? 
I find that rather curious. 

Reference is made in the media to the involvement of the various parties in the setting up of the section 9 
inquiries. I acknowledge that press statements are often wrong and that the media has a habit of often 
misquoting the Minister for Labour Relations! However, in The West Australian on 6 October 1994 it was 
reported that the Attorney General said she supported Mr Grant's decision to establish the inquiries. In The 
Australian on 5 October 1994 it is reported that the director general received the support of the then 
Attorney General for establishing those inquiries. It would be interesting to know what the processes were. 
The Minister for Police was involved in the meeting on 19 September. He is reported as saying that these 
things should be coordinated. I wonder whether he was consulted or involved in the decision to go down 
this path? One is left to theorise about all these things. 

The real question is whether these inquiries were established in a de facto sense to do what a royal 
commission could do. They have the coercive powers of a royal commission to require people to attend to 
give evidence, but to do so where counsel is in attendance and where the rights and protections afforded by 
a royal commission are not available. Unfortunately, there are few clues to determine whether that was the 
intent. In The West Australian on 5 October 1994 the director general is quoted as follows, and it is rather 
telling -

"If you provide potential wrongdoers with the opportunity not to answer questions, they will just 
clam up," 

r 
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It is an interesting observation. It is exactly the reason for establishing a royal commission. However, it 
appears from the brief media comment that there was a real intent to establish these inquiries as a de facto, 
broad ranging royal commission. 

If the inquiries were set up for that purpose, it is interesting to refer to the terms of reference and the report 
that was presented in this place. The first term of reference for the section 9 inquiry into Canning Vale was 
to report upon the impact of the prison reform package and the effect thereof on staff morale and 
performance at the Canning Vale Prison. The summary report makes a general comment about the impact 
of the prison officer reform package, but that comment is not related directly to Canning Vale. It was 
reported that there was some resentment from officers because they would lose some of their conditions. 
There is absolutely nothing in the summary report about the performance at Canning Vale Prison. 

The second term of reference was to inquire into the staffing arrangements and staff performance at the 
prison and there is nothing in the report about that. The third term of reference was to inquire into the 
process of attainment of the appropriate qualification for the rank of first class prison officer in the Canning 
Vale Prison. Again there is nothing in the report about that. The fourth term of reference was to consider 
any other matters which touch upon or bear upon the first three terms of reference and there is nothing in 
the report about that This raises very serious questions, but an even more serious question is raised by an 
answer that was given to a question on notice in this place and recorded at page 13489 of Hansard. I take 
members back to that time in 1994 when there was a lot of press about the corruption in the prison service 
and the claims that officers were manipulating the promotion processes. All sorts of allegations were 
made. I return to the answer to the question which was provided on the very last day of the parliamentary 
session last year because it indicates that in April 1994 the administration of the Ministry of Justice became 
aware that some officers might have been involved in the unauthorised use of examination papers. 

That is when the Ministry of Justice became aware of it - in April 1994. The superintendent of Canning 
Vale Prison was advised of the issue in a letter dated 17 May. There was an investigation into the matter in 
June 1994. The investigation was completed by 1 July 1994 and a report was prepared. That report 
recommended that officers be charged for manipulating examination papers or for having them and using 
them in an unauthorised manner. What happened? Absolutely nothing. That report sat there from July 
until 29 September. On 29 September a section 9 inquiry was set up to investigate exactly the same matter 
again. Three months later the section 9 inquiry reached exactly the same conclusion as that reached by the 
person who reported on 1 July. The Ministry of Justice knew about this for six months. The ministry 
officers sat on their hands in spite of the fact that they had all the information and a recommendation that 
the officers concerned be charged. However, to get a headline it was announced in January that the three 
officers would be charged. The section 9 inquiries revealed this misuse of examination papers and six and 
a half months later the officers were charged. They should have been charged and no-one is arguing about 
that 

The issue is why the Ministry of Justice sat on the report for six and a half months. Why did the ministry 
have another inquiry into the first inquiry? Why did the ministry not take action when the results of the 
first inquiry were exactly the same as those of the second? One could put a Machiavellian interpretation on 
this and say that it was a good issue to run politically for officers in the ministry because they could give 
information to the media about examination papers being leaked, the purple circle and a range of other 
issues. They could set up an inquiry because they knew what the result would be. There is nothing better 
than setting up an inquiry when the result is well known. The inquiry is set up and three months later 
officers say, "Look what this inquiry has found!" The reaction is shock and horror. They portray 
themselves as the clean skins who are trying to root out all of these things. 

Mr Cowan: Is there any truth in the rumour that you are part of the purple circle? 

Mr Minson: As Minister for prisons that sort of publicity is the last thing one would want. 

Mr BROWN: We were assured time and time again by the then Attorney General and Minister for Justice 
that everything was hunky-dory in the Ministry of Justice; it was running like a clock; there were no 
problems. Yet, when we look at these issues, we see they raise very serious questions about ministerial 
competence, about the administration of this area of Government, about natural justice issues and about the 
use or misuse of the Prisons Act. One might think that we have covered all the issues, but this is just one; 
time does not permit us to go through all of them. One would need hours and hours to go through what has 
been shown to be an abysmal situation within the Ministry of Justice. It is very hard to fathom. 

I now wish to refer to some aspects of the report, which in the Attorney's spcech, in order to get a headline 
last year, she somehow seemed to pass over. The report deals with police inquiries. The purple circle is 
mentioned in the report; its members must be about 150 years old - they have been around forever. Page 
116 of the report makes reference to that issue and the concerns are dismissed. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr BROWN: I move -

That the following words be added to the motion -

but regrets to inform Your Excellency that the House has condemned the Government for 
its prolonged resistance to establishing a royal commission into Liberal Party corruption 
in Wanneroo and its continuing failure to establish terms of reference for the inquiry 



286 [ASSEMBLY] 

which will ensure that all of the illegal, improper and inappropriate conduct associated 
with this matter is investigated fully. 

MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Leader of the Opposition) [10.37 am]: I second the amendment moved by 
the member for Morley. I said in my contribution to the Address-in-Reply debate on Tuesday this week 
that Peter Kyle was an outstanding Western Ausualian. He, because of what he has done, is the sort of 
person we should all want to nominate for Western Australian of the Year for his contribution to the fight 
to root out official corruption in Western Australia. He has been single minded in his approach to that 
endeavour. Anyone who knows anything about the question of official corruption knows that one must be 
single minded in one's endeavour to deal with these issues. Mr Kyle has been an outstanding citizen of this 
State. He has taken up the fight in spite of continual resistance and opposition from the Government. I 
believe that for what he has done in the face of that adversity he deserves very much the thanks of this 
House on behalf of the people of Western Australia. 

For the past three years, since the change of Government, there has been prolonged resistance to having a 
proper inquiry into official corruption associated with the City of Wanneroo during the 1980s. When the 
first allegations came in to the then Labor Government about improper and corrupt behaviour in Wanneroo, 
the appropriate action was taken under the Local Government Act to establish an inquiry, headed by Mr 
Peter Kyle, to investigate those matters. The initial inquiry focused quite properly on allegations of 
improper and corrupt behaviour associated with the City of Wanneroo. It reported in late 1992, which, as 
all members will recall, was on the eve of a state election. It was unfortunate that the timing of his report 
coincided with an intense period in the lead up to the state election that was held in February 1993 and for 
that reason it received neither the public attention nor the scrutiny that it deserved. 

Following the change of government in February 1993, we had the beginning of a period of attempting to 
cover up and paste over the serious issues of corruption that had been raised in respect of the City of 
Wanneroo. I guess we can all say now when we look back at it that the first report by Mr Kyle went a long 
way beyond corruption on a small scale in a local government authority on the outskirts of Perth because of 
the breadth of matters that it covered. It raised a series of matters that were the beginning of the tentacles 
of what has become known as Wanneroo Inc finding their way into the operations of the Liberal Party in 
Perth's northern suburbs, into the Cabinet, and into various dealings which were in many senses related 
only peripherally or geographically to the question of Wanneroo. Warning bells should have started to ring 
in 1993 that we were sitting on a powder-keg of official corruption that warranted a response. That did not 
happen, for a variety of reasons, primarily the change of government and the fact that a number of people 
who were implicated in Wanneroo, either directly or indirectly, had connections with or were part of the 
Government of the day. 

During 1993, Wanneroo Inc festered. The question of the police bug that had been planted in the house of 
the Liberal member for Wanneroo, Wayde Smith, raised its head and caused people to think, "A lot more is 
going on here. Why have the police planted a bug in the house of one of their former members and now 
the Liberal member for Wanneroo?" We then had the unseemly performance of the member for Wanneroo 
when he denied having any business connections with the now disgraced and gaoled former mayor of 
Wanneroo, Wayne Bradshaw. What he said was untrue, and he was widely condemned in the community 
for not telling the truth when confronted by the media and asked about his connections with the former 
mayor of Wanneroo. We then had constant questioning in this Parliament directed at the then Attorney 
General, Cheryl Edwardes, about the extent to which her Liberal Party political campaigns had been 
financed by moneys received by Wayne Bradshaw as a result of bribes. That matter caused widespread 
concern in the community and did not go away. The big question in the minds of people in the community 
during 1993 whenever they thought about Wanneroo was: How can someone on a policeman's salary 
afford mortgages of $lm? No answer could be given to that question. 

The Government's first attempt to paste over this issue was when the Premier requested the member for 
Wanneroo to provide a description of his finances in order to answer that question, which we all know now 
could not be answered properly. The member for Wanneroo's accountant, Mr Fowler, provided a report. 
The Premier then commissioned a report into those finances, which has become known as the Stephen 
Mann report That report was taxpayer funded. It was also kept secret by the Premier. The Premier, 
having succumbed to the pressure for some sort of official investigation and report, failed in his duty to the 
people of this State by keeping that report secret It was of some interest to know that when Mr Kyle read 
that report, he was bemused about why the Premier wanted to keep it secret It clearly did not answer all of 
the outstanding questions about the financial affairs of the member for Wanneroo. The fact that the 
Premier did keep it secret but purported to give the member for Wanneroo a clean bill of health will stick 
with this Premier for a long time because we are now starting to find out the full import of the activities of 
not only the member for Wanneroo but also others associated with both the Liberal Party and the City of 
Wanneroo during the 1980s. 

We then had the most improper behaviour by the Premier's chief political adviser, Richard Elliott, in 
secreting that report out of the Premier's office and into his private home in order to avoid the State's 
freedom of information laws which were to come into operation the following day. If ever there was an 
argument for saying that official corruption should have a body to investigate it properly so that people like 
Richard Elliott can be dealt with properly, it is his inexcusable behaviour of seeking to frustrate the laws of 
this Parliament by the grossly improper act of taking into his home a document which was politically 
sensitive. 
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Dr Gallop: Who was Richard Elliou? 

Mr McGINTY: The Premier's chief political adviser. That was outrageous behaviour by any yardstick. 
We then had the Premier's assurance that all was well and that while the Stephen Mann report did not 
comprehensively answer all the questions, it gave the member for Wanneroo a clean bill of health. 

Warning bells should have been ringing at that time. The Premier should have remembered the lessons of 
recent history. In 1990, at that time that the public was crying out for a royal commission into the activities 
of the former Labor Government in respect of W A Inc matters, the first auempt was to get Mr McCusker to 
conduct an inquiry into and to report to the Government of the day on mauers associated with Rothwells. 
That is no different from what the Premier tried to do with the Stephen Mann report. It failed then and it 
failed this Premier also to have a half-baked inquiry that did not deal comprehensively and openly with all 
the mauers involved. The Stephen Mann report into the finances of the member for Wanneroo was an 
absolutely half-baked idea which the Premier hoped would diffuse the matter. It might have succeeded in 
the short term, but a few months later people were again saying, "We are worried about Wanneroo. We 
need a comprehensive and open inquiry." 

During the course of 1994, we had continued resistance, until the time arrived in 1995 when the Premier 
was forced to buckle to the enormous amount of public pressure and calls for an inquiry to be reinstituted 
into all the matters touching upon the City of Wanneroo. The Premier then announced the reopening of the 
Kyle inquiry with its original terms of reference. We were concerned that that was not broad enough and 
that the inquiry, by being a local government inquiry, would not be open to the public. In 1995, one of the 
prime requirements of accountability was openness. On two occasions, we moved in this Parliament to 
give the Kyle inquiry the protections of a court of law or royal commission. We said that any lawyers or 
witnesses who appeared before the Kyle inquiry should not be subject to defamation proceedings because 
they told that inquiry under oath what they knew. The Government rejected that proposition on two 
occasions in this House and said it was not necessary. 

Mr Cowan: That is not true. 

Mr McGINTY: Yes it is. 

Mr Cowan: No it is not. There is a lot more to add to it. 

Mr Marlborough: Add it. 

Mr Cowan: I will. Two other reasons come to mind readily. The first was that we had asked the 
Commissioner of Police whether a royal commission would cut across any -

Mr McGINTY: I am talking about an open inquiry, not a royal commission at this stage. The Deputy 
Premier is taking us down a sidetrack. 

Mr Cowan: I am talking about the issues. 

The SPEAKER: Order! . 

Mr McGINTY: I am talking about our two Bills to give us an open inquiry. 

Mr Cowan: Don't you want to listen? 

Mr McGINTY: Yes, I do, but let us deal with the issue I am raising and that is not to call it a royal 
commission, but to make it an open inquiry. 

Mr Cowan: You made a statement that was wrong. 

Mr McGINTY: It was not wrong. 

Mr Cowan: I am correcting that wrong statement. We did two things. We asked the Commissioner for 
Police if a royal commission would impact on any investigation that was being carried out. He could not 
guarantee that it would not. We asked the DPP whether a royal commission would impact on any 
prosecution, or prosecution that he might be thinking of taking or initiating, and he said he could not give 
that guarantee. That is one of the reasons, but you choose to ignore that. 

Mr McGINTY: No, because the Deputy Premier was asking the wrong question. He was asking whether 
there should be a royal commission. Two officers gave him that answer. The question the Deputy Premier 
should have asked was whether the inquiry should be conducted in open session with those protections. Mr 
Kyle said it should. He campaigned for the Bill that we introduced on two occasions into this House to 
provide for an open inquiry. 

Mr Cowan: That is not what he said to us. What he said to us and what he campaigned for were two 
different things. 

Mr McGINTY: I hope the Deputy Premier is not suggesting that Mr Kyle has been telling lies because 
what he said publicly was that he supported the legislation that we brought into this Parliament. 

Mr Cowan: I know what Mr Kyle said to the Government. 

Mr McGINTY: The Deputy Premier has had a fair go and my time is somewhat limited. The then 
Attorney General was then removed from that office. That was related directly to her involvement in this 
matter and the public perception of a conflict of interest between her being the first law officer of this State 
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and the connections of Mrs Edwardes and her husband with Wanneroo Inc. There was then a very 
unfortunate, but legally correct, decision by the Supreme Court which ruled Peter Kyle out of conducting 
further inquiries into Dr Wayne Bradshaw - not into the Wanneroo issue generally - because of a 
perception of bias. We then saw the looks of glee and delight on the faces of many people in the 
Government because their bete noir had been nobbled. No consideration was given to lodging an appeal 
against that decision or to keeping Peter Kyle involved in that inquiry. There was an unholy rush to 
appoint another person to take on that inquiry and get Peter Kyle out of the way. The minimum I expected 
was that the Government would have looked at the way in which his expertise, knowledge and his 
commitment to rooting out corruption could continue to be used. However, that was not done. In a couple 
of days and with a great sigh of relief, the Government dispatched Peter Kyle out of the way. 

Mr Roger Davis was then appointed to conduct the inquiry and got off to a very inauspicious start in his 
conducting of the revamped inquiry. He sent shock waves through everyone in the community who is 
interested in rooting out official corruption when he said that he had no intention of speaking to Peter Kyle. 
Peter Kyle is a reservoir of knowledge on this matter. His knowledge about who has been doing what to 
whom comes from having conducted two inquiries into the matter. To have the new boy on the block say 
that he had no intention of talking to Peter Kyle or utilising his knowledge and information worried many 
people, and so it should have done. That was then followed up with the removal of the two investigators 
who were deeply involved in investigating all of these matters for Mr Kyle. The chief executive, Mr Garry 
Martin, was then downgraded from this inquiry. Mr Davis then said that secrecy and non-accountability 
would be the order of the day and that he did not think that he owed any duty to keep the public informed 
on any matters relating to this inquiry. Mr Davis was 100 per cent wrong. When there are allegations of 
official corruption against public officers, we must make sure that any inquiry has the support of the public, 
and that can be obtained only by being open, honest and accountable. Mr Kyle was nobbled by this 
Government, which refused to give him the power to hold open inquiries. However, he did conduct the 
inquiries in the open, with suppression orders, to the maximum extent possible in order to engender public 
confidence. That brought people forward from both sides of the fence to tell of their knowledge of these 
matters because they had read about them in the newspapers and seen them on television. Mr Kyle stood 
out like a beacon of what should be done with these sorts of inquiries. Roger Davis' inauspicious start has 
shattered public confidence in this inquiry and will frustrate attempts to root out official corruption in 
Wanneroo Inc and the successful prosecution of the people involved. 

In recent weeks, in a political panic move, the Wanneroo inquiry has been upgraded to a royal commission, 
notwithstanding that, a week earlier, the Premier said it was completely unnecessary. Obviously, he had 
received the results of some polling which indicated that it would be politically advantageous to set up a 
royal commission. There are a great number of matters into which, on a narrow or literal reading of the 
terms of reference, Mr Roger Davis will not be able to inquire. I will list eight of them for the House in the 
short period I have available to me. The first is the allegation received by the former commissioner, Mr 
Peter Kyle, of corruption amongst senior government Ministers and public servants. On the "Stateline" 
program on the ABC on 16 February Mr Kyle said -

Well, we're talking about matters of official corruption in the form of bribery in the form of 
political favours, in the form of interference with the due process, the proper process of the 
administration of Government. 

That is a most alarming allegation by the person who received those allegations. The second term of 
reference is the inadequacy of police investigations into the business dealings of the member for Wanneroo 
and his mentor, gaoled former Wanneroo mayor, Wayne Bradshaw. Mr Kyle has repcated throughout that 
interview and publicly since that these matters were never properly investigated. Why not? 

The third term of reference is the bugging of the member for Wanneroo's house and evidence obtained 
from that operation. What was its content? Why was it not available to Mr Kyle. The fourth is the role 
played by the Premier's adviser, Richard Elliott, in the investigations of Wanneroo Inc by the police and 
the Justice Ministry. The fourth is his role in the nobbling of David Grant from conducting further 
inquiries when the police never went to prison to talk to David King. However, he was directed, even 
though the police had done nothing, to stop his investigations into that matter. The fifth was the 
construction of tape recordings of conversations secretly recorded by police at the homes of the member for 
Wanneroo and Wayne Bradshaw. 

[The member's time expired.] 

MR MARLBOROUGH (peel) [10.59 am]: The Leader of the Opposition has raised a number of 
concerns about the background and history of the Government's position on Wanneroo Inc and in doing so 
has raised a number of concerns that are in the public's mind about not only the Government's position, but 
also the agents who had the responsibility of inquiring into serious allegations raised in Wanneroo Inc. I 
will have the opportunity later to go through these allegations one by one. Many of them are contained in 
Mr Kyle's first report, under subclause 11 relating to corruption. As has been said by Mr Kyle in the media 
recently, there is no evidence of any of those matters ever being investigated by the police. Off the top of 
my head and briefly, those matters include official corruption, public officers receiving moneys they should 
not have received, and councillors claiming for meetings that they did not attend or attending meetings that 
were not sanctioned by the council. They are very serious allegations and Mr Kyle, during his recent 
inquiries, could find no evidence that the police had ever investigated any of them. 
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Of growing concern is the lack of commitment by the police to tackle the very serious matters entwined 
with what has become known as Wanneroo Inc. They include matters of corruption involving members of 
Parliament, elected councillors and public officers. Mr Kyle is on record in the public arena, he recently 
appeared on "State File", and has been reported in other media outlets saying that he was extremely 
concerned to find that when he began his inquiry and started to meet new and old witnesses and go over old 
and many new matters, in many instances the evidence that had been in the hands of police and/or the 
Director of Public Prosecutions and/or the Ministry of Justice had disappeared. 

Mr Omodei: Or did not exist. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Can the Minister give an example of what did not exist? 

Mr Omodei: I do not know whether it existed, and nor do you. It is supposition. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I did not hear Mr Kyle say that any did not exist. Mr Kyle said that when he tried 
to follow the trail of interviews that were carried out by the senior investigating officer, Brian Lawrence, 
the intelligence head of the Ministry of Justice, with David King while he was a prisoner, the individual, 
single interviews, each of which were transcribed, could not be found. He knew of their existence. He 
knew for a fact that they had gone from the Ministry of Justice, from Brian Lawrence and David Grant, on 
an interview by interview basis to the Director of Public Prosecutions. When he went to the DPP and 
asked for the very important documents he was advised that they had been sent to the police. He went to 
the police but could not find the documents. When he returned to the DPP and inquired whether they were 
still on file there was no record of the items handed to the police. It is true, of course, that the police, and 
the DPP have a 120 page statement of interview carried out between Ministry of Justice head of 
intelligence, Brian Lawrence; DPP senior crown prosecutor, Ken Bates; and David King when in prison. 
That interview took place over three or four days in September 1994, but besides that major interview were 
numerous interviews because, although Mr Falconer continually says the police tried to interview David 
King in prison there is no evidence to support that -

Mr Omodei: To support what? 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: That the police tried on numerous occasions to interview David King while he 
was a prisoner for 11 months and one day. There is no evidence to support Mr Falconer's observation that 
the reason he called a meeting with Mr Grant and asked Mr Elliott to be at the meeting was that he wanted 
a man there who was more powerful than any Minister, and because he had been asking Commissioner 
Hay what was going on with Wanneroo and, in particular, what was going on with David King. 
Commissioner Hay said that every time they approached David King he used Mr Grant's name and they 
could not get anywhere near him. Mr Falconer said it was not to continue, and he wanted Mr Grant out of 
the way. 

There is no evidence of the picture that Mr Falconer tries to paint of numerous attempts by the police to 
interview David King while he was a prisoner. The only evidence is of one such approach by Detective 
Griffiths, I think on 4 October 1994, while King was in the Armadale lockup, which was specifically to get 
David King to sign a two year old statement made to the police when he was arrested by Detective Griffiths 
at Perth International Airport when King flew back from Germany. He was taken to Curtin House and 
gave an interview regarding items surrounding Wanneroo Inc and the involvement of Dr Wayne Bradshaw 
and others. That is the only evidence of a police visit. 

Increasingly there is concern about the police role in carrying out thorough investigations. Mr Peter Kyle 
uses far better words than I could use when he raises his concerns about the police inquiries and 
investigations. In an interview Alan Carpenter raised the issue of new allegations and Mr Kyle said -

We're talking about allegations concerning official corruption involving such people, but more 
importantly as far as I'm concerned allegations that those allegations were not being properly 
investigated by the people who should have been ... 

Throughout the interview with Alan Carpenter, Mr Kyle said that "the police left a lot to be desired in their 
desire to carry out an investigation into key people involved in Wanneroo Inc". The transcript continues-

Alan: 
Okay, but let's talk about the allegations first of all. You're talking about identified them as 
people in public office, some politicians people in public office, what sort of allegations, what are 
these people alleged ... to have done. 

Peter: 
Well, we're talking about matters of official corruption in the form of bribery in the form of 
political favours, in the form of interference with the due process, the proper process of the 
administration of Government. 

Alan: 
And somehow this is linked to Wanneroo. 

Peter: 
Well the allegations came to me because they had links to Wanneroo, they had links to people 
c~ncerned with Wanneroo and of course they were verging on the irrelevant to an inquiry into the 
CIty of Wanneroo, but I considered them so serious that I thought they should be investigated and 
I took the opportunity of doing so. 
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Further on in the transcript Mr Kyle says -

... if we can't be sure that the police will investigate any matter without fear or favour, whatever 
the circumstance and whatever the people involved then it seems to me we have a real problem. 
And the man in the street who might get had up on a speeding charge and taken down to the 
station and charged and convicted and punished and so forth, can it seems to me to reasonably say, 
well I've been dealt with like that why shouldn't somebody who is the subject of a very serious 
allegation be treated equally seriously. 

I outline that background to lay the ground for the concerns I share with Mr Kyle and many other people 
regarding the police handling of allegations during the Wanneroo Inc inquiry. I turn to the area of evidence 
that was before the police, that has now gone missing, or has been erased or, for whatever reason, is no 
longer before the Davis inquiry, or what was the second Kyle inquiry. I wish to address the issue of the 
bugging of the office of Dr Wayne Bradshaw and the house of the member for Wanneroo, Wayde Smith. 
We are aware from reports in the media and questions asked in Parliament that bugs were put in Wayde 
Smith's house in Courageous Place on 5 May 1990. We are aware that bugs were put in the office of the 
then Mayor of Wanneroo, Dr Wayne Bradshaw, early in May 1990. I am concerned that both those tapes 
of conversations, which were supposedly picked up by the bugs that were put in place by the internal 
affairs unit of the Police Department to look into the possibility of corruption between Dr Wayne Bradshaw 
and then Constable Wayde Smith, a member of the fraud squad, were erased. 

I find it curious that the people from the internal affairs unit were bugging the mayor's office in tenns of 
fraud involving him and the member for Wanneroo. Surely that should be within the role of another area 
of the Police Department, such as the fraud squad. The role of the internal affairs unit, as I understand it -
the Minister for Police might correct me if I am wrong - is to look specifically at whether police officers 
may be corrupt or involved in illegal activities; it does not stretch to looking at the activities of other 
people. Irrespective of why that unit of the Police Department got involved in the investigations in the first 
instance, it did. In bugging those premises evidence was gathered. I will address part of that evidence in 
the House today because I want to know, as does the public of Western Australia, why this issue has not 
been investigated thoroughly, or at all. 

It was reported to Mr Kyle during the second inquiry by the then head of the Ministry of Justice, Mr David 
Grant, and the head of the intelligence unit of the Ministry of Justice, Mr Brian Lawrence, that they had 
been told by a senior police officer with connections to the internal affairs unit that a tape of interview that 
had been placed in the Courageous Place home of the now member for Wanneroo still existed. Members 
should remember that this was after Mr Kyle had been advised that the tapes had been erased. 

Under section 7 of the Listening Devices Act, when a police officer in the internal affairs unit who is 
looking at whether someone within the Police Department is involved in corrupt or illegal activities 
detennines that infonnation on a tape is no longer relevant to the inquiries, he can make a decision to erase 
it. Mr Kyle had been advised that those tapes had been erased. When he found out they had been erased, 
he was concerned that that had occurred after the first inquiry because the matters on those tapes would 
have been useful to him during that inquiry. He had no knowledge during the first inquiry that such tapes 
existed. He had no knowledge that after the first inquiry somebody in the Police Force decided to erase the 
tapes. I am sure he has written to the Government raising his concern that the tapes were erased after the 
first inquiry. 

Mr Grant and Mr Lawrence were able to advise him that a tape still existed on which was recorded a 
conversation involving four key figures in what has become known as Wanneroo Inc. Those key figures -
two ex-councillors and two sitting members of Parliament - were heard on that tape to have a conversation 
about receiving $50000 for the return of favours. A female voice in the background was heard to say that 
that was not enough. To be fair, it could be argued that the $50000 may well have been a political 
donation. The $50000 is not the key; the key to the conversation, according to evidence given to Kyle by 
Grant and Lawrence, is that irrespective of the amount, it was spoken about as being given over for 
favours. 

That is allegedly the conversation on the tape that was given to Mr Kyle three years after the tape was 
supposed to have been erased. As I have already said, senior officers of the Police Force, the fonner head 
of the deposed Attorney General's department David Grant, and the head of the intelligence unit said that a 
copy of the tape existed. The question comes back to the role of the police: Why did the police, knowing 
this rurnour was floating around at the highest echelons of both the Police Force and the Ministry of 
Justice, allow it to continue? Surely, it could have been put to rest immediately or very quickly if the 
police had put in place a proper and thorough inquiry. The tragedy of it is that the reputation of those 
people is at risk because the police did not do so. There is no evidence that the police put those rumours to 
rest even three years after the tape had supposedly been erased. 

In December 1995 David Grant and Brian Lawrence attended a meeting with Peter Kyle and, firstly, 
infonned him that they had been advised by a senior officer of the Police Department that such a tape still 
existed and, secondly, mentioned the serious content of the tape; that is, the offering of $50000 for favours 
given, with a female voice in the back~ound saying that was not enough. That is why Mr Peter Kyle and 
I, those in this Parliament and the Mimster for Police rapidly need to come to grips with the history of the 
Police Force's inquiries into matters at Wanneroo. In the next week or so I will look at other areas in 
which the police have left a lot to be desired in their inquiries into Wanneroo matters. 
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MR OMODEI (Warren - Minister for Local Government) [11.18 am]: I speak against this amendment. I 
will outline some of the history regarding the Wanneroo City Council. This issue has been ongoing for a 
number of years. It is no secret to members in this House that, prior to Dr Wayne Bradshaw's control of 
the council and his supposed affiliations with the Liberal Party, the Mayor of the City of Wanneroo was 
Keith Pearce, a brother of a former member of Parliament and that at that time the council was controlled 
by the Labor Party. 

It is also not a secret to members in this House that many municipalities in the metropolitan area are 
controlled by political factions. The member for Peel has boasted in this House that he uses the resources 
of his electorate office to promote political candidates in municipalities in his electorate. 

Mr Marlborough: I did not say that. 

Mr OMODEI: I will show it to the member. There is no secret that there are connections to political 
parties within municipalities around this State. 

Wanneroo was a growing city and in its municipality were connections with not only political parties but 
also developers, and a range of other areas. One could say it was fertile ground for kickbacks to occur in 
connection with developments. In 1992 the previous Government established an inquiry into the activities 
of the City of Wanneroo. Inquiries were called for during the previous administration under Keith Pearce. 
Eventually an inquiry into the City of Wanneroo was established under section 683 of the Local 
Government Act. It is no secret in this House that Mr Kyle was assisted by Robert Dimmock, and Richard 
Leggo, a former Secretary of the Local Government Association of Western Australia with extensive 
experience. It is also no secret that very early in the morning on 6 December 1993 people were scurrying 
around the corridors of the Parliament trying to rush the report of that inquiry into this House. That 
investigation was neither properly resourced nor properly carried out. There seemed to be undue haste in 
getting it into the Parliament. I am sure the member for Mitchell, the Minister for Local Government at the 
time, knows the reasons for that rush. At that time the terms of reference were adequate. 

Mr D.L. Smith: That inquiry was held with the least political interference. After three years you have not 
come up with one skerrick of evidence showing any faults in that inquiry. 

Mr OMODEI: The member's own colleagues have said that to a great degree that inquiry was inadequate. 
He should contrast that with the actions of the current Government. 

Mr D.L. Smith interjected. 

Mr OMODEI: He knows that inquiry had the powers of a royal commission at the time. 

Mr D.L. Smith: I did not know that. 

Mr Marlborough: The first Kyle inquiry was a starting point. 

Mr OMODEI: Under section 683 of the Local Government Act it had the powers of a royal commission. 
The only difference was that the people providing evidence could not be afforded privilege. The important 
thing is to establish what has happened since this Government has been in power. When it was established 
that matters required further inquiry I, as Minister for Local Government, sought advice from the Crown 
Solicitor, the Solicitor General and the Commissioner for Police. It is well known that ongoing 
investigations were being carried out by police. It was the preference of the Commissioner of Police and 
the Director of Public Prosecutions that those investigations be completed before an extension was given to 
that inquiry. Immediately those investigations were completed in December 1994, the inquiry was recalled 
with Peter Kyle as the inquirer. 

Again, in contrast to the previous Government, that inquiry was well resourced. Four investigators were 
employed and an executive officer, Gary Martin, who was involved in the Boddington inquiry. I refer to 
the remarks by the Leader of the Opposition when he said Gary Martin was downgraded. By bringing in a 
!lew executive officer, Gary Martin was released to take on a greater role and fulfil his investigatory ability 
In the current inquiry. The Supreme Court case was held at which Dr Bradshaw challenged Kyle's ability 
to be unbiased. The Supreme Court judge found that Mr Kyle held a perceived bias and that he was no 
longer suitable to carry on inquiries into Dr Wayne Bradshaw. On the Friday - the day the judgment was 
brought down - it was agreed by Mr Kyle in a meeting with the Solicitor General, the Crown Solicitor, the 
Attorney General and me that he would no longer take an active part in the inquiry. The same accusation 
of perceived bias may have been made by other people he named in the first inquiry. On that basis we 
proceeded in all haste to replace Mr Kyle. The very important point is that had we not proceeded very 
q~ickly, we would have been accused of delaying matters. The Government promptly replaced Mr Kyle 
With Mr Davis, who was given extra resources. 

Mr Kobelke: Who recommended Mr Davis? 

!v1r <?MODEI: The Attorney General recommended him. In contrast to the resources for the present 
Inq~lry the previous inquiry into Wanneroo had two people assisting Mr Kyle. Matters were referred to the 
polIce and investigations and prosecutions took place. In addition to Mr Davis the other staff are Narelle 
Johnson, a barrister assisting Mr Davis; Anna Uscia a solicitor assisting Mr Davis; and Peter Burn, who 
replaced Gary Martin as the executive officer. Gary Martin has been released to be a full-time investigator. 
Mr pavis' inquiry also has John Galal, another investigator; Stephen Francis and Tony Dorosz, detective 
senIor constables; Peter Cheffins, records manager; John Blackburn, office manager; Sylvana Barbaro, 



292 [ASSEMBLY] 

records officer; Lilian Rarity, typist; Helen Cotsopoulos; and John Wright, handling information 
technology. In total he has about 14 staff. 

It is difficult to accept the Opposition's accusing the Govemment of not properly carrying out this inquiry 
considering the effort put into it by this Government in contrast to what occurred under the previous 
Government The Opposition is pretty desperate. It has problems in its ranks with the desert rats putting 
pressure on the Leader of the Opposition. He has one issue with which to run; that is, Wanneroo. With the 
protection of Parliament in the coming weeks, the Leader of the Opposition and his henchman, the member 
for Peel, will make a number of allegations in this place. The DPP has already described those allegations 
as hearsay, smear and innuendo. They go back for months, if not years. The DPP said it is about time 
somebody put up or shut up on this issue. 

Mr Marlborough: The DPP gave King immunity in November 1994. 

Mr OMODEI: A series of events have occurred: A previous inquiry was held, but was not properly 
resourced. A recall inquiry with proper resources was held. The Supreme Court made a ruling which 
resulted in a change of inquirer from Mr Kyle to Mr Davis. All the hearings of the recalled inquiry were 
held in public, although some evidence of that inquiry was suppressed. The Royal Commission inquiry 
called by the Premier will be open to the public. Very importantly, the member for Peel, the Leader of the 
Opposition and any other member of the Opposition who has any matter of substance to raise will be able 
to attend the royal commission. 

Mr Marlborough interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Warnock): Order, member! The Minister has the floor. 

Mr OMODEI: For the fIrst time, rather than hiding in this Parliament under parliamentary privilege, the 
member for Peel will be able to give to the royal commission all the evidence he has compiled and holds in 
his little head. He will also be subject to the laws of the court and if he perjures himself in that inquiry, all 
the king's horses and all the king's men will not be able to put him back together again. 

Mr Marlborough: Are you threatening me as a future witness? That is what it sounds like to me. 

Mr OMODEI: Am I threatening the member for Peel? I am suggesting to him -

Points of Order 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I draw your attention, Madam Speaker, to the standing orders. 

Dr Turnbull: He is warning you. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: That may be the member for Collie's version of events. 

Under the appropriate standing order, a member of Parliament cannot be threatened in the way that I 
suggest the Minister for Local Government threatened me as someone who may be called or may go to the 
royal commission to give evidence. I suggest to you, Madam Acting Speaker, that there is an appropriate 
standing order. If my colleague from Rockingham were here, he could direct my attention to it. 

Mr Cowan: He has not threatened you. He is saying you have made substantial allegations. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is interesting, is it not, Madam Acting Speaker, how the Leader of the National 
Party-

Mr Omodei: Is this a speech or a point of order? 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is a point of order. The Leader of the National Party is quick to jump to the 
Minister's defence. I heard quite clearly what was said. It constituted in my mind a threat to my ability -

Mr Minson: More like an attack on your conscience. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: My conscience is quite clear. What I have heard here is members opposite 
covering their consciences. The words are quite clear and I intend to pursue this matter fully. I will not 
allow the democratic process of Western Australia to be misused in the way the Minister for Local 
Government attempted to misuse it. I draw your attention to that standing order, Madam Acting Speaker, 
and ask that you rule accordingly. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Minister simply made the point that people appearing before royal commissions 
do so under oath and may commit perjury. Having heard what we have heard from the member for Peel in 
this House in the last year, is he not just a little precious on this occasion? 

Mr RIPPER: Perhaps I can assist the Chair, and my colleague, the member for Peel, by drawing attention 
to Standing Order No 132, which states that all imputations of improper motives, and all personal 
reflections on members, shall be considered highly disorderly. Saying that a person will be charged with 
perjury is a personal reflection on a member and therefore is highly disorderly. 

Mr PRINCE: Madam Acting Speaker, I draw to your attention the wealth of precedents in the courts of 
law, and this is one of them, which say that to remind anybody of an offence of perjury is simply to remind 
them of the law. That can never be a threat but is simply a reminder that the truth must always be spoken 
and nothing but the truth. To rule otherwise would be to overturn a great deal of precedent and practice. If 
there is a threat, it is purely in the mind of the member for Peel and nowhere else. 
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Mr Marlborough: Stop trying to guide the Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Warnock): I will make my own decision on this. The remark did not 
constitute a threat but was simply a warning. I do not see it as a threat because it seems to me perfectly 
reasonable to remind the member about a section of the Code. If the member for Peel, however, disagrees 
with the ruling, he is at liberty to take it up with the Speaker. My view about it presently is that the 
Minister was merely reminding the member about the law. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr OMODEI: The statement of fact is that for the first time, the member can attend the royal commission 
and have the privileges accorded to a royal commission witness; but should he choose not to tell the truth, 
he will be subject to the law of the court For the first time, members of the Opposition, who have got up 
in here and with the privilege of Parliament incessantly smeared the reputation of members on this side of 
the House and others outside, will be able to go to the royal commission and tell the truth and be subject to 
cross-examination on whatever they say. 

Mr Leahy: Because of you there has not been a royal commission. 

Mr OMODEI: A royal commission is being carried out now. The previous inquiry had the powers of a 
royal commission. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members! Would the Minister like to complete his speech. I remind the 
Minister that there is some personal responsibility in provoking people. I am not on the side of those 
provoked, but I do remind members there is some responsibility in provoking people and in rising to 
provocation. 

Mr OMODEI: As the Leader of the House said in his point of order, the member does seem to be a bit 
precious on this issue. I repeat, for the first time he will have the opportunity to go to the royal commission 
and give it all the evidence he has and have this matter finally clarified. 

Mr Cowan: I can tell you one thing, Minister; he will not be there. 

Mr OMODEI: We could almost run a book on that. If we did, I would put some money on it. For the first 
time people can have their say at the royal commission. As the Minister for Local Government, I believe I 
have run this issue by the book. I have sought advice from the Crown Solicitor and the Solicitor General 
when necessary. I have discussed the matter with the Director of Public Prosecutions and the 
Commissioner of Police, and I have made recommendations in this Parliament along the lines of the advice 
I have received. The Premier called for the royal commission at the request of the current inquirer, who 
wrote to the Solicitor General requesting the privileges of a royal commission be extended to his inquiry. 
Apart from that, the Government is revamping the Official Corruption Commission and also amending the 
Criminal Code so that this matter may be clarified, once and for all. I have no fear in standing in this 
House and defending my actions when it comes to the issue of Wanneroo. Under the Labor Government 
we saw a Mickey Mouse inquiry, poorly resourced. When we came into this Parliament-

Mr Marlborough: You cover up corrupt people. 

Mr OMODEI: Am I being provoked, Madam Acting Speaker? 

Mr Marlborough: They should be removed. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr OMODEI: The member is not provoking me again, is he? 

Mr Marlborough: No, I am telling the truth. 

Mr OMODEI: We have put in place the proper mechanisms to sort out the situation at Wanneroo. When 
the results of that inquiry come forward into this Parliament I am sure it will be further debated. Right now 
the due process should take place. 

MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [11.38 am]: We have privilege in this House. It 
all<?ws us to speak on any issue without fear or favour. It allows us to do so with immunity from civil 
actIon. Privilege is just that; it is a privilege which should not be abused in this House. We have heard 
over the last year or so all sorts of allegations, innuendo and hearsay to do with Wanneroo. No-one would 
deny that things were not right on Wanneroo council. People have been charged and some have gone to 
gaol. There is no doubt about that 

Mr Marlborough: Things are not right in this Parliament on your side. You stink of corruption on that side 
of the House. You have corrupt members of Parliament sitting in here -

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr Marlborough: You stand up here on your high horse on the moral high ground when you have none of 
that 
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Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr C.J. BARNE1T: It would be appropriate for the member for Peel to withdraw that reflection, perhaps 
not directly on myself but generally on members of Parliament. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Warnock): Is there a general reflection on a team? If we were talking about 
a reflection on a particular member of Parliament. I would object to that immediately. 

Mr COWAN: He was not only reflecting on the Parliament but he was also reflecting on you, Madam 
Acting Speaker, because he said "you stink of corruption". That must be taken to apply to every member 
of Parliament and not a particular individual, and naturally it has to be withdrawn. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I will not direct the member for Peel to withdraw that, albeit that it is a 
reflection. I do not believe it reflects on the entire House but I believe it reflects on the Government. I ask 
the member whether he is willing to withdraw. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNE1T: There was the ftrst inquiry into Wanneroo; and the second inquiry which 
subsequently turned into a royal commission. The Minister for Local Government has behaved with total 
propriety in this exercise. Whether a royal commission and the cost of that is justifted, history will tell 
when the commission reports. 

Many things have been said in this Parliament, and many things have been relayed to the media. A royal 
commission has been established. The public through the media has in a sense demanded openness - and it 
will be open. The opportunity will be available for the member for Peel and anyone in this House or 
outside to attend that royal commission. As the Minister for Local Government said, when people appear 
in public before that royal commission they will have the opportunity to give evidence under oath. If they 
give wrongful evidence, they will be subject to perjury charges. They will also be subject to cross
examination. That will be interesting. It will test the veracity of some of the claims made. That is what a 
royal commission is about. 

The Government will sit back and watch this royal commission and see the truthfulness or otherwise of 
some of the claims and the smear and allegation. Members of the Opposition who have been hot to trot on 
this issue for the past 12 months will in many respects be under public scrutiny in the royal commission. 
They will literally have to put up or shut up. Not only will the people who have made those allegations be 
required to justify them, but I put it to the House that the media must have a close look at itself because the 
media, particularly The West Australian, have built up a perception in the community that we must have a 
royal commission. We have one. There was a realisation within government that, given the degree of 
public interest in the issue, there was only one way to deal with the matters at Wanneroo - through a royal 
commission. Whether it is justifted, the ftnal report will tell. We will see the veracity of the evidence 
when it goes to the royal commission. We will see how good people are under cross-examination; whether 
they can produce what they claim. The media also will be under scrutiny for its role. I need do no more 
than refer to the story that appeared on the front page of The West Australian yesterday. 

Mr Cowan: You understood that? 

Mr C.J. BARNE1T: If this is the level of reporting of parliamentary matters and public affairs in this 
State, we have a serious problem. The front page article states -

The West Australian believes Mr Tolley told Mr Kyle that Mr Kyle's successor, Roger Davis -
who has no direct links to the Justice Ministry - attended the barbecue and spent a lot of time 
talking to Mr Edwardes. 

Mrs Edwardes and Mr Davis have rejected the allegations and deny that the barbecue occurred. 

We have the media reporting on the front page of what is meant to be a newspaper of record a story about 
someone who told someone else that a barbecue took place, and who talked to whom. The parties 
concerned - my colleague the Minister for Family and Children's Services and the person who was alleged 
to have been at the barbecue - said that the barbecue did not occur. There was no barbecue; there were no 
people at the barbecue. What is the next story - who did not eat steak and who did not have sausages? It is 
ludicrous. There is a responsibility under parliamentary privilege to speak accurately in this Parliament -
not to abuse privilege in any way. The member for Peel will be tested as to whether he can put up or must 
shut up. There is a responsibility on the media to do some work to test the claims that are fed to them 
through members opposite; to test the story and to report something of substance rather than innuendo and 
hearsay about a barbecue that did not occur and that no-one attended. I have not seen such a ludicrous and 
poor example of journalism as that. I ftnd the article surprising because I have some respect for the person 
who wrote it. How it got to the front page is beyond me. 

My colleague the Deputy Premier asked me whether I understood it. I read that article several times. I 
cannot understand it. and I defy anyone in the Chamber to understand it I doubt that the person who wrote 
it understands it; it is nonsensical. The media is keen to talk about privilege, cowards' castle and the abuse 
of privilege in this House: Some atrocious abuses of privilege have occurred in this Parliament. I will not 
refer to them. We must be on our guard as members of Parliament and ensure that we do not abuse it. 
Equally the media - the messenger that conveys that to the public - has a responsibility. I can see many 
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examples of failure in both of those respects. Now that we have a royal commission, let us see what comes 
out of it. Opposition members should not come in here every day and give 'us another episode of "Blue 
Hills". If members have a tape of material interest to the royal commission or they know who has, they 
should name it and have it presented to the royal commission and we will see whether it has any truth to it 
Let us get on with it. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [11.45 am]: Perhaps things are different in the western suburbs, but in Belmont 
we think the royal commission is into corruption at Wanneroo, not into the Opposition's performance or, 
indeed, into the performance of the media. Government members have learned nothing from the Royal 
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters. So far as they were concerned, 
the purpose of that royal commission was to get rid of the previous Labor Government. They have treated 
its recommendations with contempt ever since. So far as they are concerned it served its purpose, it has 
nothing more to contribute to the Western Australian community by its recommendations, and there is 
nothing that they can learn from it If they have learned nothing from the royal commission and its 
recommendations and everything that occurred with that issue, they have also forgotten nothing about the 
way in which Governments in the past have behaved and, in particular, about the way in which Liberal 
Governments behaved. No matter what they say, no matter what scorn and derision they pour on the 
Opposition and the member for Peel in particular, no matter what scorn they pour on the media, and no 
matter what catalogue they run through of all the initiatives they have undertaken, one point is clear: This 
Government has resisted a full and open inquiry into Liberal corruption at Wanneroo from the moment it 
was elected. 

This Government is still resisting a full inquiry into corruption at Wanneroo and related matters because it 
will not agree to terms of reference which will allow a proper inquiry into corruption in this State. We all 
know that corruption is a particularly difficult matter to investigate because it occurs in private between 
consenting adults. It is also something which often is accompanied by threats and intimidation. It is 
difficult to get people to talk about corruption because the people who know about it are themselves guilty 
of it in many cases. The people who know about it are likely to be victimised if they talk about it. It is 
difficult to investigate and substantiate; however, we all know that it exists. We all know that it existed at 
Wanneroo, and if we are to get to the bottom of it, we need a full and open inquiry - something this 
Government has resisted from the day it was elected. I say to the Government that a full inquiry will be 
held into these matters. It is irresistible. 

Mr Omodei: Very observant. 

Mr RIPPER: The Government has not dealt with the terms of reference yet. It has been dragged kicking 
and screaming to establish a royal commission, and in the end it will be dragged kicking and screaming to 
modify the terms of reference to allow a full inquiry. That is certain. The only questions remaining are 
these: When will the Government agree to a full inquiry with proper terms of reference; and what will be 
the political cost to the Government before it makes that decision? 

The Government has been prepared to incur a fair amount of political cost on this issue over three and a bit 
years. That is testimony to the standing of the Minister for Family and Children's Services with the 
Premier. I do not think there is any other reason a Government would take such political cost. There is 
further political cost to be undertaken because the Government still has not reached the final hurdle. It has 
not accepted that the terms of reference require modifications. That is why the Opposition, and we hope 
the Parliament, condemn the Government for resisting the need for a full and open inquiry. The 
Government's resistance has been demonstrated in many ways. Early in the Labor Party's term in 
opposition questions were raised about the finances of the member for Wanneroo. As the Leader of the 
Opposition pointed out, the questions arose out of the revelation that a house occupied by the member for 
Wanneroo had been bugged by the police. 

Mr Omodei: That information has been passed to the royal commission. 

Mr RIPPER: The Minister should let me outline the history of events because it illustrates the way in 
which the Government has resisted a full and open inquiry. The Premier and his advisers sought to 
massage this issue and manage it. First, it asked Mr Fowler, the member for Wanneroo's accountant, for a 
report. Interestingly, it has been confirmed that the Premier's right-hand man - the political operative and 
company man - Mr Richard Elliott was present at the meetings between the member for Wanneroo and his 
accountant. The member for Peel has information that Mr Elliott intimidated Mr Fowler at those meetings. 
Putting that aside, it has been confirmed that Mr Elliott was present at the meetings between the member 
for Wanneroo and his accountant. What was he doing there? After all, he was from the Premier's office. 
He was making sure that the whole issue was managed from the point of view of the Government and that 
the political damage to the Government would be contained. 

The Premier sought to sanitise the episode by referring the Fowler report to Mr Mann for his opinion. 
Members are aware that the terms of reference for Mr Mann were doctored to exclude certain key 
tran.saC.tions entered into by the member for Wanneroo. The whole exercise was shoddy from the 
begmnmg. Not only was the credibility of the Mann report undermined by the fact that the terms of 
reference .were doctored, but also the Premier went one step further and kept the report secret; he refused to 
release thlS taxpayer funded report to the public. His adviser went one step further and removed the report 
from government offices so that it could not be discovered under the freedom of information laws. It was 
the first step in a campaign to prevent a full and open inquiry and public scrutiny of these issues. 
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It took a three year campaign by the Opposition, the public and the media before the Government agreed to 
reopen the Kyle inquiry. Finally, the Government succumbed, but it did not go the whole way. On two 
occasions it rejected Bills that would have given the reopened inquiry the powers, and most importantly, 
the privileges of a royal commission. 

The Deputy Premier, by way of interjection, gave the oldest excuse in the book for refusing to give the 
reopened Kyle inquiry the privileges of a royal commission. He said that it would interfere with police 
prosecutions. I remind the Government what it said when it was in opposition and the need for a royal 
commission into W A Inc matters was discussed. It poured scorn and derision on the previous Government 
when its Ministers made reference to the impact a royal commission would have on police investigations 
and prosecutions. That excuse did not wash with the public then and does not now because there are plenty 
of ways in which the activities of royal commissions can be conducted to avoid an impact on police 
investigations and prosecutions. 

Mr Minson: The difference is that in this case the police were saying that, but in the previous case you 
were saying it. 

Mr RIPPER: The Government was saying it and the police were saying they could not give a guarantee 
that they were not investigating the same matters that would be covered by a royal commission. A royal 
commission can have its activities adjusted in many ways to avoid threatening a police prosecution. The 
excuse given by the Deputy Premier is the oldest and lamest excuse in the book and it does not wash with 
members on this side of the House. 

Mr Cowan: I look forward to the day the member for Peel finds his way to the royal commission and gives 
the evidence he is prone to giving in this place. He will claim parliamentary privilege and not go near the 
place! 

Mr RIPPER: I will come to that shortly and the Deputy Premier will be embarrassed when I do. 

lt took a three month campaign by the Opposition, the public and the media to persuade the Government to 
accept that the Kyle inquiry, now the Davis inquiry, needed not only the powers but also the privileges of a 
royal commission. Just before the Kalgoorlie by-election the Government suecumbed to pressure and gave 
the inquiry the powers of a royal commission. However, it is still baulking at the final hurdle; that is, 
giving the commission broad enough terms of reference to investigate all corruption associated with or 
revealed by events at the Wanneroo City Council. 

The Opposition is not alone in its concern about this issue. I will quote a former director of the State 
Liberal Party who is also a former Liberal Party member of this House. I refer to Mr Tom Herzfeld who, 
in an article he wrote for The West Australian recently in which he referred to the election campaign in 
Moore, said -

What motivated this furious onslaught on Mr Filing? In my view, the Court-Honey axis feared 
what this former detective knew about the cartel of Liberals who had controlled the northern 
suburbs in the 1980s and early 1990s. 

Let us not forget that Mr Court has consistently refused to implement a full and open inquiry into 
the growing web of linked corruption and crime in what has become known as Wanneroo Inc. 
And there are growing signs that the inquiry is being rushed to a conclusion on the narrowest 
interpretation of the terms of reference. 

I will also quote the following comments published in an article in The West Australian by the former 
inquirer, Mr Kyle -

Mr Kyle, who was replaced by lawyer Roger Davis last week, said yesterday he feared his 
successor would take a restrictive view of the terms of reference and ignore several serious issues. 

In other words, a former Liberal Party member of Parliament and former director of the State Liberal Party, 
and the former inquirer share the Opposition's concerns that the terms of reference are far too narrow and 
will not allow a full inquiry into corruption associated with and revealed by the events at the Wanneroo 
City Council. 

A further concern to the Opposition is that the inquiry is now contributing to the impression of government 
resistance to openness and full accountability. The inquiry, under Mr Davis, has taken a number of 
disturbing actions. It has sacked two investigators who have wide experience in these matters - Mr Keith 
Utley and Ralph Di Giorgio. Those two investigators were good enough to serve on the W A Inc royal 
commission, the Easton royal commission and in the royal commission prosecutions division of the Office 
of the Director of Public Prosecutions. 

Mr Leahy: Maybe they were too thorough. 

Mr RIPPER: Precisely. They are apparently too good for this royal commission. They were good enough 
to serve royal commissions when the party at risk of embarrassment was the Labor Party, but they cannot 
serve a royal commission when the party at risk is the Liberal Party. I suggest that they were good enough 
for the previous royal commissions but they are too good for this current royal commission. The sacking 
of these officers was bad enough, but it is also disturbing that the investigator has refused to allow the 
inquiry to be open and accountable to the public. It is outrageous for the inquirer to say that there is no 
need for the public to know about the staff changes; it is outrageous of him to refuse to be accountable. 

r , 
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Mr Omodei: Are you impugning the reputation of the investigators of the inquiry? 

Mr RIPPER: I am saying that the two investigators who have been dismissed by the inquiry have excellent 
records in working for the W A Inc royal commission, the Easton royal commission and in the royal 
commission prosecutions division in the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions. Now they are 
apparently not good enough, or perhaps they are too good, to work on this royal commission, and the 
inquirer will not explain what is going on. 

This lack of openness on the part of the inquirer is revealed not only in that instance. We have another 
article in the newspaper, which states -

Probe Boss Blocks Kyle 

Dumped Wanneroo Inc inquiry head Peter Kyle has accused his successor, Roger Davis, of 
refusing to hand over documents needed to prepare a report for Solicitor-General Robert Meadows 
by today. 

The behaviour of the inquirer is adding to the impression of a Government determined not to risk public 
scrutiny of corruption at Wanneroo and matters flowing from it. The Government has tried, as it has in the 
past, to cover my colleague the member for Peel with scorn and derision; it has used self-righteous bluster 
to deal with him. However, without his work it is very doubtful that we would have a royal commission 
into these matters today. No matter what members opposite say about the member for Peel or what 
criticisms they make of his style and his speeches in the Parliament, one thing is true: The Government is 
losing the argument and the member for Peel is winning. Bit by bit he will force the Government into a 
full inquiry into corruption at Wanneroo and associated matters. 

There has been some talk by government members about members of the Opposition giving evidence at the 
inquiry. At last the inquiry has written to the Leader of the Opposition. Narelle Johnson, counsel assisting 
the inquiry, wrote as follows -

I have now had an opportunity to consider the materials supplied by your office and have come to 
the view that it would be of assistance if I and my instructing solicitor could meet with those 
members of your office or of the Australian Labor Party who received details of the allegations 
which have since been passed to the commission or its predecessor. 

That meeting will occur next Monday and the Opposition will be giving material to the inquiry. We will be 
hoping and expecting that the inquiry will take a broad interpretation of the terms of reference. We will be 
pursuing the question of the terms of reference in the Parliament during this session because we believe 
they should be formally broadened. If the Government is shy of that and if it continues its campaign of 
resistance then perhaps the inquirer will make a determination on his interpretation of the terms of 
reference that will at last allow a full inquiry into all the corruption at Wanneroo and activities associated 
with it and all the corrupt activities revealed by other evidence. If that comes about it will be due in large 
measure to the campaign by the member for Peel. No matter what members opposite say about the 
member for Peel, they are losing the argument and they will continue to lose it. 

MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Health) [12.06 pm]: I have listened with some interest to some of 
what has been said and wish to reply briefly. The first thing that needs to be remembered about this whole 
inquiry is that it was started under the previous Administration; it was an inquiry into the Wanneroo City 
Council and it reported in 1992. Thereafter the police and the Director of Public Prosecutions have been 
carrying out further inquiries into matters of a criminal nature. That has led to some charges and some 
trials - there are others pending - and other charges are pending. Notwithstanding that, we have the 
member for Peel, particularly, engaging in character assassination and making disparaging remarks while 
totally ignoring the fact that trial processes and police processes were carried out last year and are currently 
being carried out. That lack of respect for judicial or quasi judicial processes is indicative of the 
motivation of the Opposition and the way in which members opposite have carried forward this argument. 

In December last year the Supreme Court found that the disparaging findings made by Mr Kyle about Mr 
Colin Edwardes were wrong. Earlier this year the Supreme Court found that there could be a perception of 
bias in the way Mr Kyle was handling the inquiry in so far as it related to Dr Wayne Bradshaw. Given a 
combination of tllose two things - but especially the second finding, which I stress was a perception rather 
than a finding against what he had done - it was impossible for Mr Kyle to continue as the inquirer. He 
accepted that and said so himself. It was therefore necessary -

Mr Osborne: Mr Kyle was not dumped. 

~ PRINCE: Mr Kyle has never been dumped. He accepted that with the Supreme Court verdict against 
hIm because of the perception that he could be biased against Dr Bradshaw, the continuation of the inquiry 
~y h!m would be seen not to give rise to a proper result. Mr Kyle therefore had to step down from the 
mqull)' and he was replaced by Mr Davis. Mr Davis took up the reins of the inquiry and brought to the 
a~tentlon of the Government fairly shortly afterwards that there were concerns about indemnities of 
hImself, counsel assisting and counsel who may appear before the inquiry. 

Preyiously it had not been possible to reopen the inquiry because we had advice as a Government from the 
poh~e and the DPP, and it has been tabled in this House, that it would not be appropriate to reopen the 
~nqUlrr under Mr Kyle while inquiries and trials were pending. There is a difference here between the way 
m whIch we have approached this matter, the way in which the Opposition seeks to have the matter 
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conducted and the way in which it acted in Government; that is, we have some respect for the integrity of 
the process, which is separate from the political arena in this Chamber. If one cannot trust the integrity of 
the police and the DPP in the advice they give and if one cannot stay well clear of any form of interference 
then those organs of government in which integrity must reside from the point of view of the integrity and 
safety of the public will diminish to a point where it would simply not be possible for society to carry on. 

We took the advice of both the Commissioner of Police and the DPP that the inquiry should not be open 
until their work had been completed, and when they said it had been the inquiry was reopened. Now we 
have the situation where Mr Davis says he has more than enough powers of a royal commission but he does 
not have the indemnities. That can be addressed in a number of ways, but one way is to convert the inquiry 
into a royal commission. That advice having been received and the Solicitor General having said that 
nothing would prevent a royal commission from being established because all other matters had been 
completed, a royal commission was established on the same terms and conditions and on the same terms of 
reference. 

The Opposition is now endeavouring to dictate the result of that royal commission. It has no respect for the 
integrity of the process. It wants to be able to determine, before or during the process, what the result will 
be because it fears that it will not get the result that it wants. Mr Davis has been in that job for only a few 
weeks, and the Opposition has already attacked and impugned him. The member for Belmont has just done 
that again. The member for Belmont talked about his great concern about the way in which Mr Davis is 
conducting the inquiry. He is effectively saying that the inquiry is politically tainted. That is totally 
wrong. That is a reflection upon a man who has taken on the job of a royal commissioner and who has 
more than enough power, by virtue of his terms of reference, to proceed as he deems fit. That is exactly as 
it should be. 

The terms of reference of the royal commission are fairly extensive. Paragraphs (a) to (i) of point 1.2 deal 
with disclosure of pecuniary interests, failure to advise about engagement as an agent or representative, 
receipt of any direct or indirect reward, and other matters. Paragraph (j) states -

such other matters in respect of the exercise and performance of powers, functions and duties 
under the Local Government Act or other relevant statutes as may arise out of or be consequent 
upon or incidental to the inquiry into the matters set out in paragraphs (a) to (i) above. 

The Attorney General, Hon Peter Foss, whom I represent in this House, said on 14 March that that catch-all 
paragraph gave the commissioner, Mr Davis, enormous scope in his investigations, and that was also the 
view of both Mr Kyle, the former Wanneroo investigator, and Edith Cowan University Professor Harry 
Phillips. In fact, Mr Kyle's view was that paragraph (j) covered a lot of ground, and what was more 
important was Mr Davis' view of the matter. He said -

"If Davis says: '1 don't think that it comes within it' or '1 don't think I should investigate the 
police because that isn't really a local government matter', then you have got a problem," he said. 

It is a matter for Mr Davis. It is not a matter for the Government. It is not a matter for the member for 
Belmont as a politician. Mr Davis has the power as the royal commissioner to determine how to interpret 
paragraph (j). I have no doubt that some people who will appear before Mr Davis will urge him to take a 
broad interpretation, but that is for Mr Davis to determine, and if he has some doubt about whether a matter 
into which he believes he should be able to inquire is covered, he can ask for the terms of reference to be 
changed. He has not done so. 

The member for Belmont impugned the royal commissioner in this House by saying that he is not a 
competent and proper person to do what he has been appointed to do. The member for Belmont is 
concerned that Mr Davis will come out with a result that is not the one that he wants. That is how 
members opposite operated when in government. . They worked out the answer that they wanted and then 
ensured that the system was intellectually corrupted so that it would arrive at that answer. We run 
government in a different way. The process must have integrity, it must be fair and equitable, and the 
result must be totally defensible. This case is no different. There was good advice from both the police 
and the Director of Public Prosecutions not to reopen the inquiry for some time, so that was not done. As 
soon as those bodies said it was now proper to reopen the inquiry, we did so, with the same man and the 
same terms of reference. When the Supreme Court decided that that man, Mr Kyle, had created a 
perception of bias against a material person, he was stood down and another man was appointed. When 
that man, Mr Davis, said that he needed indemnity, he was given the powers of a royal commissioner. At 
no stage was there political interference. At every stage the response was proper. Therefore, the process 
had integrity. 

Members opposite had 10 years to do something about the powers of the Official Corruption Commission, 
but they did nothing. The Premier announced a week ago that the Official Corruption Commission will be 
revamped totally: It will have the powers, rights and immunities of a royal commission; its powers will be 
extended to receive complaints of improper conduct; its secrecy provisions will be altered; an 
investigations unit will be established; and a joint parliamentary committee will oversee it. If there are any 
more allegations of corruption in government, the revamped OCC will have more than enough power, 
muscle and resources to deal with them as and when they arise. That is the proper response to any future 
action of the OCC. 

The Wanneroo inquiry has been handled properly for the last three years, notwithstanding the considerable 
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amount of time that a few members opposite have wasted in this place. We now have a royal commission 
with power and integrity that will produce a result that is not dictated by this side of the House, and I doubt 
that Mr Davis will be able to be dictated to by members opposite. I, like other members on this side of the 
House, look forward to seeing the member for Belmont and other members opposite produce to counsel 
assisting the royal commission any evidence that they might have. I look forward to seeing the member for 
Belmont, the member for Peel, or anyone else, in the witness box and giving evidence under oath, being 
subject to cross-examination, and having what they say weighed by a quasi-judicial entity, which says, 
"What weight can I give to this evidence? What conclusions can I draw from what has been said? Can I 
accept what has been said as being the truth?" I remind members opposite that Commissioner Marks said 
that one of their own who gave evidence to the Easton royal commission exhibited "a glittering 
indifference to the truth". I have no doubt that will not come from the member for Belmont should he be 
called. 

MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [12.18 pm]: I want to add to the concerns expressed by my colleague the 
member for Peel about the police involvement in what is now known as the Wanneroo Inc affair. I will 
commence by quoting from an interview that Alan Carpenter conducted with Mr Peter Kyle. Alan 
Carpenter asked Mr Kyle what confidence he had in the police undertaking the investigations, and Mr Kyle 
said -

Well, I'm concerned about two aspects relating to the police. The first is the efficiency of it and 
because, not only do I think they did not investigate for those reasons, but also I think they were 
very lax in their attitude to these allegations. So first of all I'm just being critical of the efficiency 
and secondly I'm critical because it appears to me that when allegations are made of a politically 
sensitive nature they tend to get swept under the carpet. 

Alan Carpenter asked Mr Kyle what confidence he had in the Police Force in dealing with those sorts of 
matters, and Mr Kyle said -

Well, it's not for me to judge the police force. I'm in no better position than anyone else to do 
that but I must say it does concern me, it worries me, that if those sorts of judgements are being 
made by the police as to whether or not to investigate something because it's politically sensitive. 
But the objectivity of the police force, the independence of the police force, has to be called into 
question. And I think one goes then down the line that so many people have gone down, of really 
questioning to what extent one can depend upon the independence of the police to properly 
investigate matters that are sensitive, or whether it be in relation to their own people or other 
public figures. 

I want to deal with police involvement in the Wanneroo Inc inquiry and the political sensitivity of some of 
the matters they chose to sweep under the carpet, using Mr Peter Kyle's words. I will refer to a letter that 
was written in December of this year by Peter Kyle to the Minister for Local Government in which he once 
again expresses concern about police involvement. This letter has already been read by the Minister for 
Local Government. I will read only one paragraph which states -

I have to inform you -

That is, the Minister for Local Government -

that while progress on the inquiry was slow initially, principally by reason of administrative 
difficulties and the slowness of the police in handing over important records, investigations are 
now proceeding very quickly and effectively. 

So the police once again were an object of criticism by Peter Kyle, who said that they had slowed down the 
inquiry. It took longer than expected for them to give him the documents. 

I turn now to the concerns the Opposition expressed. We expressed those concerns not by going to the 
Press or by presenting them in this House, but by going to the police when we read in The West Australian 
of 21 December a statement by Peter Newman, who is the police public relations officer. He was speaking 
on behalf of Assistant Commissioner Bill Mott who has the responsibility for crime investigation. This 
was after the letter was written to the Minister for Local Government Mr Newman said in that article that 
the police had finished their inquiries into Wanneroo. He said they had produced all the evidence and had 
finished. We were very concerned about that statement. 

Mr Omodei: Finished those investigations. 

!vlr ~ATANIA: The article states they were finished. They had handed everything over to the Kyle 
mqUIry and expected that inquiry to take over. I will further develop that for the Minister for Local 
Government When I saw this article, my immediate response was to contact the Assistant Commissioner 
of Police, Bill Mott, to whom the comments were attributed. I asked whether he would meet me, the 
member,for Peel as the opposition spokesman on local government affairs, and a research officer who was 
re~earchmg this matter and who had designed a number of questions to ask the assistant commissioner. I 
wIll table the questions. They refer to the three years leading up to the second inquiry and make reference 
to the fact that we were concerned that the police had stated they had finished their inquiries and that no 
charges had been laid until the commencement of the second inquiry. Why had it taken the police until the 
commencement of the second inquiry to lay charges when the first Kyle inquiry had pointed out that there 
were concerns and acts of a criminal nature for which some people had been charged and other people had 
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received custodial sentences and were in gaol? We were concerned and sought a meeting with the assistant 
commissioner. 

Prior to the meeting, which was on 5 January 19%, we sent for the assistant commissioner's information 
and so that he could answer some of our queries during that meeting, a list of questions so that he would 
not be in the dark when we arrived. We said that Mr Smith, the member for Wanneroo, had been arrested 
and charged with peljury on 13 December 1995, which was more than three years after the report was 
tabled. We asked why Mr Smith had been charged three years after the allegation was made. Why did it 
take the police three years to charge Mr Smith? Mr Ian Bradshaw, Dr Wayne Bradshaw's cousin, had been 
charged on 11 December 1995 with official corruption for accepting a bribe in 1989. He was alleged to 
have kept false records of building inspections. A Dominic Casella was charged, also three years after the 
event All of these charges were laid three years after the event We wanted to know from the assistant 
commissioner responsible for crime investigation why it had taken so long to charge them and why he 
stated that the police had finished their investigations. 

Mr Omodei: What was his answer? 

Mr CATANIA: Let me tell the Minister. I will table also the record of that meeting because our research 
officer recorded the meeting. 

Mr Omodei: Who was the research officer? 

Mr CATANIA: Mr Ben Harvey, who is a solicitor. He came with us so someone could listen to the 
meeting. Present at the meeting were Les Ayton, the then Deputy Commissioner of Police, Assistant 
Commissioner Bill Mott, me, the member for Peel and the research officer, Mr Ben Harvey. As I said, we 
had faxed to the police on 28 December a list of questions that we wanted answered. I have a copy of the 
face sheet faxing those questions. When we went into the meeting we were surprised and deeply 
concerned that both the Deputy Commissioner of Police and the Assistant Commissioner of Police knew 
very little about the inquiry or about the investigation. 

We expressed our concern. We were surprised that after our providing a list of written questions they 
knew very little about what was going on. In fact they did not answer any of our questions; they chose to 
tell us that they did not know much about the matter and asked us to give them a few weeks to answer the 
questions. We accepted their request. We allowed the few weeks knowing the Commissioner of Police 
was due to return from sick leave. We thought we would give them a few weeks and then contact the 
Commissioner of Police. To this day those questions have not been answered. After two weeks we 
contacted the Commissioner of Police, who had come back from leave, and sought a meeting with him. I 
explained to him that we wanted to see him because we were not satisfied with our previous mccting with 
his assistant and deputy and we wanted to talk over things with him. I said I wanted to be once again in the 
company of my colleague, the member for Peel, who is very knowledgeable about the inquiry. In his reply 
on 18 January he said -

I have been informed that in my absence on leave you had a meeting with Deputy Commissioner 
Ayton and Assistant Commissioner Mott regarding some aspects of the Police investigation into 
the City ofWanneroo. 

I am advised that you have recently sought a further meeting, this time with me, regarding other 
issues pertaining to the City of Wanneroo. It is my view that this proposal is inappropriate and 
that you, and indccd anybody else who currently has information or comment on City of 
Wanneroo issues, should be referred to Mr P Kyle who, as you are aware, is conducting a Local 
Government Act inquiry into that very matter. 

If Mr Kyle then determines that the issues you raise require information or comment by or from 
the W A Police Service, he can facilitate that quite appropriately and will get full cooperation from 
this organisation. 

He refused to meet us, when all we were doing as members of Parliament with responsibility for police and 
local government was seeking a meeting to express our concerns that the police had been somewhat lax in 
their investigation into the Wanneroo affair. We had two major inquiries, the first and second Kyle 
inquiries. The Deputy Commissioner of Police and the assistant commissioner responsible for crime had 
no knowledge of what was proceeding. They were prepared to close the police inquiry. They were not 
concerned; they were washing their hands. 

Mr Omodei: Can you explain how the Minister for Police received a letter from the commissioner saying 
that the inquiries were complete? If they did not know about the inquiry, how could the letter be written? 

Mr CATANIA: I am outlining to the Minister our concerns about the meetings we had with the Assistant 
Commissioner of Police and the Deputy Commissioner of Police. We were dumbfounded about their lack 
of knowledge. To this day we have not had the courtesy of an answer to our questions. That indicates a 
lack of regard for our concerns and those of the community. 

The senior officer in charge of the inquiry, Detective Gage, who had been investigating Wanneroo matters 
over the past few years, decided to go on a month's sick leave. The two investigators to whom my 
colleague referred - Keith Utley and Ralph Di Giorgio - were taken off the inquiry. This was the reaction 
to ,:omments by Mr Kyle when interviewed by the ABC. I believe the action against those officers was 
decIded because they were to be made scapegoats for the lack of action of the Police Service regarding the 
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Wanneroo Inc inquiry. The Police Service was prepared to sacrifice the reputation and standing of three 
excellent police officers. Those officers had conducted the investigation efficiently and with expertise, but 
the Police Service was prepared to sacrifice them because of the criticism by Mr Kyle and a number of 
opposition members levelled at the Police Service regarding the way it had handled its inquiries. 

My conclusion can only be that there may have been a lack of resources available to Detective Gage and 
other officers, and that was why the inquiry was slow and not as efficient. There may have been a lack of 
resolve by the police because it was a politically sensitive matter. Both alternatives have been denied by 
the Government and the Police Service. If we accept what the Police Service tells us - that is, the inquiry 
was conducted properly and efficiently and there was no lack of resolve - we can only conclude that it is a 
case for political interference. I cite the involvement of the Premier's pOlitical adviser, Mr Richard Elliott, 
to demonstrate that political interference did occur. I point to the occasions when Mr Elliott met with the 
Commissioner of Police and Mr Grant. I point to the occasion when Mr Elliott met with the accountant 
and the solicitor of the member for Wanneroo. The indications are that if there was no lack of resolve, 
resources or expertise in the Police Service in the conduct of the investigations into Wanneroo Inc, there 
must have been political interference because the Commissioner of Police and the Assistant Commissioner 
of Police responsible for crime knew little, or chose to know little, about what was going on during the 
crucial time when charges were being laid in connection with the Wanneroo Inc inquiry. During our 
meetings it was obvious to the three of us that those officers did not know what was going on. The 
Government and the Police Service have denied that there was any lack of resources or resolve. Therefore, 
there must have been political interference. The calling of a royal commission is to justify, as a matter of 
conscience, the lack of desire by the Government to reach the truth, because some of its political friends are 
involved in the Wanneroo Inc affair. I refer also to the directions given by the political adviser, Mr Elliott, 
to the Premier and the Police Service. Members must recall what has been outlined in this Chamber: The 
Commissioner of Police has stated that he deferred to Mr Elliott because he thought Mr Elliott was above 
Ministers; that he was above the Minister for Police. The Commissioner of Police stated that Mr Elliott 
was more powerful than the Minister for Police; that he could get what he wanted by consulting with Mr 
Elliott rather than with his own Minister. 

My conclusion is appropriate: There has been political interference by the man who, as we have all heard 
over the last two days, played a major part in the Wanneroo Inc cover-up. That man is the chief political 
adviser of the Premier, Mr Elliott. 

MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [12.38 pm]: I listened to the member for Albany, the Minister for Health, 
earlier in this debate on this amendment. I was reminded, once again, that he so often gets the rhetoric 
right, but the judgment wrong. When it comes to issues such as the matter before us, the question of 
judgment is critical. We in this place and those who hold executive positions sometimes misconceive the 
judgments that must be made. We in this place all have our roles: Parliament is a debating and political 
forum. We are given certain privileges where we are able to come to this place and raise issues that are of 
concern to us, to the community or to individuals in the community whom we might represent. We are 
given enormous licence in that regard because that is seen as being in the public good. 

Sometimes members on both sides get hurt by what is said, as do people in the community. We get hurt by 
what is said not only in this place but also by what is said in the media. I guess the spouses and families of 
all people in public life often ask those of us who are in public life why they as family members and we as 
individuals must put up with the comments made about us without any evidence and without any recourse 
to the courts, as public figures, to seek some redress. The answer, quite simply put, that I always give to 
people who ask that question of me is this: When we accept public office it carries an enormously 
Important mantle to the community. It is so important that our individual rights, while we hold that office, 
~e .to some extent suppressed, and must be because there must be absolute confidence and trust in our 
I~stttutions. The only way we can have that is if people who hold public office are expected to meet the 
highest standards. There must always be a perception in the community that there is due process and the 
opportunity in a free and democratic society to discuss whether proper levels of standards have been met 
and proper levels of due process have been achieved. We need the freedom of the media, the Press and of 
this place to do that. 

W~en we move from this place and from the general debate within the community to change our mantle of 
bemg a member of this place to being a member of executive government, there is a very substantial shift. 
We in this place are quite free to play politics. The whole Chamber is to some extent about politics, and 
there must be enormous give and take in this place in relation to the fact that this is a political forum as 
well as a representative forum. However, when members move from here to executive government, they 
must ~nderstand they are no longer in opposition, no longer have the freedom to use their powers of 
execu.tlve government as a political tool, either to protect themselves or their own or to damage others or 
~ythmg of that kind. Their first and foremost responsibility when taking on the mantle of executive power 
IS to ens~re that all of the perception about our processes and behaviour are what they should be in the 
communIty, and everything they do is about separating their executive power from their political role as a 
member of a political party. The gravest sin in executive power is to use it to get at other people in politics. 
I have n~v~r approved - I do not currently - of having units within Cabinet that are the dirty tricks section 
of th~ MIniStry of the Premier and Cabinet whose job is to dig up dirt and promote stories and the like. In 
my view that should always be frowned upon. 

When I was first approached about the Wanneroo council, I saw it reported in the newspapers that the 
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fonner mayor and a woman who came to see me about the matter complained that I was slow to act. One 
reason for that was that I was very conscious that part of what they were saying to me had enonnous 
political content and could damage people on the other side of politics. I was very conscious that before I 
took any action about their complaints, I should be absolutely certain that I was separating out in my mind 
any political opportunity from the proper executive function as a Minister for Local Government and to 
ensure there was due and proper behaviour and no corrupt behaviour in local government. 

It is true that it took three meetings with those people before I came to the view that I could safely make a 
decision; that my only motivation in setting up an inquiry was the proper aspect of ensuring there was no 
corruption in local government The document that convinced me about that was a statement provided by 
an estate agent that for most of the time when Wayne Bradshaw was a councillor or the mayor of the 
Wanneroo City Council, he was a silent partner in that agency, and a number of things, with his support or 
without his declaring an interest, had been pushed through that local government authority via that estate 
agent. That seemed to me to be an obvious example of an interest that had not been disclosed and where 
advantage was being obtained through the claiming of commissions and otherwise that was quite improper. 
That evidence pushed me across the line. 

From that point on I was very careful to try to distinguish between my executive and political functions. I 
was very careful about selecting someone who had known affiliations with the Liberal Party to undertake 
the task; that I played no role in the appointment of the support staff that he would have or the amount of 
resources that he would have, other than to approve what came from the department. 

The current Minister for Local Government has said that this person was not resourced properly. At that 
stage I was being asked to undertake a number of limited investigations. Those matters were referred to 
the commissioner to report on. I was very careful never to inquire about what was happening in that 
review, never seeking to obtain any documents in it The only times I met the commissioner were once 
when I received his interim report and once when we discussed his concern that he and witnesses did not 
have all the protections that he needed to continue with the inquiry. 

It has been said that when I received the report, somehow or other I sought to take political advantage of it. 
That is simply not true. It is true that as soon as that report was in my hands, I made a decision that the 
contents of the report should be made public and I should ensure that that was done in such a way that I 
was absolutely guaranteed that if there was a change of Government, those matters would be followed up. 
It was not introduced with great play in the media. I gave no press conferences. The report was not 
released at a press conference; it was brought in here without much of a speech to support it. I was 
conscious that I should not be playing a political role but, as a Minister, I should be making sure that 
something that I thought was very important should be made public in a way that guaranteed it would be 
taken up by the incoming Government. Anyone who read that report in an impartial way would be very 
concerned about the health of local government in the Wanneroo City Council and recognise that there was 
need for further inquiry and prosecution. 

The Minister for Local Government has tried to create a retrospective picture that he acted with all due 
haste and propriety in following up the inquiry. That is not the case. He took time to refer the report to the 
Police Service and the Director of Public Prosecutions and to recognise that a further inquiry should be 
called to follow up matters which were not fully covered in the original inquiry. The establishment and 
proper resourcing of that inquiry were not done willingly or with the expedition that it required. I can 
understand that to some degree. In the end, it was obvious that friends of the Liberal Party - no doubt 
friends of people of this place; in fact members of this place - may be adversely affected by further 
investigations or reports. I am no different from anyone else. I see the member for Wanneroo walking 
around passageways and around the fountain, rarely coming in here. My heart goes out to him as it does to 
the member for Wellington. My heart even goes out to the Minister for Family and Children's Services. 

I am conscious that in public life we must cop a lot which other people do not have to cop. However, 
people in executive positions must put aside compassion and concern and make sure that whatever their 
executive decisions involve, they make them with absolute propriety. Their foremost concern should not 
be for the welfare of people who may be close to them, but for good government and for the executive 
responsibility that they personally hold. I heard a number of speeches in this place that indicate the 
Government has done the right thing because it sought advice from the DPP, the Commissioner of Police 
and so on, and therefore the public must accept assurance that everything is hunky-dory and matters are 
proceeding smoothly. With the greatest of respect, anyone who refers to what has occurred with Wanneroo 
under this Government's administration, and has now become a royal commission, must be concerned. It 
is easy to come into this place and allege that one is able to prove that somebody did not attend a barbecue 
at a certain place at a certain time and pretend that therefore one is right about everything else one has done 
and that that refutes every allegation made about Wanneroo. 

There are some major concerns about the way in which this has been conducted by the police, the 
Government and elsewhere. I refer to a few small examples of why the public is entitled to have a 
perception of concern. If a police inquiry was under way, why did the Ministry of Justice believe it 
n~essary to request its intelligence unit to investigate Wanneroo? What went on in the mind of the 
dIrector of that ministry when he felt it necessary for the ministry to become involved in that work? What 
went on in the mind of the Commissioner of Police when, as he acknowledges, he asked a senior political 
person - who was more powerful than Ministers - from the Department of Premier and Cabinet to attend a 
meeting to discuss the perceptions that may arise from possible conflict between the Ministry of Justice 
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inquiry and the police inquiry? What was the role of the Minister for Lands when he made a complaint 
about that conduct in the Ministry of Justice? What prompted the incoming Attorney General to remove 
the Director General of the Ministry of Justice? 

Those are not minor issues about who attended a barbecue. They are critical issues. that underline the 
perception of how this Government operates, the opinion of agencies within Government about the conduct 
of other agencies, and the adequacy and propriety of other agencies being involved in this way. 
Unfortunately, those perceptions do not change. This matter is about perceptions. Unless there is a 
perception in this place, the media, and the public that everything has been above board, we will not be 
able to resolve the concerns people have about what took place in Wanneroo, whether it was limited to 
local government alone or whether it involved the laundering of criminal money through police officers, 
councillors and others. Those issues are far too important to dismiss on the basis that somebody may have 
got it wrong about someone attending a barbecue. 

Unfortunately, with the best will in the world, the perception of the conduct of Commissioner Davis cannot 
be said to be free from doubt He must understand that his role is not merely judicial. He is there as a 
functionary of executive government. He is assigned on royal commission to investigate and conclude 
about certain things. It is critical, unfortunately for him, that he conduct himself in a way that is seen to be 
free from bias. It is one thing to say that the issues of the barbecue, whether he worked in the same place 
as the member for Kingsley, the effect of their social life, whether they were principal and articled clerks, 
or whether they worked in the same section are so remote we should not be concerned about them, but on 
its own that perception is correct. 

However, when that is said by a commissioner who, when appointed, said he must be seen to be free of all 
the perception of bias the court may have found regarding Mr Kyle, it indicates he seems to think he owes 
no explanation to anyone about what he is doing. He did not want to use any of Mr Kyle's information and 
removed the investigator and other people who were involved in the work with Mr Kyle without public 
explanation. His motivation may be simply based on the fact that the court found there was a perception of 
bias, and that may rest not with Mr Kyle but with the whole investigation and he must be seen to start 
afresh. However, I believe he owes a duty to explain his way. If he does not, people in the community are 
entitled to put things together which might lead to their saying, "We are not satisfied we will get to the 
bottom of this inquiry." In a way, the Executive Government has handed him a poisoned chalice because 
the terms of reference are limited. The Government is hanging its hat on the fact that the terms of 
reference contain a clause that may be wide enough to embrace everything about which people are 
concerned. That is not good enough. If issues are of concern, they must be included as specific terms of 
reference. We should not be leaving it to a commissioner to worry about whether it is wide enough to 
embrace all he needs to consider. That will be giving him a poisoned chalice. If he makes the wrong 
decision and narrows the limits, he will get the blame rather than the people who should get the blame; that 
is, executive government. Let us face it; the allegations concerning Wanneroo that were proved and what 
has been alleged since are wide enough. This Executive Government has not done its job and the House 
should support the amendment. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

MrM.Bamett 
MrBrown 
MrCatania 
Mr Cunningham 
Dr Edwards 
Dr Gallop 
MrGraham 

Mr Ainsworth 
Mr C.J. Barnett 
MrBlaikie 
MrBoard 
MrBradshaw 
Dr Constable 
MrCoun 
MrDay 
Mrs Edwardes 
MrJohnson 

Mr Riebeling 
Mrs Hallahan 
MrBridge 

Amendment thus negatived. 

MrGrill 
Mrs Henderson 
MrKobelke 
Mr Marlborough 
MrMcGinty 
MrRipper 
Mrs Roberts 

Mr Kierath 
MrLewis 
Mr Marshall 
MrMcNee 
Mr Minson 
Mr Nicholls 
MrOmodei 
MrOsbome 
Mrs Parker 
MrPendai 

Ayes (19) 

Noes (28) 

Pairs 

Motion Resumed 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bloffwitch. 

Mr D.L. Smith 
MrThomas 
MsWamock 
Dr Watson 
Mr Leahy (feller) 

MrPrince 
Mr Strickland 
Mr Trenorden 
MrTubby 
Dr Turnbull 
Mrs van de Klashorst 
MrWiese 
Mr Bloffwitch (feller) 

MrShave 
MrHouse 
MrCowan 
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STATEMENT • ACTING SPEAKER 

Standing Order No 114. Giving Members the Call 

THE ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Hames): I take this opportunity to make a brief explanation regarding 
occurrences in this Chamber yesterday when I was in the Chair. The matter relates to giving members the 
call. Standing Order No 114 reads -

The Speaker shall call upon the member who, in his opinion, first rose in his place. 

I have tended to interpret that standing order fairly literally. Therefore, when two members rise to their 
feet at the one time I try to provide a balance. However, when there has been a time difference between the 
members' standing, I have given the call to the member I thought was first on his feet even when, in some 
cases, that may have been seen to be unfair. I have been advised that the standing order needs to be 
interpreted in a similar way to the one that states that all interjections are disorderly, and to take some 
cognisance of the fact that it is not good practice to encourage members to compete to see who can leap to 
their feet the quickest to get the call. As a result of being advised that the practice is for the Speaker to try 
to achieve a balance by not paying strict attention to that standing order, my task will be easier in future, as 
it should be for members by their not having to indulge in a competition to see who can be first to his feet 
It will make it easier for me to achieve that balance. 

Sitting suspended/rom 1.03 to 2.00 pm 

MEMBER OF PARLIAMENT • SWEARING·IN 
Anwyl.Ms 

The Clerk announced the return of the writ for the electorate of Kalgoorlie. 

Ms Anwyl took and subscribed the Oath of Allegiance, and signed the Roll. 

[Questions without notice taken.] 

LAPSED BILLS 

Restoration to Notice Paper - Council's Message 

Message from the Council received and read acquainting the Assembly that it had agreed to its request that 
consideration be resumed by the Council on the following Bills at the stages they had reached in the 
previous session -

1. Coroners Bill 

2. Education Amendment Bill 

3. Fines, Penalties and Infringement Notices Enforcement Amendment Bill 

4. Guardianship and Administration Amendment Bill 

5. Hospitals and Health Services Amendment Bill 

6. Iron Ore Beneficiation (BHP) Agreement Bill 

7. Iron Ore Direct Reduced Iron (BHP) Agreement Bill 

8. Litter Amendment Bill 

9. Planning Legislation Amendment Bill 

10. Security and Related Activities (Control) Bill 

11. Supreme Court Amendment Bill 

ADDRESS·IN·REPLY 

Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MS WARNOCK (perth) [2.37 pm]: My remarks will relate to Edith Cowan and to her views, were she 
still here, about the present Government. Much has been made, quite properly, of the seventy-fifth 
anniversary of the entry of the first woman into an Australian Parliament. As we should all know by now, 
after the celebrations of the past couple of weeks, that woman was Edith Dircksey Cowan, a Western 
Australian who became the member for West Perth on 12 March 1921. Edith Cowan was then aged 60, 
~ad five children and had had a very full and interesting life, indeed an astonishingly busy history of 
1Ovolvement with reform movements of various kinds in Western Australia. 

Those reforms related, in particular, to matters that concerned women and children, although this was by 
~o mea~s the ~xtent of her interest in politics. She had an extraordinarily interesting life and had a broad 
10terest 10 a WIde range of subjects. Her achievements would have been remarkable at any age; but when 
one considers the difficult life that people in Australia had at that time and the restrictions that society 
placed on women in particular, one realises her history is quite amazing. 
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There is a delightful irony in the fact that Edith Cowan won her seat from the Attorney General of the day 
who the year before had introduced the Bill giving women the right of election to Parliament Like many 
reformers, both before and after her, however, she was bundled out of Parliament three years later. Perhaps 
we should not be surprised about that because some of her views were very radical for the time and a great 
stir was created in the Parliament and within the community in general when she was elected in 1921. 
Members of her own party, the National Party, and people in the electorate felt alarm at the thought of 
being represented by a woman. As we all know, a group of people in the community ganged up against her 
three years later and she was bundled out of Parliament 

The many organisations with which she was involved included the Red Cross Society; the Children's 
Protection Society, of which she was a founder; the House of Mercy, now the Ngala centre, then a home 
for unmarried mothers; King Edward Memorial Hospital; the Children's Court, of which she was appointed 
to the bench in 1915, having agitated for women to be given that opportunity and responsibility; the 
National Council of Women; the Women's Service Guild; the Country Women's Association; and the 
Royal Historical Society. That is just a small mention of the many organisations in which she was 
involved. Her biographer, her grandson, Peter Cowan. said that in the later part of her life she had a full 
time job working for volunteer organisations - a truly amazing career even before going into Parliament. 

She had some rather alarming views before she went into Parliament in that she stood for fewer 
parliamentarians and for parliamentarians being paid less. I agree with many of the things that she stood 
for, but not necessarily all of them. In 1923 Edith Cowan introduced the legal status Bill as a private 
member - in her three years in Parliament she introduced two private member's Bills - giving women the 
right of entry to the legal profession. This, too, was something for which she had agitated for some time as 
a member of the general community. It is interesting that she had no plans in her life to become a member 
of Parliament. She did so on the spur of the moment and with the assistance of many of the women in the 
groups to which she belonged at the time. 

She had an enormous life-long interest in education. In 1908 she tried to ensure sex education was taught 
in schools. She was an interesting women inasmuch as she was an economic conservative, but a social 
radical. She had some very interesting views that were perhaps in advance of many people of her time. 
especially members of her party. It is appropriate, therefore. in view of her concern about and interest in 
education that a university should be named after her here in Western Australia and that her picture should 
be on the new $50 note. She had an extremely distinguished career and gave distinguished service to the 
public. Her family and this community have a right to be very proud of her contribution. There is no 
doubt about her reforming zeal and deep compassion for the underdog and disadvantaged. Throughout her 
adult life she was extremely concerned for disadvantaged people. She had a quite modern view about 
matters such as help for unmarried mothers and, as I mentioned before, sex education in schools. Her 
views were very hard won. 

When public debates took place about whether a public memorial should be attributed to her, the lord 
mayor of the day spoke of Edith Cowan's having risen above disadvantages to a life of great service. The 
memorial I speak of is the clock tower outside Kings Park. According to the biography by her grandson, 
Peter Cowan, some of those disadvantages that we know about were that Edith's mother died in childbirth 
when she was about seven years old. Following that very sad event in her life, she was sent from the bush 
near Geraldton to a school in Perth. Her father married again but the relationship was plagued by his 
emotional instability and very heavy drinking which led to his shooting his wife, for which crime he was 
convicted of murder. According to the biography it was a family tragedy that had a crippling emotional 
effect on the family even into later generations. As Peter Cowan said in that biography, "that that did not 
entirely inhibit Edith Cowan from a public life, given the conventions and attitudes of the time, is 
particularly remarkable. Indeed it may well have had the reverse effect. though at a cost recognised by 
those who knew her." 

The early part of her life was difficult, as were most country people's lives in those days. On top of that 
she suffered a great deal of personal tragedy. There is a case to be made for her tremendous compassion 
and social radicalism being born out of these personal difficulties. Years later when her husband, James 
Cowan, was a magistrate in the Perth Police Court, she became acquainted with cases of cruelty to women 
and children that led her to campaign for social reform. She became convinced that women should be on 
the bench, as I mentioned earlier. In fact. with other women at that time, she was what one could describe 
as a Children's Court justice, although women on the bench at that time were not officially justices of the 
peace. She believed also that women should be able to practise law. That is one of the reasons she 
mtroduced a private member's Bill. She worked for women's education, for assistance to unmarried 
mothers and for proper medical care for women - hence her connection with the King Edward Memorial 
Hospital. 

Havi~g given this background to the story reflecting on the recent celebrations held in Perth about the life 
of EdIth Cowan, I now fast forward the story to the present day and ask what Edith Cowan, who as I said 
was a conservative reformer, would think of her present day inheritors and their work towards protection 
for women and children. We have heard some discussion in the Chamber today about sentencing and the 
concern o~ some of us in the community that some sexual offences apparently are to be relegated to 
tr~atment In the lower courts, the Magistrates Courts, rather than the District and Supreme Courts. I refer 
bnefly to a document which has become familiar in this Chamber, the "Broken Promises" document which 
refers to broken promises of this Government. I am relating this to the history of Edith Cowan in this State 
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as a reformer and to the matters that particularly interested her, although she was concerned with a great 
many other things. I refer particularly to women's and children's interests. 

Page 46 of the document "Broken Promises" contains matters of women's interests. A promise was made 
by the Government to implement the recommendations of the Chief Justice's report on gender bias. There 
is very little doubt that gender bias persists in the court and legal system. Apart from one session of 
judicial education no funding has been made to this end. We regard that as a broken promise. That is 
something with which I am sure Edith Cowan would not be impressed, particularly given her interest in the 
judicial system and her concern for women to both sit on the bench and be lawyers in this community. 

A promise was made to strengthen restraining orders legislation as recommended in the Chief Justice's 
report on gender bias - another matter that concerns women greatly in this community. We regard this also 
as a broken promise. A second review was established which reached the same conclusion as that gender 
bias task force, to which I have already referred. The Government introduced stalking laws in late 1994 to 
protect women and penalise their perpetrators. However, as we have seen in the newspapers lately those 
laws have not entirely worked. 

Despite arguments put by the Opposition in debate at the time, those opposition amendments were not 
accepted and those laws have proved to be inadequate. The newspapers have contained a number of stories 
lately about people who have clearly harassed others and who would be properly described as stalkers. 
However, when they have appeared in court they have been dismissed as people suffering from a lovelorn 
condition and as merely unsuccessful suitors. My colleague the member for Kenwick has introduced an 
amendment dealing with intimidation by people who are obsessed or unbalanced and are not just 
disappointed lovers, but people who wish to control the lives of others. The stories in the newspapers 
recently on this matter made it perfectly clear that a change in the law was needed. This stalking law 
should be about not just violence or restraining orders, but also about people who feel they have been 
maltreated by someone coming into their lives uninvited and staying there for a long period. 

The Opposition asks why the Government has not yet altered its legislation. There are moves from this 
side of the House and the Independent to do something about altering that legislation. It must be done. 
The Government promised to introduce legislation to recognise in certain cases the defence of the battered 
spouse syndrome. No legislation is yet before the Parliament on that subject, and I have heard nothing to 
suggest that it is on the Government's program this year. A promise was given that the coalition would 
recognise the need to develop a coordinated community based response to address domestic violence. It 
promised in a community services policy paper in January 1993 that programs which increased community 
awareness and enhanced early detection and prevention would be supported. The Attorney General 
promised in the action plan for domestic violence that an effective program would be implemented and 
funded for women and girls experiencing domestic violence. Now, in 1996, some action has been taken on 
domestic violence. However, it is interesting to note that no government action on domestic violence 
occurred from February 1993 until mid-I995, when a committee was established. 

For some reason best known to himself, the ftrst Minister for Community Services - that ministry now has 
another name - refused to authorise departmental information referring to domestic violence. Four hundred 
thousand dollars of the budget for domestic violence was returned to Treasury in 1993. Additionally, 
Aboriginal family violence and child abuse programs were axed in 1993. That seems a strange action for a 
Government that talks about taking action on domestic violence. That Minister also refused to make 
available money for domestic violence services until available services were evaluated, although people 
working in the field at the time were adamant that those services had been well and truly evaluated and that 
there was a well known need for those services for domestic violence. The Women's Refuge Group was 
defunded; the counselling service for children was not refunded; and the Albany great southern refuge was 
closed in September 1995, leaving Albany women and children with no service until February 1996. The 
women's refuge bed allocation continues to be rationalised, and the marriage education service was 
defunded. That too seems puzzling for a Government that has spoken of its concern about domestic 
violence and its concern for women and children. The Opposition believes the policy of no additional 
funding for domestic violence intervention projects in Armadale and Joondalup and a plan to establish such 
free projects in each police region is doomed to fail. A further relevant fact is that 20 women and children 
were murdered by their spouse or father in 1995. 

This is a matter about which my colleague the member for Kenwick and I are extremely concerned. Both 
of us have been interested in this issue for a long time. We believe that although the Government has made 
some moves in this direction, it has not made enough moves, and not enough in the right direction. I spoke 
today to a friend who works in this area and to another person who works in a women's refuge. I asked 
them about their views of the Government's performance so far. They said that some things were right, but 
that a great deal more was still to be ftxed. They were not optimistic about the direction in which the 
Government's work was heading. In looking more closely at the area of domestic violence and considering 
what Edith Cowan might think about this, it is good that there is some interagency coordination between 
agencies such as the police, medical services, refuge services and services provided by local authorities. It 
is good that all of those are coordinated in local and regional areas. It is good also that government 
departments such as the Police Department, the Health Department and the Ministry of Justice have been 
asked to come up with a plan. 

I am told that all together, too many committees are being set up and not enough direct action is being 
taken. Particularly unsatisfactory is the lack of funding for the community sector and the lack of training 
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for some bureaucrats who do not have a background of or commitment to victims of domestic violence. Workers in the field say that it is a mistake to not fund the community sector and to get bogged down in solutions that involve setting up too many extra committees. It is important in an area such as this that women should be confident about the people they go to for help. It is important that they realise that they are dealing with not only an expert, but someone who is extremely sympathetic and who understands this area well. With the best will in the world, many of the bureaucrats working in this field have not had enough training by people who have a grassroots feel for this area to deal with it in a properly sympathetic way. 

Victims' voices in this area must be heard. The best way to do that is by funding and supporting the community sector. These are people I have worked among in the past, as has my colleague the member for Kenwick. These people understand women's problems with domestic violence. They are not wont to wonder why the women do not leave if they are unhappy and do not like being beaten up. These people understand the power relations that arise in domestic violence and know how to help people who are suffering in this particularly difficult situation. They have the will to work in the area, and they have the understanding and the expertise. These people should be supported to do this work in our community. 
This is the aspect that I think would have disappointed Edith Cowan, who was a great volunteer. Perhaps she was comfortably off and was able to afford to be a volunteer. Those people who work at the grassroots level are the people who understand the issue. These are the people who need support, and these are the kinds of community programs that should be supported by the Government. That is not the case at the moment. That would have been criticised by reformers in the past just as it is criticised by this side of the House today. Just this morning I spoke to a worker I know in one of the women's refuges. She confirmed what others have said. People with the training and compassion to work with victims get no funding support for their work and most try to fit it in between the other regular work they do in refuges, in local government authorities or with the police. Having worked in women's refuges I know too well that they are already overworked and they believe the Government should not leave this job half done. If it is to be done properly - it certainly cries out to be done properly - these are the people whose work should be rewarded by proper funding. That would have a significant effect on domestic violence in our community. 
If the Government is serious about the stalking laws, those laws must be amended to take into account the effect of stalking on the victim and not just the perpetrator's intent, which apparently is the way they are worded at the moment. Before this Government congratulates itself too vigorously on its social program and attempts to sell itself to the electorate prior to the next election as warm and caring it should certainly consider whether its reforming zeal and compassion for the disadvantaged matches that of Edith Cowan. If I were to award marks to this Government, I would not give it full marks. I urge the Government to take urgent action in these important areas and provide the funding where it is quite evidently needed. 
DR WATSON (Kenwick) [3.01 pm]: I take up the comments of my friend and colleague the member for Perth. I am sick and tired of the lack of commitment of this Government to the women of Western Australia in three crucial areas of violence - domestic violence, stalking and safety in public places. 
First, I will make some reference to the so-called research that was released yesterday. For some reason that has been touted as the first research on domestic violence in this State. How dare the Government do that? In 1985 the Burke Government responded to community concerns just 18 months after its election and for the first time ever the incidence of domestic violence and the experiences of women subjected to domestic violence in this State were investigated. 
The recent research was commissioned by a Minister who is trying to deny that domestic violence happens. The terms of reference and the aims of the research are wrong. The methodology that the research adopted was also wrong. In addition, the conclusions which were reached are wrong, yet this Government is happy to go along with the view that this kind of violence affects Aboriginal communities, rural people, the poor and disadvantaged at a rate of something like 1.2 per cent. The researchers advised the Government to adopt prevention and control programs which would show the greatest return for the investment of appropriate resources and this demonstrates the paucity of the data which were collected and the ignorance of the researchers. 

The original study conducted in 1985 interviewed about 1 000 women in Western Australia. For the first time in this State women were asked to tell of their experiences of living in a violent relationship. These ",:omen said that it was the first time they had felt safe to speak out. The report was called "Breaking the SIlence". It made 103 recommendations, most of which had been either implemented or were in the process of implementation by the time the Labor Government lost office in 1993. 
I am furious that this Government is so small minded that it cannot build on the work that had been set in train. It undermined that work when it was elected by refusing to commit any human or financial resources to t!Ie program and, as a consequence, last year at least 20 women and children were murdered. It was not untIl the Opposition took action in the form of the domestic violence phone-in that the extent of community conce~ ag~in became clear. Only then was the Attorney General given the portfolio responsibility for domestI,c ,~IOlence, and that is with whom it rightly belongs. Domestic violence is a crime, and responsIbIlIty for this area should be carried by either the Attorney General or the Minister for Justice. I cann,ot understand why the Premier reallocated the responsibility for domestic violence to the Minister for FamIly and Children's Services. Be that as it may, the research undertaken by the crime research unit is not worth the paper it is printed on. It is certainly not ground-breaking research. It does not acknowledge 
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its limitations and it draws the wrong conclusions. The Government would be ill-advised to develop any 
policy or frame legislation based on its findings or recommendations. It is one area which makes me very 
angry. I listen to the stories which women tell me about their experiences. I also lis len to children who tell 
me about their experiences. Some very small children have told me stories about their mother or father 
living in this type of relationship. I also listen to the stories of older people who are products of violent 
relationships and I know that the effects of living like that as a small child never leave a person. 

The research done at Curtin University with adults who lived in a violent relationship as children 
concluded that the most vulnerable people in these circumstances are infants and two year olds. The 
damage done before there is any verbal communication might very well be lifelong. 

The second area of women and violence about which I am distressed is the so-called stalking laws. 
Members will be aware that at the end of January this year a case which was brought before the 
Magistrate's Court was dismissed because the law was not adequate to prosecute the perpetrator. My 
friend and colleague the member for Perth touched on other aspects of that case, one of which was the 
gender bias in the magistrate's comments. That will be followed through by the Opposition when the 
stalking legislation comes before the House. The holes were identified in the legislation in two subsequent 
cases. I sought advice from the Chief Magistrate and the Director of Public Prosecutions. Members will 
be aware that there was a lot of media interest in the case at the time and the Attorney General said that he 
would introduce legislation into the Parliament to amend the Criminal Code. During a debate on 
amendments to the Criminal Code, my colleagues the member for Morley and the member for Mitchell, 
and I identified these holes. We put forward amendments to the then Attorney General which she ignored, 
and they were defeated on the sheer weight of numbers in this House, despite the fact that they were 
sensible and the consequences of not accepting them were predictable. 

I am very angry that that woman had to go before the court and be humiliated. Other women, and indeed 
some men, are being let down. I acknowledge some women engage in this kind of obsessive and 
threatening behaviour, but mostly men are the perpetrators. Most of all, the Government is sending a very 
negative message to women in the community and if I and the member for Floreat have been able to draw 
up private members' Bills with the meagre resources available to us, the Attorney General should be able 
to introduce a Bill because he has available to him all the resources of Government. It is shameful that that 
legislation has not been introduced by the Government. 

The third area on which the Government has been silent is that of the safety of women in public places. I 
must say that it is not an area that has been aired a great deal in this House. However, it has come to light 
in recent times with the tragic, I guess, abduction of the young woman Sarah Spiers, with anecdotes of 
attempted abductions, and of kerbside crawling in motor cars behind young woman at night, not only in 
Claremont, but also in Northbridge, Fremantle and other suburban areas. 

I support a group called Reclaim the Night. Every October there is a march in the city at which women 
demand the right for our streets to be safe. I know that those women, through their own experience, have a 
tremendous commitment to making our streets safe and making men accountable for their behaviour. In 
this debate we are not hearing about the accountability of men for their behaviour. The police have 
responded by putting out a new series of pamphlets that stop short of telling women what to wear, but 
which basically says that if they behave in this kind of way, if they get into a car and lock their doors, and 
if they always live in a locked house at night, they should be safe. I acknowledge that in 1996 that is 
commonsense behaviour. However, the onus must be on men and on the Government. We have not heard 
a peep from the Minister for Women's Interests about the safety of women in public places. Neither have 
we heard a peep from the Attorney General. The Minister for Police is focusing on sexual assaults and 
penalties. 

I bring the attention of the House to a project that was run when I was Minister for Women's Interests. I 
am sorry that the Minister for Women's Interests is not here now because I would remind her of the 
women's fellowship in 1992. Generally that is given to a Western Australian woman to enable her go 
overseas. With my colleague the then Minister for Planning, I brought a woman to Perth for a month as a 
women's fellow in residence. A British woman architect and planner, a feminist called Jos Boys, came to 
Perth for a month in July or August 1992. She worked with the Office of Woman's Interests, with the 
Institute of Architects and Planners, and with the Department of Planning and Urban Development to 
develop an audit technique for assessing the safety of public places and to see how friendly to women 
public places could be made. As a bit of diversion from safety, for instance, I know Jos went to Albany. I 
think she went at the behest of the Albany council to audit Albany's streets and public places. While she 
was there she was approached by some women who wanted her to audit places around the fairly new 
prison. That prison is a male facility and takes people from allover the State. Women visitors go there 
with little children. There was no women's lavatory. There was a visitors' lavatory but no separate 
women's lavatory, and there was nowhere for women to breast feed their babies or change their infants' 
clothes, nappies or whatever. Recommendations were made and because the Department of Corrective 
Services then was a fairly enlightened organisation, I understand that it adapted its visiting area to suit 9the 
needs of women. The point I am making is that architects and planners have as big a role to play in street 
safety as do the police, and the Government has the biggest role of all. 

I refer the House - again I have done this research and have not heard anything from the Government with 
all its resources - to research from Queensland and from New South Wales. I challenge the Government to 
take up some of the ideas I shall be putting forward. In August 1995, the Safer Australia Forum was held, 
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co-chaired by Ruth Cracknell the actress and Mrs Margaret Whitlam. A big conference was held at Warwick Farm in New South Wales. I was unable to go but requested papers that examined how to make public places safe for women. I was heartened by the response of the Queensland Government in 1992 - a Labor Government - to deal with an outbreak of street violence such as we have been experiencing in Western Australia. To cut a long story short, the Queensland Government modelled its policy and programs on a very successful program undertaken in 1982 in Toronto, Canada, after an outbreak of rapes and sexual assaults in public places and abductions and bashings of women in public places. I remind the House again that most of these offences are perpetrated by men known to women and most of them are perpetrated in the woman's home or in the home of the man. Therefore, most violence against women, whether it is the bashing of a wife or partner, or ex-wife or ex-partner by that man - domestic violence or sexual assault - happens in private places. A survey of Queensland women found that only 35 per cent of assaults on women occurred in public places compared with 66 per cent in the woman's home, and a high rate of violence was committed by persons known to women. A significant proportion of Queensland women reported they experienced fear at night. Forty-five per cent of women felt unsafe when walking alone after dark, whereas only 12 per cent of men feel unsafe. As far as I am aware, no such survey has been done in W A. The figures probably do not vary. In fact, it is probably higher for women at this time. 
In 1990 the Queensland Police Service established the women's safety project to undertake extensive consultation with the community, government departments, media and police. The focus has been on the prevention of violence as well as the reduction of a heightened fear about violence. That is much more difficult to come to terms with. It is the only police organisation in Australia to undertake this kind of project. The Police Service recognised that women were the target of specific crimes which required specialist skills and understanding in developing strategies to address the concerns of women, and acknowledged that violence against women was a complex and multidimensional problem. I submit that the Government in Western Australia is a barrier to this kind of change. It is not raising the issue as it needs to be raised. Our right is to be safe on the street as well as in our homes. Our right is to be safe in public places. The underlying concepts of that project were that violence against women is a major community issue. Men must take responsibility for their violence, and the crux of any lasting improvement in the area of women's safety is the changing of community attitudes towards women and in particular towards male violence towards women. 
Two dilemmas were recognised: First, most of the media attention and concerns around personal safety relate to violence which is apparently random and usually very pUblic; secondly, fear of crime among women does not always reflect the actual level of crime or risk of random violence. 
I was absolutely shocked to see the news on Channel 7 last Thursday or Friday night when it reported on the incidence of what seems to be an increase in random sexual assault of women. The depictions were of headless, footless, young women. Neither the head nor the body from the knees down was shown. There was an implication that the way women dress, walk and move in public places might somehow be attracting the kind of attention that leads to assault. I do not know whether any other members in the House saw that news item, but Channel 7 stands absolutely condemned for that kind of footage in relation to sexual assault. 

Mr Osborne: I saw it, too; it was disgraceful. 
Dr WATSON: I am glad the member for Bunbury saw it and that he agrees with me. In Queensland a three pronged approach has been taken: Safety audits; the Step Ahead program; and teaching women selfdefence. The safety audit is geared towards women being able to take back public space. Members should remember that a community that is safe for women is safe for everybody. The safety audit is to provide simple, practical, safety based crime prevention programs. One police division covering eight suburbs in the Brisbane metropolitan area audited most of the public spaces and transport systems in those suburbs. Out of that an audit kit was developed for use by communities anywhere in the State. About 91 groups have been able to access that kit. It was trialled on a university campus, in the grounds of a large hospital and on suburban trains. We should be able to adapt this model in Western Australia. The Queensland Government then developed a structured program and a system of giving small grants to allow communities to do their own audits. The Police Department, in close conjunction with that State's equivalent of the Office of Women's Interests, managed that process and assessed its outcomes. 
The Step Ahead program, the second prong, aims to empower women, to depict women positively, especially in the media. A range of information about women and their feelings of safety was garnered fro!ll. a number of focus groups of women aged between 16 years and 35 years. Women do feel at risk amvmg at and leaving nightclubs. Women in Queensland do, and women in Western Australia must. They find taxi ranks very threatening places, particularly when there is a long queue and late at night. 
It was also found that many young women - this information came out of the focus groups - go to clubs to engage in binge drinking and that other women, who do control their drinking, were very critical when ~om~n lost control. There is a fine line to walk about the position of women and alcohol in the club SItuatIOn. In Queensland a number of results came from that survey, including the way in which nightclub telephones were positioned inside the clubs, and the way in which taxi numberplates were provided so that ~here wa.s n<? mistake that a vehicle was a taxi. We should be able to adapt and adopt that very sound mformalton In Western Australia. 

I draw to the attention of the House the work done in Liverpool, New South Wales, about community 
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concern for the safety of women in that town. The community audit was adopted there also. Fear of 
harassment and attack in public places were limiting the lives of women in Liverpool, and their 
involvement in the community. In March 1994 the safe Liverpool women's group project held a phone-in 
to find out how safe women in Liverpool felt Of the 136 women who called, 126 lived and/or worked in 
Liverpool. Two major issues arose: The unsafe nature of Liverpool station and the need for a higher 
police presence. An examination of the responses to the questionnaires developed for the phone-in 
revealed that 58 per cent of Liverpool women feared physical attack; 14 per cent feared sexual harassment; 
21 per cent feared robbery; 15 per cent feared bag snatching; and 20 per cent feared rape and sexual 
assault Clearly women had two or three of those fears. Women were concerned about the limits that this 
fear was placing on their lives, particularly in public places. The phone-in gave the information that the 
most frequently mentioned unsafe place was the Liverpool station at 41 per cent. Car parks after dark were 
a worry. 

In Queensland a system was adopted of having women-only car parks at train stations, patrolled by private 
security firms. Parks, public transport, laneways and areas near hotels were identified as unsafe places in 
Liverpool. Safe places were large shopping centres and the streets in which the women live. To feel safe, 
women wanted an increased police visibility, improved lighting and surveillance, alcohol free zones, anti
violence education, transport improvements and women's self-defence classes. 

The Liverpool women's group made a video about this of which I have purchased a copy. I am happy for 
government members to borrow it to develop a program for women to be safe in public places. The video 
won an Australian violence prevention award. That group should be commended. I also have both the 
reports, and I am more than happy to lend them to members of the Government so they can persuade their 
Ministers to develop some policy initiatives. I would love to work with the Government. All people 
should be able to feel safe. As I said, community and public spaces that are safe for women are safe for 
everybody. 

Amendment to Motion 

Dr WATSON: I move-

That the following words be added to the motion -

but regrets to inform Your Excellency that the gifting of endowment lands near Rochdale 
Road to the State Government by their own appointed commissioners for the Town of 
Cambridge amounts to theft and calls on the Government to return the ownership of these 
endowment lands to the Town of Cambridge. 

MR KOBELKE (NoUamara) [3.30 pm]: The City of Perth restructuring is the starting point of this 
debacle with the endowment lands in the Town of Cambridge. The Opposition strenuously opposed the 
City of Perth Restructuring Bill, and now is not the time to go back over why that was a bad move and why 
those changes were made for the wrong reasons. It also resulted in commissioners being put in place who 
had no real perception that they represented the ratepayers of those local councils. They were seen as 
appointees of the Government who were doing the bidding of the Government. For no-one is that more 
true than for Craig Lawrence, who headed up the commission which looked after the restructuring. I met 
the commissioners and spoke to Mr Craig Lawrence about the work they were doing. I was left with the 
strong impression that they had no understanding that their job under the laws of this State was to act in the 
place of a local government authority, and that they were to represent the local residents and ratepayers 
who would normally turn to their local council for a range of needs. That was not something Mr Lawrence 
saw that he had to take up. He was there to do the bidding of this Government, particularly of the Premier, 
because at the same time he was also a consultant to the Premier. 

Me Lewis: Did Mr Lawrence say that? 

Mr KOBELKE: The Minister for Planning should listen to what I have to say. 

Me Lewis: Or has the member for NolJamara assumed that he is doing the bidding of the Government? 

Me KOBELKE: It is not worth trifling with the Minister. I said the impression was clearly formed from 
my discussion with him, and by viewing the actions that have taken place in this and a number of other 
areas by the commissioners. 

I put on record that tl:e Opposition strongly supports the formation of Bold Park as a regional park. 
However, we do not support the way the Government has gone about it. The Government has stolen land 
from the Town of Cambridge to pay for some of the funding that is necessary for the establishment of that 
park. We fully support the move to establish the park, but that support does not extend to the way in which 
it has been done and to these actions which will be shown, if pursued by the various interests, to have been 
illegal. 

Why was it necessary for the lands to be transferred from the ownership of the Town of Cambridge to the 
State Government just two days before the newly elected councils were to take over? What was the rush? 
Why was a deal tied up between Craig Lawrence and the Premier, who both signed the documents to 
transfer the land? If they had waited another two days, an .elected council representing the interests of the 
people of the Town of Cambridge could have decided for those people to give this land to the Government? 
Why should the ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge have to pay for a regional park? I am not aware of 
any other example of that occurring with a local government authority. 
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Dr Constable: There is no other example. 

Mr KOBELKE: Quite likely there is not, and the member for F10reat can say some more on this in her 
contribution. 

I am not aware of a single example where major funding or even minor funding for a regional park has 
come from the local government authority in that area. Just a few months before this decision was made 
the Minister for Planning was involved in an announcement about bushland in Koondoola that would be set 
aside, and that cost $12m. The land belonged to Homeswest and it had to be acquired so it could be 
preserved as bushland. I congratulate the Minister on that; however, Homeswest was not asked to gift it to 
another government department. It was a transfer from one government agency to another, and it is 
necessary to acquit that on the books to show the $12m. Whether it was cash or a land transfer does not 
enter into it. A valuation was made of the land, and the land was transferred. The value of that land was 
acquitted by some means with a reverse transfer to Homeswest. That is a normal business process that one 
would expect to take place when exchanging land between two different instrumentalities. 

The situation with the Bold Park reserve is not an exchange of land between one government agency and 
another. It is the gifting of land by the Town of Cambridge, a local government authority, to the State 
Government in the name of the residents of the Town of Cambridge by commissioners, particularly one 
commissioner who signed the document, Mr Craig Lawrence, who was appointed to the Town of 
Cambridge as an adviser to the State Government to do the bidding of the State Government He did not 
represent the interests of the people of Cambridge in gifting that land. He made a decision without any 
consideration of what should have been his and the other commissioners' primary duty; that is, to represent 
and serve the interests of the ratepayers of the Town Of Cambridge. That was not done. If he had been 
acting as a head of a government agency, as he now is, and he followed proper procedures - which I hope 
he now is - he would have had to go through a proper process of evaluation of the Hmd and transfer of the 
land which would take place after some remuneration or form of transfer of value to equal that of the land 
that was being transferred. That is not what we find here. It is a tacky little deal stitched together with the 
Premier and Mr Craig Lawrence. The decision was announced and was reported in the The West 
Australian on Saturday, 1 March 1995. It states -

Mr Court said rehabilitation and administrative costs would come from an estimated $6 million to 
be raised from the sale for housing of 14ha of additional Cambridge Town land south of Rochdale 
Road, on the park's southern boundary. 

In that article Mr Court suggested that one part of this land endowment, land near Rochdale Road was 
worth $6m. 

Mr Lewis: The Premier did not say that. 

Mr KOBELKE: That is what the Premier told the Press. Is the Minister for Planning saying that he was 
misquoted? Was the press release and press conference made by the Minister for Planning or the Premier? 

Mr Lewis: It was the Premier. 

Mr KOBELKE: If the Minister for Planning wrote the press release and the Premier presented it, the 
Minister may be culpable. However, the words were taken as being the Premier's words, because he took 
the high profile, and announced the Bold Park proposal, with which the Opposition agrees. In doing that, 
the Premier told the Press that the value of the land was $6m. I asked some questions on notice about this 
$6m figure. The first question was answered on 27 June - to the extent that I did not get an answer. I was 
told the Premier would send it off somewhere else. He was trying to avoid the question. I specifically 
asked about the valuations for the endowment land near Rochdale Road. The Premier would not answer 
the question. I asked another question which I placed on notice a couple of days later. In the answer on 29 
June the Premier also largely ducked the question. It was a detailed question on valuations for the various 
parcels of land. Part (2) of the question reads -

The Premier made this agreement without any formal valuations for the land which was the 
subject of the agreement and was this the reason which caused him to redirect the question? 

That related to the previous question which he had redirected and not answered. The answer which the 
Premier gave to (2) was -

In preparation of the Deed to establish Bold Regional Park, values were not an issue. 

When I asked specific questions about the valuation of land which has been gifted by Craig Lawrence to 
the Premier, he said that values were not an issue. The Premier was not worried about giving away other 
people's money. In most places, Mr Deputy Speaker, that is called theft. If one gives away someone else's 
money and property without any right to that, it is known as theft. That is what we are seeing here. Craig 
Lawrence did not have the right to give away land from the Town of Cambridge to look after his mate the 
Premier; however, that is what happened. 

I placed another question on notice because the Premier would not come out straight and say, "No, we did 
no valuations." The best I could get the Premier to say was that it was not an issue. The Premier would not 
speak the truth and say there were no valuations. I placed another question on notice on 31 August, and 
when this House rose in December last year that question remained unanswered. That is to the shame of 
this Premier, who cannot speak the truth, and when he is caught out simply will not answer the issues. This 



312 [ASSEMBLY] 

has caused some concern among the residents and ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge. On 26 October 
last year a press release was put out on behalf of the council in which Mr Willcock said -

... the Government had double-dipped into the Town's assets to the extent of about $24 million. 

Mr Willcock suggested that the parcel of Mt Claremont land at Rochdale Road was valued at $llm. I have 
no idea of the real value, although Mr Willcock suggested it was worth a lot more than the Premier's 
valuation. We do not know how the Premier calculated his figure. The Minister for Planning may want to 
accept responsibility, but on all the evidence there has been no proper process of valuing something that 
has been given away. This caused a detriment to the Town of Cambridge and the residents of that area. 

Mr Lewis: How? 

Mr KOBELKE: The Minister asks how. This Government talks long and hard about proper management 
and having to stretch money as far as one can to gain efficiencies and produce the services and products 
which must come out of government departments and agencies and local government councils. They must 
do it as well as they can. The Minister says that taking out $10 or $20 million cannot affect them. "How 
can it be to their detriment? We only robbed them of a bit of land." Those endowment lands were put 
there for the benefit of the local authority covering that area. 

Mr Lewis: They were not in the Town of Cambridge. 

Mr KOBELKE: I will come to that. The title of the land that has been given to the Government by Mr 
Lawrence had a description on it. That description read, "to be held as an endowment in perpetuity for use 
and benefit of the City of Perth." Under the City of Perth Restructuring Act those lands, and particularly 
the piece at Rochdale Road, became for the benefit of the Town of Cambridge. 

Mr Lewis: They did not. 

Mr KOBELKE: It was for the use and benefit in perpetuity for the Town of Cambridge. No other 
document said otherwise. 

Mr Lewis: That is where you are wrong. 

Mr KOBELKE: They were to continue for that use and simply be transferred to the Town of Cambridge. 
The Town of Cambridge lost some other endowment lands in the restructuring, which were used to pay for 
the costs involved in the restructuring. It was always seen that these lands near Rochdale Road would at 
least remain as a remnant of the endowment lands and would be there to serve the original purpose for the 
use and benefit of the Town of Cambridge as it then became. We found that one of the commissioners, a 
very close associate who was working at the same time as a consultant for the Premier, simply gave it. 

Mr Omodei: There was an Act of Parliament. 

Mr KOBELKE: There was no Act of Parliament for this. This was just theft, and it will be shown to be 
theft. I have received advice from more than one lawyer in the area that there was no proper legal basis for 
the transfer of that land. 

Mr Lewis: Will you table that advice? 

Mr KOBELKE: No. 

Mr Lewis: It is hearsay. 

Mr KOBELKE: These lawyers have given me advice for which I have not paid and, therefore, I am not 
seen as their client. They have simply looked at the issue. They say that on face value there is no legal 
basis under which commissioner Craig Lawrence had the right to give away something that belonged to the 
people of the Town of Cambridge. The hope is that that will eventually end up in court where those legal 
matters will be argued. We will see then whether that point of view is correct. Obviously, not being privy 
to the range of documents one would need to mount a case. More than one lawyer has looked at the Perth 
Restructuring Act and what the endowment land was about, seen the arrangement there, and said that on 
face value the Government cannot justify the gifting of land. Would the Minister for Planning have 
accepted that a department he is responsible for could give away $lOm, $15m or $20m of land without 
even conducting a valuation? 

Mr Lewis: It happens. 

Mr KOBELKE: Will the Minister give an example? 

Mr Lewis: The Western Australian Planning Commission vests land all the time to local authorities. Don't 
you know that? 

Mr KOBELKE: It is vested for use. It is not given away. They still control it and it still remains with the 
Crown under a vesting. The Minister knows that. He should not twist the truth. We are trying to debate 
this matter. I hope that some facts can be put before the Chamber so that we might arrive at the truth. 
When we see again and again Ministers wishing to avoid the argument and raising untruths or matters not 
related directly to the argument, we know that the Government is running scared. The Government has 
been caught out on this one. . 

Mr Lewis: You are really struggling. You don't believe what you are saying. 
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Mr KOBELKE: The Minister suggests I am struggling. Why did he interject on me to say something he 
knew to be wrong? 

Mr Lewis: You have no-one listening to you. 

Dr Constable: I am listening. 

Mr Lewis: The member for Floreat is listening because the problem is in her constituency. 

Mr KOBELKE: I gave the Minister the opportunity to interject on me, Mr Deputy Speaker, but he will not 
address the facts. I accepted his interjection in which he said that quite often Government departments vest 
land in local government and that is giving it away. It is not giving it away, and he knows it It is vesting 
the land with local authorities for a specific purpose. If there is any change to the purpose, the government 
agency or the Crown has the right to take back that land. That is not giving land so that it may be sold and 
people can develop it and reap the benefit of it. If that is done the lands must always be valued and an 
arrangement reached. Clearly an agency will at times present land at a very low value for some specific 
purpose. However, that is not done without having to properly acquit that from the books, to be 
accountable and to answer to the public and to the necessary accounting standards in order to say, "Yes, we 
have given this land, but it is for a specific purpose and the parties have agreed." We have found here that 
the real parties were excluded. Just two days before a council was elected that could be the real 
representative of the people of the Town of Cambridge, these dud representatives, these stooges of the 
Government, particularly Craig Lawrence, who were there for only one purpose, which was to do the 
bidding of this Government, gifted the land. The facts I have outlined today certainly support that in a very 
full way with respect to the timing, lack of any proper valuation and, it would appear, without any 
necessary procedures and the papers that should go with them. I understand that the Town of Cambridge 
has submitted an application under the Freedom of Information Act for the paperwork that was involved. 

Mr Lewis: Yes. 

Mr KOBELKE: The Minister has probably been there trying to hide it, as he does with all my FOI 
applications, to try to stop it coming out. 

Mr Lewis: That is a disgraceful allegation. 

Mr KOBELKE: The Minister is aware that the town made an FOI application. My inquiries show that it is 
not getting very much back. The town's representatives have been told, "Those are all the papers there 
are." When they asked, "Where are the proper procedures? Where are the valuations? Where was the 
consideration given to this gifting of landT' they were told, "There are a few bits of paper. It must be 
somewhere else. It is in another agency or we have lost it" They are getting fobbed off, which is the usual 
process. 

It is obvious that either there is material in those papers which would cause embarrassment to this 
Government or, more likely, there are no papers. In other words, there was no proper process of deciding 
whether land clearly worth in excess of $ 10m, perhaps more than $20m, was simply gifted by one mate to 
another. One person, Mr Craig Lawrence, who is a very close mate of the Court family, was there to do 
their bidding. It is a nice little deal if they can get a park of great value and fund it out of someone else's 
pocket. In other words, they have called on the people of the Town of Cambridge to pay the cost which no 
other council in this State has ever been asked to do. It is a travesty and this Government has one way out; 
that is, to return the endowment lands to the Town of Cambridge. 

DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [3.51 pm]: I have a particular interest in this amendment, but not because 
the land to which it refers is in my electorate. In fact it happens to be in the electorate of the member for 
Cottesloe and the people in his electorate would be interested to hear his comments on this amendment. It 
is of particular interest to me because more than half of my electorate falls within the Town of Cambridge 
and the subject of this amendment has been an issue which has been on the mind of the council since it was 
established in May last year. It is a great shame that the Town of Cambridge councillors had to spend so 
much time and effort on trying to patch up the errors that were made in the setting up of the town. 

I support this amendment for a number of reasons and I will outline a few of the facts. Some of them have 
already been covered by the member for Nollamara, but it is essential to clarify the situation. In March 
1995 the Premier announced the creation of Bold Regional Park. The announcement was greeted by the 
community, particularly the local community, with some acclaim. It is essential that members understand 
from where three or four sections of that land came. The area of the original Bold Park was 215 hectares 
and the Government purchased the 19 ha of Knightsbridge land for $3.5m. 

Mr Lewis: There is no such thing as Bold Park. The land was zoned urban. 

D~ C.ONSTABLE: I am referring to the Minister's media release and I suggest that he read it again. He 
said In that release that 231 hectares of land, which was gifted by the Town of Cambridge to Bold Park -

Mr Lewis: It was zoned urban. 

Dr CONSTABLE: The Minister is absolutely correct. It was a major asset of the Town of Cambridge. 

Mr Lewis: It was never Bold Park. 

Dr CON~TABLE: I never said it was. I will go through the Minister's press release again to give him the 
opportUnIty to grasp what he said in his media release. He said there were 215 ha in the existing Bold Park 
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and he referred to the 19 ha of the Knightsbridge land for which the Government had paid $3.5m. He also 
referred to 231 ha of land which was gifted by the Town of Cambridge, which, as he said, was zoned 
urban. It is very important to note that. The Minister also said in his media release that the total area of the 
new regional park would be approximately 465 ha, which is larger than Kings Park. Therefore, it is a 
major regional park and is very important to the people of this State. 

The question is not what happened, but how it happened. In considering the areas I outlined from the 
Minister's media release, it is clear that the land that was gifted by the Town of Cambridge was zoned 
urban at the time and was worth a great deal of money. A figure of over $500m has been placed on the 
value of the land which now makes up Bold Regional Park. 

Mr Omodei: Are you talking about the area of land zoned residential or the whole lot? 

Dr CONSTABLE: I am talking about the whole lot The exact value of the land has been estimated by the 
Government at, I think, $535m. It is also important to note that some parts of what was the City of Perth, 
but became the Town of Cambridge, have been included in Bold Regional Park. For example, I refer to the 
Alderbury and Perry Lakes reserves. The area which was not included is the Perry Lakes stadium. That 
stadium has frequently been described as a white elephant and it is certainly not an asset to the town. It is a 
feature of the town which is already causing it headaches and will continue to do so because of the need to 
upgrade it. However, that is another matter. By including the Alderbury reserve in Bold Regional Park, 
the town's major recreational area has been taken from the town. That creates a problem. The result of 
including part of the Perry Lakes area in Bold Regional Park is that there is no parking for Perry Lakes 
stadium. Very little thought went into including those two recreational areas in Bold Regional Park. It has 
certainly caused concern as to who should manage it, to whom it belongs and who should pay for it. They 
are town assets and are used by the town and the wider community as recreational areas and they do not 
belong in the regional park. 

The response of the community to the establishment of Bold Regional Park was one of acceptance. People 
were very happy that that area of bushland would be preserved for future generations. The flora and fauna 
of that area are very important and they must be preserved. I repeat that it is not what the Government has 
done, but the way it has gone about doing it that has caused concern. 

Concerns have been expressed about both the Alderbury and Perry Lakes reserves, but the greatest concern 
which has been encapsulated in this amendment is how it will be paid for. With a series of mirrors and 
swift timing what happened is that the commissioners transferred some land in Rochdale Road, Mt 
Claremont to the State two days before last year's local government elections. The timing was very 
interesting. Why was it two days before the election? It sounds as though they wanted to implement that 
proposal in a hurry and before the elected council was put in place. It involved 14 ha of land, and various 
values, including $5m, $6m and up to $17m, have been put on that land. The land is part of the endowment 
lands and if the Minister for Local Government remembers - I will remind him in some detail in a moment 
of the debate on the restructuring Bill - he promised that the land would be secured for the Town of 
Cambridge. Perhaps he was not in a position to make those promises, but he certainly did make them. In 
good faith the people of the town, including me - I was the person questioning him about it - believed that 
to be the case. It came as a great surprise when the local community learnt that the town would be giving 
away more land. It had given 231 ha which was zoned urban for the establishment of the park, and now it 
will give more. 

Mr Omodei: What would they have done with it if the Government had not created Bold Regional Park? 

Dr CONSTABLE: The Minister can have his say in a moment. I will remind him about what he said. 
During the debate on the City of Perth Restructuring Bill on 10 November 1993 the Minister is recorded at 
page 6723 of Hansard as giving two undertakings to the Town of Cambridge which have not been 
honoured. The Minister said -

The people in that area can rest assured that the Government has no designs on large scale 
subdivisions or the selling off of Bold Park or the endowment lands. 

In that case, why are the endowment lands in the Mt Claremont area set aside for sale for the Kings Park 
Board to manage? The other undertaking the Minister gave is as follows -

Bold Park, the endowment land and the golf course will be vested in the town of Cambridge. 
Therefore, the member should not have any fear about what happens to those. 

I was the member to whom he was referring. In discussions both inside and outside this House, the 
Minister referred to the land adjacent to the St John's Wood development that could be developed at a time 
suitable to the Town of Cambridge. That is part of this 14 hectares. So, those undertakings made in good 
faith have certainly not been honoured. That is how the Town of Cambridge felt. Members of that 
community believed that in the restructuring at least they would have those assets to assist them to keep the 
town well established and in order. 

I also comment about the lack of records of the negotiations. To this point the Town of Cambridge has not 
been able to find in its records nor has it been able to unearth anywhere else any document that reflected 
the negotiations to set up Bold Park and the gifting of this 14ha of land. 

Mr Pendal: Are you sure about that? 
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Dr CONSTABLE: I am absolutely sure. The files held by the town from 1 July 1994 to 6 May 1995 
contained no record of these negotiations. How was this deal done? How was the business of the 
Government and these commissioners carried out? After listening to the interjections from the Minister for 
Planning it seems to me that the commissioners, at the very least, had a major conflict of interest when they 
transferred this land. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr CONSTABLE: It was mirrors, or something like that. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr CONSTABLE: For at least 11 months they were wearing four hats, and as a result some of their 
decisions involved a conflict of interest. 

Mrs Roberts interjected. 

Dr CONSTABLE: We will give one to the Premier as well if the member wants to go that far. The 
question arises of why a local government authority should fund a regional park. It is a dangerous 
precedent that an asset of a local authority has been taken in this way to fund what is a state facility in a 
regional park. 

Mr Omodei: If it was vested in the Town of Cambridge how would it be funded? 

Dr CONSTABLE: That is a very interesting question. Perhaps the town could have sold the land and 
achieved a much better result than the Government has done in mucking it up. 

Mr Omodei: That is the crux of the whole issue. 

Dr CONSTABLE: Certainly, there is expertise on the council that far outweighs the expertise of this 
Government. 

Mr Kobelke: That is not necessarily saying much about the council. 

Dr CONSTABLE: There is expertise on that council. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr CONSTABLE: In contrast to the establishment of the Bold Regional Park, it is not very long ago that 
the Government established the Canning River Regional Park. The City of Canning has not been asked to 
give any assets for the future funding and running of the park; in fact, that city is jointly involved in the 
management of the park. This Government purchased land to set up that regional park. So, we have one 
set of rules in one area and another set of rules in a different area. Again, this is a dangerous precedent. 

It is very important to look at the situation of the Town of Cambridge at present. If we compare the Town 
of Cambridge with the other two towns that were set up in the restructuring we find that Cambridge has the 
lowest rating base. It also has an enormous amount of open space - the beach front and so on - which 
requires a huge amount of money for upkeep. This is a public facility; it is used by the people living in the 
area and those from surrounding areas. To take away assets in this way has meant that the possible funding 

, base of the town has been substantially weakened. The question remains: Why did this Government have 
to strip the Town of Cambridge of one of its last remaining assets - 14 ha of land at Mt Claremont - when 

. the Minister for Local Government gave assurances during the restructuring debate that that sort of activity 
would not occur? I have followed this situation very closely and there is no doubt in my mind that this 
asset should be returned to the Town of Cambridge and that this Government should be prepared to fund 
regional parks if it is prepared to set them up. I support the amendment. 

MRS ROBERTS (Glendalough) [4.06 pm]: I support the amendment. What has become clear in this 
debacle is that this is nothing more or less than theft by the Government from ratepayers of the Town of 
Cambridge. As the member for Nollamara and the member for F10reat have already informed the House of 
much of the detail it is my intention to explain quite clearly to the House how ratepayers - and there are 
many ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge in my electorate, although Bold Park is not - feel about what 
the Government has done to them. 

Perhaps what members opposite should reflect upon is that while they may win debates in this place, 
bulldoze motions through on the numbers and sit there being cocky, thinking to themselves that they will 
win this debate and that they do not have to be answerable, when they treat the Opposition and an 
Independent member in that way they are treating the ratepayers of Cambridge in the same way. They are 
the people to whom this Government must answer. Many of those ratepayers sent the Court Government a 
very clear message through the ballot box at the recent federal election when they determined to support 
Alan Rocher instead of the Premier's brother. This was probably one of the more significant local issues 
on .which local people determined to vote against the Court Government. They lodged their protest by 
vou!lg against the Premier's brother, Ken Court. Of course, there are many other issues in the local area, 
partIcularly in Cambridge, where the wishes of local people have been completely bulldozed by this 
Government. The lighting at Subiaco Oval is one example. 

As the member for F10reat has quite correctly pointed out, we have here a complete abrogation of what the 
Gov~rnme~t promised in the split-up of the former City of Perth. There were quite clearly at public 
meetI~g~, In the media and in Hansard - as referred to by the member for F10reat - undertakings given by 
the ,MInIster for Local Government and an undertaking some time ago by the Court Government-appointed 
chaIrman of commissioners of the City of Perth, Craig Lawrence, that the endowment lands would remain 
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with the Town of Cambridge. The endowment lands were vested with the former City of Perth for specific 
purposes. Those lands had been very well managed by the City of Perth; they were not used as a cash cow 
in order to fund immediate projects or to make one particular council look good, as any council could have 
done over the years. They were quite responsibly used and were needed by the former City of Perth - just 
as they are needed by the Town of Cambridge now - to fund the many expenses of the town. 

As the member for Floreat has properly pointed out, the Town of Cambridge has the smallest rate base of 
the four towns that comprise the former City of Perth. It also has by far the greatest need for expenditure 
on parks, gardens and recreation space. The area has facilities such as Perry Lakes and large beach and 
recreation areas. In fact, the suburb of Floreat Park was set up as a model garden suburb; it had very wide 
verges and wonderful parklands. The City of Perth managed those areas quite responsibly over the years. 
Anyone driving through that area could see what a good job the council did in managing those parklands 
and facilities and how it did not use the endowment funds as a cash cow to fund immediate projects on a 
one-off basis. 

Government members can put forward an argument; they can attempt to debate with opposition members; 
they can allege that we do not state the facts. However, one of the great benefits for the community in the 
Town of Cambridge is that probably more than in most other communities within the former City of Perth 
and probably throughout the metropolitan area, people are actively interested in their local surrounds and 
the management of local affairs. They are well serviced by two local newspapers - The News Chronicle 
and the extremely well read The Cambridge Post. I pay credit to that latter newspaper because it keeps 
community issues at the forefront. It serves an excellent purpose within the Town of Cambridge and 
surrounding suburbs because it questions government Ministers and members about what they are doing 
and why. The newspaper follows up elected members of council and others. The newspaper has attempted 
to put the views of all people on these matters. The comments of a number of government Ministers have 
been exposed. I have kept a series of local news articles and statements by various Ministers. It is my 
intention this afternoon to draw some of that material to the attention of Parliament. 

In March 1995, while the Court Government appointed commissioners, with Craig Lawrence as the 
chairman, the various candidates who had nominated for positions as councillor and mayor made it very 
clear that they believed the endowment lands should remain within the Town of Cambridge. That debate 
was taking place within the local community while the commissioners were considering it. As pointed out 
earlier, the commissioners made a decision, and finalised and signed the contracts to cede the land two 
days before the elected members were put in place. Meanwhile a number of councillors and candidates for 
mayor had put on the record how they would react on behalf of the ratepayers should they be elected. It 
became clear during the campaign that the vast majority of candidates for mayor, if not aU, and all the 
candidates for councillor had said they would fight for the ratepayers to make sure that they would not be 
ripped off by the Government; that Cambridge received the money they were entitled to from any 
endowment land sale. 

Both the front runners - Dr John Moran, and the subsequently elected mayor, Ross Willcock - made strong 
statements about what they would do should they be elected. An article in The News Chronicle reads -

The fund, created from the proceeds of land sales, was established by the Endowment Land Act in 
1920. 

Dr Moran said it stood at $13 million, which he says should be frozen and the interest earned used 
to pay for Bold Regional Park and other regional facilities. 

In 1988, interest earned was $2 million. 

"Wisely invested the endowment land funds could solve the problems of the area, not just the 
regional park," he said. 

"Otherwise the people of Cambridge will have to fund the balance. This can be done with the 
stroke of a pen. Why not address all the regional problems when we have this opportunity?" 

While Dr Moran thinks the regional park is "a fantastic initiative", he sees room for improvement 
in the plan. 

He thinks it is a shame to seU the environmentally-significant land near the Christ Church playing 
fields to fund development of the park when the endowment land funds could pay for it. 

Also, the plan did not take into account the substantial expenditure the Town of Cambridge would 
have to outlay to rehabilitate the area between Oceanic Drive and The Boulevard. 

The member for Floreat has referred to the actual value of the land, and the extent to which ratepayers have 
been ripped off. We have heard claims from Ministers who suggest that it does not really matter because 
only about $4m to $6m is involved. In The Cambridge Post of II April 1995 a prominent real estate agent 
in City Beach claimed that rather than $6m the land sale would raise $17m. It is a substantial article. I 
doubt that Rob Young, the real estate agent, as a prominent person in the area, would put his professional 
credentials on the line and make an outrageous claim. If a prominent local real estate agent says that the 
land is worth $17m, we would accept that view rather than the view of the Minister who makes an 
unsubstantiated allegation that the land is worth only $6m and, therefore, what could the Town of 
Cambridge do with the money. 
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Mr Minson: If it is worth $17m, why not offer $16m? 

Mrs ROBERTS: Why does the Government not provide a proper valuation of the land, in which we could 

place some credence? 

Mr Omodei: Zoned land valued at $100m went to Bold Park. What would the Town of Cambridge do? 

Would it put the land in Bold Park? 

Mrs ROBERTS: It would be for the benefit of all Western Australians. There are a number of double 

standards here. The member for Floreat has pointed to the way the Government operated in relation to the 

regional park in the City of Canning. The Government purchased tracts of land to form the regional park. 

However, that is different from what the Government has done here - only because the Government has the 

power to do it That is why it is such an abuse of power. The Government would not have got away with it 

had there been a democratically elected council. In the case of Canning, the Government has purchased 

and funded extra land to go to the regional park. In the case of Cambridge, the commissioner signed 

contracts to deliver land properly owned by the Town of Cambridge which could have been sold for the 

benefit of people in that town. Why should the ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge fund the regional 

park? The regional park benefits people throughout Western Australia. It is of great benefit to people 

living in neighbouring municipalities such as Subiaco and Nedlands. It benefits anyone in remote 

proximity to it 

Mr Omodei: Who owned the endowment land in the first place? 

Mrs ROBERTS: What does that have to do with it? 

Mr Omodei: It belongs to the State. If the State develops that land for the park, should the State provide 

funds for the park? 

Mrs ROBERTS: It depends how far back we want to take it. In the early days, the State owned all land. 

Does that mean the State should be able to resume any land it likes? 

Mr Omodei: It can. 

Mrs ROBERTS: It can and does, but normally it pays proper compensation for it. That is the crux of the 

question, because the Government has not compensated the Town of Cambridge for resuming that land. 

Mr Omodei: The land that was zoned residential above Rochdale Road was to go to the park, whether the 

Town of Cambridge did it or the State did it. Is that not a fact? 

Mrs ROBERTS: The Minister can justify it any way he likes, but it is a simple financial equation. The 

people in the Town of Cambridge could have realised $17m for the land. 

Mr Omodei: The Town of Cambridge could realise $117m! 

Mrs ROBERTS: The Minister does not want to argue about the principle; he wants to argue about the 

amount, whether it is worth $6m or $lOm -

Mr Minson: I don't mind arguing the principle; $17m is a lot of rubbish and you know it. 

Mr Kobelke: Your Premier said $6m was a lot of rubbish. 

Mrs ROBERTS: Perhaps members would like to hear what Rob Young said. 

Mr Minson: The value has risen by about 30 per cent since the deal was done. I paid X amount for a house 

in that area and had it valued the other day. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! 

Mrs ROBERTS: I am not sure the member's personal property holdings in the Town of Cambridge should 

be debated this afternoon. I am sure the people in that town have little if any interest in his personal 

circumstances. 

A number of Ministers have lectured the people at Cambridge. Early on, the Minister for Local 

Government said they would get their endowment lands without any problem. Craig Lawrence also said 

that initially. The Minister for Planning accused the ratepayers of bleating. Minister Foss, in his usual 

arrogant way, described their claims as petty. The Premier has under-played the situation by saying the 

land is worth only $6m and that we are getting a wonderful regional park. No-one is arguing about that. 

The Premier and his family paid the price in Curtin at the recent election. 

Mr Omodei: You should be happy now. 

Mrs ROBERTS: I am not interested in a political end. 

Mr Omodei: Oh, no? 

Mrs ROBERTS: The Minister for Local Government may scoff. He may have a different set of standards 

from me. However, I get no joy out of whether Allan Rocher or Ken Court supports John Heward. During 

that campaign I could understand why any halfway objective person in that electorate voted for Allan 

Rocher. Considering the disdain with which this Government has treated the people in Cambridge and 

Subiaco it was easy to understand. If members opposite do not think that was a significant issue, perhaps 

they should read some back copies of the Post and see the headlines such as "Rocher slams liberals over 

Bold Park deal". The article reads -
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Federal Liberal Curtin MP Allan Rocher has made the strongest stand of his political career over 
Bold Park. 

He has publicly attacked the state Liberal government over the decision to switch control of Bold 
Park from the town of Cambridge to the King's Park Board. 

The decision was made by commissioners appointed by the government. 

The member for Floreat made one of the most telling points this afternoon, that the commissioners were 
wearing not just four, but five hats. I wondered from the start how these commissioners could fairly 
represent both the City of Perth, the Town of Cambridge and individually the Towns of Vincent and 
Victoria Park in the split of the City of Perth. The simple answer was that they could not. There was a 
clear conflict of interest. The ratepayers in each of the other three towns other than the City of Perth 
missed out badly as a result. 

All the Court Government appointments that its friend, Craig Lawrence, received over that time are on the 
record of this House. He was contracted by the State Government to do its dirty work at the same time as 
he was commissioner for the City of Perth and each of the three towns. In these negotiations he wore the 
hat of chairman of commissioners for the Town of Cambridge, which has no record of the whole deal, and 
his various hats with the Court Government, particularly the Premier. He jumped in two days before and 
signed the contract to hand over that land. He did not in any way represent the interests of ratepayers in the 
Town of Cambridge, whose views were very clear. 

I conclude with a comment by Craig Lawrence who said to the Post on 19 March 1996 when it last 
approached him about this deal -

In future I would appreciate it if you did not ring me. 

I am no longer involved with the city, I do not have the protection of a commissioner. 

A commissioner has no more protection than any other councillor or mayor of a town or city authority. 

MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) [4.25 pm]: I suppose the time has come to hear some 
of the truth about the genesis of Bold Park. This afternoon -

Dr Constable: Did we not hear the truth before? 

Mr LEWIS: People have their own jaundiced perceptions on the basis of their politics. When the 
Government decided, together with the duly appointed commissioners who were acting in the stead of the 
City of Perth, to proceed with the Bold Regional Park plan -

Mrs Roberts: They were supposed to act in the stead of the Town of Cambridge. 

Mr LEWIS: They acted with integrity and good faith. 

Mrs Roberts: You must have some pretty low standards. 

Mr LEWIS: The framing of this amendment explains the Opposition's position. It did not really have its 
heart in it. Reference to theft and the like demean and belittle one of the more important landmarks of the 
coalition Administration. History will show the very brave determination of the commissioners of the City 
of Perth in concert with the coalition Government Future generations of Western Australia will reflect on 
that decision in the way they do with Kings Park. 

Dr Constable interjected. 

Mr LEWIS: I am hitting a point. They will reflect on that decision in the same way as generations since 
1901 have reflected on the wisdom and foresight of Lord Forrest when he and his Government set aside 
Kings Park. It is a legacy to all the citizens of Western Australia, not only the people who may live in 
Floreat Park or the Town of Cambridge. It is something they can look back on and be very proud and 
happy to have. The decision was a matter of great moment and will go down in history as such. It reflects 
on the small-mindedness of the Opposition today that it should try to put down what I see as an outstanding 
decision. As is his usual wont, rather than getting to the guts of the debate, the member for Nollamara 
reflected on Craig Lawrence, who took on what I consider to be one of the most difficult tasks of the time 
and for which he was not very well paid. I think he was very poorly paid for the duties he was asked to 
undertake on behalf of this Parliament. Let us not forget that it was this Parliament that commissioned him 
and his commissioners to divide Perth City Council. 

Mr Kobelke: Against our opposition. 

Mr LEWIS: But it was the Parliament of this State that commissioned Mr Craig Lawrence and his 
commissioners to undertake a very difficult task. I say unequivocally that Mr Lawrence and his 
commissioners should be lauded for the job they did, not ridiculed and denigrated as only members of the 
Opposition can do in this cowards' castle. Members opposite do not have the internal fortitude to go 
outside and make the comments they make in here. 

I am not here to debate the attributes of Mr Lawrence or the then commissioners. However, as I was 
central to those decisions and was one of the principal architects of the establishment of the Bold Regional 
Park, perhaps the truth should be known. At that time there was a serious traffic problem on the West 
Coast Highway-Rochdale Road section of the road. Federal funds of about $Im were allocated to sort out 
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the road alignments. It was called "death bend" because three or four deaths had occurred at that bad piece 
of road. The commissioners asked me as the then Minister for Planning how they could sort it out, because 
there was not a road reservation in place for the roadworks to be done. I said that off the top of the head we 
could not put in place an amendment to the metropolitan region scheme to sort out that problem. We had 
to look at the bigger picture; namely, that 260-odd hectares were zoned urban in the metropolitan region 
scheme and in the district scheme of the City of Perth. It was land that we all knew could never be used for 
urban purpose because that community and all Western Australians recognised the high conservation value 
of that unique area. 

When we discussed the matter the commissioners, as commissioners of the City of Perth at the time, asked 
what they would do with Bold Park. They recognised the high recurrent cost of managing that land 
associated with Perry Lakes and Bold Park. They told the Government that when the Town of Cambridge 
was finally established in its own right it would not have the capital resources to put in the infrastructure 
that would make that a truly regional park and it would not have the recurrent resources to ensure the 
adequate management of that facility. Everyone in this Chamber and anyone who is fair in their 
commentary - and even an ex-councillor of the City of Perth, the member for Glendalough - would accept 
that the Perth City Council did a frowzy job in managing that area. The commissioners recognised that. 

Over a series of meetings that involved me, the then Minister for the Environment, the member for 
Cottesloe, and the commissioners of the City of Perth, together with the technical support staff of the city 
and various government agencies, a strategy was put together that would endow that land for the future 
benefit of all Western Australians. The difficulty was how the Government would find the money to fund 
the necessary infrastructure of $ 10m or $12m and also the recurrent expenditure of anything from $600 000 
to $lm a year that would be needed to manage that park properly. The member for Glendalough as a 
councillor on the City of Perth did not do that. 

It is a pretty small mind that can come into this place and disparage the Government and the commissioners 
of the City of Perth for doing what they did. The package we came up with would provide the 
infrastructure to put in place the capital needs to establish a truly regional park to the standard of Kings 
Park, and also allow for the ongoing recurrent expenditure that was needed to manage it properly. The City 
of Perth came back to the Government, recognising that it would never be able to use or subdivide that 
land, and asked the Government to take action under the metropolitan region scheme to rezone it to parks 
and reserves. It was prepared to grant that land to the Government of Western Australia for $1 on the basis 
that it went into A class reserve and was vested for the benefit of the public of Western Australia. That is 
the truth of it. 

The member for Nollamara says that it was consummated two days before the council changed. That is 
true. I wrote a memo to my staff for them to ensure that they put in place the necessary documentation 
before the council changed. We know what happens with councils: They would have undone that huge 
decision on the basis of their parochial attitude to their own constituency rather than look at the benefit for 
all Western Australians. The member for Nollamara must stand up in every debate in this House. He does 
not realise that he gets up so often that no-one listens to him any more because he goes on with so much 
drivel. He does not look to the good things Governments or people do. All he can do is look under the 
carpet for the dirt. There is an old saying that people who look for the bad in people are bad people 
themselves. I think that fits the member for Nollamara. 

We heard the member for Glendalough bleat today about how Cambridge does not have the recurring 
revenue to keep Bold Regional Park in the way it should be kept. That is recognised. That is the very 
reason the agreements were made between the council and the Government. The Government, with 
honourable intentions, tried to remove that burden from the Town of Cambridge and put it under the 
control of the Kings Park Board and endow the board so it would have the resources for the ongoing 
management of that great asset. If people think that is bad, I feel sorry for them because they do not 
understand that there are some things of great moment which are bigger than local government and 
P~liament. What we have done at Bold Regional Park is of great moment. It is bigger than the pettiness 
dIsplayed by the members for Glendalough and Nollamara. I am sorry that the member for Floreatjumped 
on the political bandwagon and that she thinks it is a populous decision. I can tell her that the people of 
Western Australia see the benefit of it, but while she continues to tell untruths about the intention of 
government and tries to suggest -

Points of Order 

Mr KOBELKE: The Minister impugned the integrity of the member for Floreat by suggesting she told 
untruths. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): There must be a question of intent on the part of the member for 
Floreat to actually tell an untruth and I do not think that is the case. If the Minister accused the member of 
telling an untruth then he is assuming that member had an intent to tell an untruth. In this case, that was 
not the case. The phrase to tell an untruth is often used in this House and it has rarely been withdrawn. If 
someone accuses a member of telling a lie it is a different situation. I am sure the member is aware of that. 

Dr CONSTABLE: I take objection to the words the Minister used. He pointed at me and said I told 
untruths. I ask that he withdraw that remark. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I do not believe the Minister actually said that the member had told an untruth 
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in a direct way. I am advised that even if the Minister said it, it was not a deliberate intent that the member 
told an untruth. I am taking advice from the Cleric, which most people in my position do. Although 
members may not give 100 per cent credence to my interpretation, I am sure they will to the Clerk's 
interpretation. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr LEWIS: The member for Floreat and I are reasonably good friends. There is no way I would impugn 
the integrity of the member for Floreat. If I offended her I am happy to withdraw the remark, but I did not 
make the comment with that intention. 

Members referred to the value of the land and queried the Government and commissioner's position. The 
value of $6m was a rule of thumb determination which I put on the land. I did that because it did not 
matter a tinker's cuss what it was valued at The City of Perth had that land endowed to it by the State 
Government for the future citizens of the City of Perth. When this Parliament decided to dissolve the City 
of Perth, all of its assets went into a pool. They were not quarantined until the Town of Cambridge was 
established. The member for Nollamara speaks of theft and I wonder how serious he is when he comes 
into a debate like this. It was done in good faith and the Government is staggered to learn that the Town of 
Cambridge has taken such a position on the basis of the value of a piece of real estate which nobody has 
really thought much about 

The fact is that it never belonged to the Town of Cambridge in the first place - it went into the pool to be 
divided between the new authorities by the City of Perth. The commissioners of the City of Perth who had 
responsibility for that pool made a decision to endow the land for $1. That is the truth. 

The member for Floreat speaks about a deal which was done two days before the local government 
elections. That is patently untrue because the minutes of the local authority and Cabinet will show that the 
agreement by the commissioners of the City of Perth was made many months before it was signed. I do 
not accept the emotive language about the Government doing a deal two days before the local government 
elections. Any good administrator would ensure that the administration which put in place an agreement 
with the Government would formalise it before the new council was established. 

If members opposite believe that what the Government has done with Kings Park is wrong, they should 
move a substantive motion decrying the Government for the action it has taken. 

MR OMODEI (Warren - Minister for Local Government) [4.48 pm]: I find it passing strange that this 
matter has been brought into the Parliament by the Opposition. I met the Town of Cambridge on Monday 
morning to discuss a range of issues and Bold Park and the endowment land did not rate a mention. As a 
matter of fact, the council was complimentary of the commissioners and the decisions they made. It is well 
known that the task given to the commissioners was a very large one, but due to the lack of time their 
activities were, in the end, constrained. I am sure that if the Government had tried to extend the time of the 
commissioners, it would have been accused of interfering with the process of local government. 

It must be recognised that the residents of Wembley, Floreat and City Beach have been asking for a.council 
of their own for more than 20 years. The situation with the split up of the land and the funding is that the 
Town of Cambridge was given the largest share of the infrastructure payments. The actual split up was 
Cambridge $12.48m, Victoria Park $9.75m and Vincent $11.45m. In addition, these towns, which have 
been described by the Opposition as the tiny towns, would be the envy of most local authorities in Western 
Australia, if not Australia. They are debt free, have brand new equipment and administration facilities and 
$lm in the bank; and the Town of Cambridge nets about $lm of revenue per annum from Wembley Golf 
Course. The only complaint that I have heard is in regard to Bold Park. My good friend Jack Marks is 
satisfied with his lot at Vincent. Mick Lee and his council at Victoria Park are well and truly satisfied. 

Mrs Roberts: Do you know that the Town of Vincent and Jack Marks want the Roberts Road depot? 

Mr OMODEI: The member for Glendalough will be pleased to know that Jack Marks' concerns in regard 
to that depot are in hand. The member is a bit out of touch. She should have a chat with him. 

The essential question is: Should Bold Park be in the hands of the Town of Cambridge or in the hands of 
the Kings Park Board? There was a time when I thought that land should be vested in the Town of 
Cambridge, but I do not think it has the expertise to manage an area of land of that size, so I admit that I 
did change my mind because I believe the Kings Park Board is better able to manage that area of land. 
Also, it crossed my mind, as a person who comes from a long way away from the city, that $1 OOm worth of 
that land had been zoned residential, yet everyone was willing to put that land into a park. My impression 
from talking to some of the councillors is that Bold Park was not apriority. Their regional facilities - their 
library and recreation centre - were more of a priority. 

A proposition has been put before the Town of Cambridge by the Minister for the Environment and the 
Minister for Planning, and that matter must be responded to in some way. I am sure that the friends of 
Bold Park would have had something to say about that issue, and I think all of that land would have gone 
into a park, but how would it be funded? If it were vested in the Town of Cambridge, which is what the 
member for Floreat has been advocating, how would it be funded? Should it be funded by a state grant? 

Dr Constable: You should fund it. It is a state facility. 

Mr OMODEI: Members opposite cannot have it both ways; either we have a Bold Park in the hands of the 
Town of Cambridge or we have a Bold Park in the hands of the Kings Park Board. 
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Dr Constable: That is not the issue. 

Mr OMODEI: It is the whole issue. How would the Town of Cambridge fund Bold Park if it were vested 
in that town? Some of the endowment lands have been taken out of Bold Park and will be used to fund the 
Kings Park Board in its management of the area. If members opposite are arguing that the Town of 
Cambridge is not getting enough money for its regional facilities out of the sale of those endowment lands, 
then let us debate that issue. I indicated in writing last week that I would be more than happy to talk to the 
Town of Cambridge if it was short of money for its regional facilities. 

This amendment is another stunt by the Opposition. I can tell the member for Glendalough that when it 
comes to my office, the lines of communication with regard to the restructure of the City of Perth have 
always been open. The restructure of the City of Perth has been very successful. The funny thing about it 
is that we hear about Bold Park only because it raises the emotions of people. If there is a shortage of 
funds with regard to regional facilities in the Town of Cambridge, it should let me know about it and we 
will deliberate on that matter. We have here a total abuse of the Address-in-Reply debate. We are getting 
a lot of little stunts every day where two speakers get up in the debate, and we then have an amendment to 
the Address-in-Reply where a range of speakers talk a lot of garbage. It is a waste and an abuse of the time 
of this Parliament. 

The restructure of the former City of Perth has gone very well. Next week I will be going to the Town of 
Vincent to launch its emblem and also to open its fIrst council meeting in its new offices. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! For the whole time that the Minister has been on his feet, 
there have been arguments from both sides of the Chamber - from the Minister for Disability Services, the 
member for Glendalough, the member for F10reat and the member for Nollamara. It is getting out of hand, 
and I ask those members to come to order when I call order and to refrain from arguing across the 
Chamber. 

Mr OMODEI: Those new facilities are excellent, and the council is very happy with them. We will deal 
with some outstanding matters. A week later, I will be going to the Town of Victoria Park to open its 
facilities. That council is more than happy with its lot. 

The Opposition has tried to beat the Government around the head in regard to the commissioners of the 
City of Perth. Everyone knows that when there is a restructure of a capital city, whether it is an 
amalgamation to make those cities bigger, as has occurred in the Eastern States, or a reduction in area, the 
normal procedure is that an Act of Parliament is passed and commissioners are put in place. I have been 
more than happy with the quality and workload of the commissioners of the City of Perth. One of the 
problems is that those disaffected members of the former City of Perth, who are carping and carrying on 
like schoolchildren instead of being proactive and taking the opportunity to assist the commissioners in the 
restructure, are trying to circumvent the commissioners. Had there been more cooperation, those things 
would have been done more quickly and to the greater satisfaction of the community. 

I am happy with what the commissioners have done. Some of the decisions were made at the eleventh 
hour. There was a great deal of activity that went back many months before the closing date for the 
commissioners, and they tried to finalise all of those works, many of them in the last few days. I do not see 
anything sinister about that. They were trying to finish the job. In reality, had we given them another four 
or five months to finish the job, they probably would have done it a lot better, but we could not do that 
because we wanted to allow the democratic process of local government elections to take place. 

The question of Bold Park has been resolved. I do not think anyone in Western Australia would have a 
problem with the concept of that park. If there is a problem with the allocation of funds, let us discuss that 
in a rational and sensible manner and get on with the business of governing this State. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [4.57 pm]: I am delighted that so many 
members of Parliament have taken such an interest in my electorate this afternoon. It is worth our while to 
reflect upon the bigger picture in regard to what has happened. The first thing that happened is that the 
Stephenson Highway road reserve was taken out of the middle of Bold Park. That had threatened Bold 
Park for decades. Secondly, the Government bought the Knightsbridge land for $3.5m and included it in 
Bold Park. Thirdly, Bold Regional Park was created, and land between Bold Park and the Cottesloe Golf 
Course, an area on which the friends of Bold Park placed a high value on environmental grounds, was 
incorporated within Bold Park. 

At the request of the local community, further areas of land along Rochdale Road were also included in 
Bold Park. In addition, an area through to the coast providing a coastal connection from the beach to Bold 
Park was included, creating a unique environment that went from the breakers right through the coastal 
dune system, increasing the size of Bold Regional Park by about 50 per cent. The management of Bold 
Park was put under the Kings Park Board, to provide professional management and to increase the stature 
and l?ng term use of Bold Park, because, in my lay opinion, the natural bushland of Bold Park is far 
supenor to that of Kings Park, and as Perth grows and more visitors come to Perth, people will go to Bold 
Park in greater numbers than is currently the case. 

As the Minister for Planning pointed out, the issue of the so-called death bend on West Coast Highway has 
been resolved. A lot has happened. Bold Regional Park has been created, the bend in the road has been 
~en out, extr~ land was purchased and included, and the whole area of Bold Park has been substantially 
mcreased. I thmk they are very good achievements. At the end of the day, no matter what the squabble is 
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about Bold Park in this House or in the local community, no-one can detract from the achievements that this Government has made with Bold Park. As the local member, I am immensely proud that those things have been achieved. 
There has been ongoing discussion and debate about some aspects of it In fact, the hockey club and other people have said that the Alderbury Reserve land was not park but playing fields and should be under the control of the Cambridge council. That was agreed to; there was no problem with that. Somebody else said that Bold Park had been defined to include all the area to the east of Perry Lakes Drive. That is the grassed area that is used for things like Garden Week, the recent Jamboree and parking for other events. The Government agreed that that was a valid point. Therefore, it agreed to create protocol for the joint use and management of that land. No-one had a problem with that. However, members do not need to take my word for it. A letter was sent to my electorate officer at my request from Graham Partridge, the Chief Executive Officer of the Town of Cambridge following a public meeting on 28 November that was attended by the Minister for the Environment and me, the member for Floreat and a number of other people. All those issues were discussed including the issues that we are discussing today. Out of that the Minister for the Environment and I made it clear that we would have a protocol for the management of that grassed area and we would return the Alderbury Reserve lands to the Town of Cambridge if that is what it wished. We did not want to manage playing field; nor did the Kings Park Board. We also decided that, on the sale of the land around St John's Wood, we would negotiate for some sort of revenue sharing. All of that was offered in front of 200 or 300 people in good faith. That was done on the back of all of the other decisions that were made to create what I think will be a wonderful regional park. It is already wonderful; it will be better. We should not lose sight of all of the good that has come out of the decision by this Government and my colleagues in their respective portfolios. I think it is an excellent outcome. 

There is a lot of concern about a conspiracy and theft. At the end of the day that is relatively unimportant compared with what has been created in the western suburbs. 
Mrs Roberts: For the benefit of the rest of your electorate, not for the ratepayers in the Town of Cambridge. 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: I do not have any problems with my constituents in the Town of Cambridge. Some people assume wrong motives of government. I assure all members of this House that this Government has done nothing other than to try to enhance and improve Bold Park. There is no ulterior motive or secret agenda. What else could there be? All we have done is make decisions, which I have listed, to create Bold Regional Park, not only for this generation but also for future generations. 
Mrs Roberts: But the money belongs to the ratepayers of the town, not to the Government I know that some of the councillors have been to see you about it 
Mr CJ. BARNETT: Yes, they have, and the member's ability is limited to focusing on that. Why can the member not see the great vision of Bold Regional Park? In correspondence dated 1 February 1996 from the Town of Cambridge, the chief executive officer said -

The Council also at its meeting held on 28 November 1995 following the Special Meeting of Electors held at the Floreat Civic Centre on 22 November 1995, in response to an offer from the Hon Minister for the Environment to further negotiate variations of the Deed of Agreement, resolved that: 

(i) is very encouraged by comments made by the Minister for the Environment at the Special Meeting of Electors held on 22 November 1995 and accordingly, seeks written confirmation of the terms and conditions of any offer being made to the Town in relation to the establishment and funding of the Bold Regional Park; 
(ii) is continuing to consider the matter and advises the Hon Minister for the Environment that it wishes to resolve these outstanding issues without further delay. 
The council is currently seeking legal advice - ... 

That is hardly a resolution of a council that is upset with the Government. Individual councillors and ratepayers believe that there has been theft by stealth and a secret agenda. However, at the end of the day, the people of that area and the visitors to our State and from elsewhere who will visit Bold Regional Park will forever recognise the vision and thank this Government for what it created. No matter how much members may argue about endowment money and how it was allocated, what has been created in Bold Regional Park is superb. It will be there forever because of the actions of my colleagues. Additional land not even asked for has been included in Bold Regional Park. Two parcels are to be sold and we have made it clear that we are prepared to negotiate a sharing of revenue from that land. 
Dr Constable: Why should the ratepayers negotiate for their own funds? You have missed the point. 
Mr CJ. BARNETT: No, I have not missed the point. The debate is not about focusing on whose land it was, who bequeathed it to whom, or who vested it in whom. The argument has gone around and around. Legal opinions have gone around and around. We should lift ourselves above the game and focus on the merit of the creation of Bold Regional Park. That is what the people of the western suburbs and all of Western Australia will appreciate and value. As the member for the area, that is what I value and will continue to talk about. 
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As to the money, there is room for negotiation. That has been made clear. The Town of Cambridge in its correspondence says it is pleased with that and is getting legal advice on the protocols of the sharing. I do not know why we have been talking about this today. 
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [5.08 pm]: I have listened to the debate with some interest in the Chamber and in my office and I want to ask a couple of questions because it seems to me that the Government has advanced an extraordinary argument. It seems to be saying that the end justifies the means. Bold Regional Park is a wonderful thing and we support that outcome. However, we have raised serious questions about the process. The Government has told us not to worry about the process; just look at the outcome. It is the old argument put by somebody who has rorted a process. The process is important. We have all discovered that on both sides of the House as a result of the events which occurred the 1980s. If the Government then had argued that the outcome was okay and that we should not worry about the process, the then Opposition would have been quite dismissive and scornful. 
Mr CJ. Barnett: As a Government. you did not have any processes or outcomes. It was the worst Government in Australia's history. 
Mr RIPPER: That is just partisan rubbish which is unworthy of the Leader of the House. That is the general argument which the Government has been putting forward; that is, do not worry about the process, the outcome is okay. However, I also want to raise a question about the outcome because my understanding is that the money which will flow from the land which is in dispute will go to the Kings Park Board which has been charged with the management of Bold Regional Park. I want to know whether the money has been diverted to the management of Kings Park because I understand from an interjection by the Minister for Disability Services that he thinks the previous Government starved the Kings Park Board of funds. It is interesting that he should make that interjection because that implies that the Government saw a problem with the funding of Kings Park and rather than respond to that problem in the way it should have, by making an allocation through the Budget. it ran a shonky process with regard to land that previously belonged to the Town of Cambridge. 

Mrs Roberts: A comment by the same Minister which probably was not picked up was that that is why the Government had to do that with Bold Park - because it needed the money for Kings Park:. That is what he said to his colleagues. 
Mr RIPPER: That concerns me greatly. We now do not even have an outcome that is satisfactory. There is at least a suspicion, confll1l1ed by the interjections by the Minister for Disability Services, that this is about getting more money into the Kings Park Board without having to make a budget allocation, so that Kings Park can be better managed. I would like the Minister for Planning to respond to this by way of interjection: Is this money to be used for the management of Kings Park? Can he give a guarantee that that is not what is going on? 
Mr Lewis: It was intended to put some capital work into Bold Regional Park: and it was an endeavour to put in place an endowment to allow for current funding in Bold Regional Park. That was the wellintentioned proposition. 

Mr RIPPER: Is the Minister saying that none of the money will go to Kings Park? 
Mr Lewis: It was supposed to be quarantined for Bold Regional Park:. That was the intention of the Government. 

Mr RIPPER: Is it the intention? Is the Minister saying that is the intention? 
Mr Lewis: The jurisdiction is not mine now; it is within the jurisdiction of the Minister for the Environment. That is what Cabinet decided. 
Dr Constable: Will Bold Park and Kings Park share staff? 
Mr Lewis: I cannot say that; it is not within my ministry. 
!"ir RIPPER: Unfortunately the Minister's responses are not very convincing. They must be set against the Interjections from the Minister for Disability Services, who seemed to have on his mind a shortage of funds for Kings Park and the need to do something about that. That is my concern. 
Mr Lewis: The intention in the Cabinet minute was that those funds would be quarantined for the use of Bold Park. That was the well-intentioned meaning of the Cabinet minute. 
Mr RIPPER: We need to know whether that intention of Cabinet that the Minister alleges will be translated into reality. 

M! Lewis: Y<?u have been a Cabinet Minister. To overcome something like that, you have to take another mInute to CabInet. 

Mr ~IPP~R: I hav<: seen plenty of interpretations of Cabinet minutes which are not necessarily in line with the IntentIOn stated In them. 

Mr CJ. Barnett: No, they do not. It was all nudge, nudge; wink, wink. 
Mr RIPPER: The Leader of the House seems to know how things are done. That gives me even more cause for c~)flcern. In conclusion, I will repeat my concern which the Minister has not satisfied. It is twofold: First, those opposite are using an outcome to justify a shonky process and are telling us not to 
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worry about that process; secondly, that outcome is not what it should be. There is stilI a lingering suspicion by many people that this is partly about getting more funds into the management of Kings Park at the expense of the Town of Cambridge, rather than by an explicit budget allocation, as it should be. 
Me Lewis: We will challenge you as an Opposition to bring a substantive motion into this Parliament decrying and denigrating the Government for the resolution it has made to establish the greater Bold Regional Park. You do that and we might respond 
Dr Constable: That is not the point. 
Me RIPPER: I agree, that is not the point. Again, that is simply using an outcome to avoid the criticism of the process. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

MrM.Bameu 
MrBridge 
MrBrown 
MrCatania 
Dr Constable 
Mr Cunningham 
Dr Edwards 

Mr Ainsworth 
Mr C.l Bameu 
MrBlaikie 
MrBoard 
MrBradshaw 
MrCourt 
MrCowan 
Mrs Edwardes 
Dr Hames 

Mr Riebeling 
MrLeahy 
MrThomas 
Mrs Hallahan 
MsAnwyl 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Dr Gallop 
MrGraham 
MrGrill 
Mrs Henderson 
Mr Kobelke 
Mr Marlborough 
MrMcGinty 

MrJohnson 
Mr Kieralh 
MrLewis 
Mr Marshall 
MrMcNee 
Mr Minson 
MrOsbome 
Mrs Parker 
Mr Prince 

Ayes (20) 

Noes (25) 

Pairs 

MrPendal 
MrRipper 
Mrs Roberts 
MrD.LSmilh 
Dr Watson 
Ms Warnock (feller) 

MrW.Smilh 
Mr Trenorden 
MrTubby 
Dr Turnbull 
Mrs van de Klashorst 
MrWiese 
Mr Bloffwitch (feller) 

MrShave 
Mr Strickland 
MrOmodei 
MrHouse 
MrNicholls 

Debate (on motion) Resumed 
DR HAMES (Dian ella) [5.19 pm]: During my speech I will concentrate on the issue of law and order. We are all aware that the problem of law and order was a major issue in the recent federal election, and in every State election and by-election in Western Australia for a large number of years. I have held a series of street meetings to which I invited between 300 and 350 people from small areas to meet around a certain street corner to discuss issues of concern to them. 
Once again the main issue raised by my electorate was law and order. In response, I organised a public meeting on law and order. I invited the Commissioner of Police and the Attorney General to that meeting which was attended by 350 people from my electorate. Discussions and presentations came from the floor. The residents voted on a series of recommendations from that public meeting. I will work my way through those recommendations. The first recommendation related to corporal punishment in schools. It was recommended that a survey of teachers be undertaken to determine what powers they wanted to discipline students. 

Mr KobeIke: Where was this meeting held? 
Dr HAMES: At the Yokine Recreation Centre. The member for Balcatta was kind enough to attend. 
Me KobeIke: I also attended. 
Dr HAMES: I am not presenting the exact list of recommendations made at that meeting. That list has subsequently been discussed in our party room and some recommendations have already been adopted. This is a summary of those recommendations. Since that meeting a survey of school principals has been conducted to ascertain their response to the concept of corporal punishment. That was overwhelmingly rejected. I do not disagree with that. 
The next recommendation related to corporal punishment in law and the suggestion was that a referendum be held to ascertain the feeling of the community on that, and on which offences should be subject to corporal punishment I have mixed feelings on this issue. I equate caning to the caning that the Acting Speaker (Me Day) and I experienced in Guildford Grammar School, where it was administered across the rump, normally without having to do too much terribly wrong. Although it did not leave any permanent marks, if it was administered properly it could leave significant bruising. If the master were vindictive, as 
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occurred in one case in particular, he would manage to get the cane to curl around one's rump to strike a more sensitive spot on one's front and cause a little more damage. However, if one equates caning with punishment in Singapore and certainly as it was administered in the past in South Africa, one finds it a totally different type of caning. They use a rattan cane. Certainly a large cane with a sharp edge can inflict significantly greater damage than a school caning. There was a newspaper report on caning and one of my constituents presented his case to me. A rattan cane causes severe damage. It not only strikes the buttocks, but also bites deeply into them, sometimes 2 cm or 3 cm, causing permanent scarring and sometimes damaging the perineal muscle which can result in incontinence of faeces in the long term. That is a more significant and barbaric punishment In these days of equality, where females are expected to receive the same sorts of punishment as men, and if, as is the case in South Africa, the person wielding that cane tends to be someone of much larger dimensions and more muscular than I, significant damage can be done. I am strongly opposed to that sort of caning; it is barbaric. 
I can understand a case being raised for using the cane as part of a total punishment where we are trying to keep offenders out of gaol, yet want a more significant punishment than just a rap over the knuckles and sending them on their way. For example, I could be convinced in cases such as car theft by repeat offenders that perhaps "six of the best" across the buttocks as part of their punishment was a reasonable alternative. However, I would be prepared to listen to arguments against that before suggesting that that should proceed. The recommendation that came from the Liberty Party committee on law and order was that a referendum be held to consider that aspect 
Me Kobelke: This public meeting also heard the ideas of the community action legislation lobby. What is the relationship between the member for Dianella and this group? 
Dr HAMES: There is no relationship. The meeting was not organised by CALL. I received submissions from CALL, as I am sure did the member for Nollamara. 
Me Kobelke: The meeting had their posters at the front of the hall. 
Dr HAMES: A gentleman from CALL attended another meeting at which I was present. He asked whether he could attend the meeting, hand out brochures and have an opportunity to speak; I said yes. I was prepared to give everybody the opportunity to have a say. That group received enormous support for the first half of its speech; however, it was booed and jeered over the second half of the speech, and for good reason, because in a sense it was promoting anarchy, with vigilante groups out on the streets with clubs fighting the criminals. I do not support that point of view. 
Mr Kobelke: Didn't the member for Dianella know that was their approach when he invited them to speak at the meeting? 

Dr HAMES: No. Their views were nowhere near as extreme when I heard them at another meeting. Their concerns sounded genuine, and some of their methods seemed reasonable, so I was prepared to give them an opportunity to speak. I have had no communication with them since that meeting, nor do I have any intention of communicating with them, because I find their views extreme. I believe that the views that were presented initially were a shield for what lay underneath. 
Mr Kobelke: I appreciate that the member has taken that stand, because I left that meeting believing it was a joint meeting of Liberal Party members and CALL. That meeting was held shortly after the Oklahoma bombing and the types of things they were espousing were akin to that of the people who killed the children in Oklahoma. They believed it was okay to kill people if they were construed as a threat to law and order. That is totally unacceptable. 
Dr HAMES: I agree with those comments. Certainly if the member for Nollamara had that impression that is not the impression that we tried to give. Perhaps the member was not present at the start of the meeting when it was made clear that there was no association with that group. 
Mr Kobelke: I thought that, because at the start of the meeting your chair said that CALL would be given special time later in the meeting. 
Dr HAMES: That is true. They asked for that prior to the meeting and I said yes. It was a public open meeting for anyone who wanted to present a point of view. Some of the points of view that were presented were fairly radical and I totally disagreed with them, but I agreed with some other views. It was a public meeting open to anybody. If the member for Nollamara had sought leave to speak he would have been given the same opportunity. 
The next point related to sentencing. The recommendation was that minimum sentences be legislated for ca: ~heft, assault, intimidation, breaking and entering, burglary, sexual offences and armed robbery and that minimum sentences should be specified for first, second and third offences, increasing in severity with an emphasis on punishment for the third and sub~quent offences. This point was felt strongly by the ~ommunity who were of the impression, as has been expressed by many people recently, that the judiciary IS not providing sentences of sufficient severity for more serious crimes, and is not reflecting the attitude of the community towards sentencing in crime. I agree with those points of view. I understand the difficult task of the judiciary. I understand that it is in a much better position to judge the sentences required, based on what comes before it. However,like many other members of the community, I cannot help feeling that ~e judiciary is not providing adequate sentences for more severe criminal offences. If that is not true, and If I have the wrong impression, the judiciary has. an enormous task in educating the public and the law 
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makers that we are wrong and it is providing sentences of adequate severity. That is certainly not my 
opinion or the opinion of many other members of Parliament or the community, who want to see minimum 
sentences for crimes that are more severe. 

My next point relates to automatic remission. The recommendation was that automatic remission of 
sentence be abolished, and earned remission as an incentive for good behaviour be reduced to 25 per cent 
from the 33.3 per cent of the sentence handed down by the court. 

I understand that prisoners almost automatically get a 33.5 per cent reduction in their sentences and up to a 
further one-third for good behaviour. That more than anything incenses the people of my electorate. They 
see people convicted for 18 months and in six months they are out That is not so bad where the crime has 
not been particularly severe. With more severe criminal offences it seems that people are getting out 
within one-third to one-half of the time for which they were convicted. I have been told by people working 
in our prisons that some remission must be given for good behaviour, because otherwise management 
would be extremely difficult. There would be no encouragement for a prisoner to behave well while in 
prison. Certainly prisoners' behaviour is extremely important to the number of officers who are trying to 
manage so many prisoners. Therefore, some degree of incentive is extremely important. Perhaps the 
percentage of remission could decrease as the crimes become more serious. The current remission 
provisions are excessive. 

Mr Trenorden: That might apply with a short sentence like a year. 

Dr HAMES: That is true. Someone with a short sentence who is extremely well behaved and shows 
remorse is in a different situation. There must be more flexibility and less opportunity to provide large 
amounts of remission for criminals who commit crimes .we regard as being severe. 

The next recommendation reads -

That three levels of imprisonment be provided for: 

a. Short term/minimum security with rehabilitation programs for first offenders of 
less serious crimes. 

b. Maximum security for repeat offenders, with opportunity for rehabilitation. 

c. Imprisonment with hard labour for hard core offenders (serious and repeat 
offenders). 

Again that received a lot of community support. I guess the people I have heard talk at length about the 
rehabilitation of criminals would say that such recommendations are offensive; that they do not work; that 
there is no point in having them; and that the longer we have people in prison the less chance there is for 
rehabilitation. Where are the rights of the poor old victim of crime who has been assaulted or had his or 
her house broken into? Where are the rights of the people who are suffering the crimes? Why is it that 
someone who has broken into his house and assaulted them should be out on the street in six months or a 
year, especially when that person has committed a similar crime over and over again? The community 
wants to keep those people off the streets. The community does not care if they get rehabilitated. 

Mr Ripper: Is the problem not that so many people who break and enter are never caught? The conviction 
rate is so low that they have a better than one in 10 chance of getting off scot-free. 

Dr HAMES: That is true and I will get to that later. Many people do not care if those people are not 
rehabilitated. They want them off the streets and out of their lives so that they cannot commit the crimes 
again. This applies particularly to sexual offenders. People want them punished and they want them out of 
their hair. It is too bad if they have had problems at home when they were young or problems with drugs. 
People do not want to take that into consideration with serious and repeat offenders. They want them off 
the streets and somewhere where they cannot commit the crimes again. The success of rehabilitation of 
serious and repeat offenders is very low. There is no point in giving those people large remissions. The 
odds are that when they get out they will do exactly the same thing again. 

If I may refer briefly to capital punishment for the really severe offences, I suppose it is not just about the 
really severe offenders, like the Bernies who are in jail for 20 and 30 years, who tend not to reoffend. It is 
about people who have often committed some sexual molestation or some such activity and are imprisoned 
for five or 10 years. They tend to re-offend. They should be locked away for a longer term, not like the 
Mickelbergs who stole some money and were locked away forever. People who commit serious offences 
of bodily harm, whether sexual or physical interference, need to be locked away for long periods. I 
strongly support the changes brought about by this Government to do that. 

The last point that was raised involved an awareness campaign. It reads -

That a statewide public awareness campaign (press, television and pamphlets) be undertaken to: 

a. Explain the purpose and effects of new sentencing provisions and restore public 
confidence and understanding of their rights in criminal law . 

More than that there needs to be an awareness campaign to increase people's efforts to report and respond 
to crime. I understand that when some serious offences have occurred lately people walked past and did 
not want to get involved. They did not think it was their business and they did not want to report them to 
the police. Therefore, the police had no opportunity to respond quickly. We need an awareness campaign 
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not only to let people know what are their rights and how the laws have changed but also to explain the 
things they must do in order to protect themselves and others. I wiII speak later on that topic. 

One of the other major issues that was raised at this street corner meeting was the right to defend oneself in 
one's own home. The people felt that their home was their castle and that people should not be able to 
enter it They felt they should not be responsible for having to decide what levels of defence they may use 
in order not to go over the top. I agree that it seems extremely unfair that a 16 year old breaking into 
someone's house should have someone pull out a gun and say, "Good, I have got you now" and then shoot 
them. Perhaps that is going over the top. On the other hand, that 16 year old should not be in there in the 
flrst place. I am not advocating people being able to shoot anyone entering their home - most of us do not 
have rifles. I certainly do not have any weapon in my house and I do not advocate people going out and 
buying them. However, if someone is standing on a street looking at a house and trying to work out 
whether they will break in they do not know whether the person living there has a gun licence or a gun in 
the house. They decide to take that risk and that is their decision. They take a risk in relation to the level 
of violence they may encounter because they are invading someone's castle and privacy. The person 
within that house should have the ability to defend himself in whatever manner he thinks flt if he is 
protecting his home, family and property. 

We have made some changes - and even I do not know exactly what they are - to the laws to address that 
issue. However, this needs to be made clear not only to members of Parliament but also to the public. This 
needs to be part of the education campaign so that people know their rights when their property is broken 
into and so that someone thinking of breaking into someone else's house will think again before they go 
ahead. 

Having said that I support increases in penalties and changes to the penalties, there are some things that we 
need to remember. Despite the fact that I support those changes to the law, that we have already made 
many changes to the laws to increase penalties and the fact that there has been an increase in the number of 
prisoners from 1 900 to 2 250 since this Government came to offIce and that we now have the highest rate 
of juvenile incarceration, and despite the fact that we are following our commitment to increase police 
numbers on the beat to 800 by the end of our term, still we are not winning the flght in relation to law and 
order. If members were to ask the community whether the Government had done much, the answer would 
be no. People do not understand the changes we have made and they have not seen the effects on the street 
because, despite everything we have done, the crime rate is just as bad as it ever was, and in many cases it 
is worse. 

While the police are solving a very high percentage of homicide, rape and other serious offences, the 
success rate in solving burglaries - which is the major problem in Western Australia - is very poor. We ask 
ourselves what we should do. We are doing our best and we are changing all these laws. We are getting 
people into prison so successfully that soon we will have to build more prisons. What on earth do we do to 
address this problem? We need to address a number of issues. First, we need greater cooperation between 
the police and the community. People are involved in Neighbourhood Watch but the personnel are 
sometimes not available to respond appropriately. People are unhappy with the lack of success in solving 
break and entry crimes and as a result often do not report them. At the moment there is a lack of 
cooperation between the police and the community. 

We also need much better coordination ofresources. The available resources are not yet being used as well 
as they should be. This Delta program will go a long way to addressing that issue by creating regions that 
will have a much better internal focus and greater autonomy and the person in charge will be better able to 
coordinate services such as the mounted police, the mobile police and smaller groups such as the graffIti 
coordination unit and so on. We need a much greater level of involvement in those things. We also need a 
commitment by this Government to increase resources, not only to achieve the promise of 800 extra police 
on the beat but also to provide signiflcantly greater ability for the police on the beat to respond quickly in 
order to improve that poor success rate. 

We need to address problems within the community relating to lack of self-protection. We need to do 
more than undertake the advertising campaigns encouraging women to protect themselves more 
effectively, and we need to get people to protect their property more effectively, not just by using engravers 
and putting numbers on their property and not just by addressing the laws relating to outlets such as Cash 
Converters. We need people to install alarms. I have an alarm on my house. I know they are expensive, 
but we cannot have police on every corner. People will have to take more responsibility for their own 
protection. Alarms on both cars and houses are an essential component in the flght against crime in 
Western Australia. 

We m.ust also undertake an urgent review of Neighbourhood Watch. Neighbourhood Watch has lost some 
effectIveness because it is now difficult to get people involved and to get area coordinators. That is where 
~e advertising and awareness campaign must begin. We must make it worthwhile for people to be 
Involved and we must also make it clear that police cannot be on every corner and that the only way people 
~n help to protect themselves is to work together. I have not been active in this area but I think it is 
Incumbent upon me and all other members of Parliament to take a much greater role in Neighbourhood 

al
Wlatch and to try to ensure that we work together as a community to fight crime. We cannot say that it is 
. .~ hard. and that someone else should solve the problem - the Government or the police. We as 
IndiViduals In our own homes have a large responsibility to look after the property of our neighbours and 
our own property by providing more adequate protection. 
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I now wish to raise the issue of organised crime and drugs. It has been made very clear by members of the 
Police Force that organised crime is behind a very large percentage of burglaries. Those involved get 
young children hooked on drugs and then, because the drugs are so expensive, in order to feed their habit, 
these children are being given lists of goods that they should steal. They break into properties and steal 
these goods and the drug barons act as fences. They then give the children money to buy the drugs or they 
supply the drugs themselves. The legislation that is being introduced, such as the Listening Devices Bill, is 
essential, as are increased police resources to crack down on organised crime. That gets to the root of a big 
percentage of crime in Western Australia. If we address that we can significantly reduce the amount of 
crime committed - the petty crime and not just the more serious offences. 

I believe that we need to increase penalties to punish adequately serious and repeat offenders and to 
remove them from the community. We should still pursue rehabilitation programs, especially with 
juveniles, because there are people who can be rehabilitated and every effort should be made to achieve 
that However, most importantly, we must undertake a range of measures to increase police presence and 
community activity to prevent crime occurring in the frrst place. It is all very well to throw people in gaol 
when they have committed a crime, but the prime aim of this Parliament must to prevent the crimes being 
perpetrated in the first place. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mrs Parker. 

House adjourned at 5.50 pm 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

FIRE BRIGADES - INSURANCE COVER, DEATH BENEFITS FOR 
VOLUNTEERS WITH NO DEPENDANTS 

2. Mr PENDAL to the Minister for Emergency Services: 

329 

(1) Under what statute, regulation or authority is the figure of $4 000 set for the compensation payout upon the death of a single fU'efighter? 
(2) Will the Minister act to bring about a more equitable figure? 
(3) If so, when? 

Mr WlESE replied: 

(1) Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Act 1981. 
(2)-(3) I am pleased to advise that Cabinet has agreed to my proposal that the State Government take out additional insurance to cover members of both volunteer Bush Fire Brigades and volunteer Western Australian Fire Brigades in the event of the death of a volunteer with no dependants. The added insurance cover and the State Government's top up amount will now enable a total death benefit of up to $240 000 to be paid to the estate of a volunteer emergency worker, irrespective of whether they had dependants. Pending permanent arrangements being put in place, the State Government will also extend the top up death benefit to other emergency response volunteers, equivalent to that offered to Bush Fire Brigade volunteers under the Bush Fires Act. As a result, in the event of the death of a volunteer member of the State Emergency Service, the Western Australian Fire Brigades Board or the Sea Search and Rescue organisations, the Government will provide an ex-gratia payment to the dependants or the estate equivalent to the payment which would be made to a Bush Fire Brigades volunteer (currently approximately $138 (00). 

The coalition Government is committed to the support of our volunteers who spend numerous hours away from their place of employment and their families while providing the community with an essential emergency volunteer service and it is important that each one is entitled to equal benefits in the event of a tragedy. 
DENTAL SERVICES - CARNARVON DENTAL THERAPY CLINIC, CLOSURE 

6. Mr LEAHY to the Minister for Health: 
(1) Is the Minister aware that the Carnarvon Dental Therapy Clinic has been closed since September 1995? 
(2) Is the ongoing closure due to the inability of the Health Department to recruit a dental therapist on a part-time basis? 
(3) If so, will the Minister immediately revert the status of this clinic to a full-time facility so that a qualified dental therapist can be recruited and children in Carnarvon can access dental services available to all other young Western Australians? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) No. There is a problem recruiting both full and part time dental therapist staff for country areas and further recruitment is being progressed. Regardless of the recruitment, it is planned to have a dental therapist in Carnarvon by late June 1996. 
(3) Not applicable. 

PAMPHLET DELIVERERS - CONTRACTUAL ARRANGEMENTS INQUIRY 
13. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Labour Relations: 

(1) Has the Minister, any ministerial officer or any officer employed in any department or agency under the Minister's control, investigated the wages and/or conditions under which pamphlet deliverers are employed? 
(2) Has the Minister received a request to undertake such an investigation? 
(3) Who was the request received from? 
(4) What investigation was undertaken? 
(5) How extensive was the investigation? 
(6) How many -

(a) employers or companies; 
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(b) employees or deliverers, 

were spoken to or interviewed? 

(7) Did the enquiry include examining the hourly rate or the contract rate paid to such 
deliverers? 

(8) If so, what was the hourly rate or contract rate? 

(9) Has any calculation been made on the hourly rate that is paid to such employees or 
deliverers? 

(10) What is that rate? 

(11) Does the Government intend to introduce legislation to provide a minimum rate for such 
deliverers? 

(12) When will that legislation be introduced? 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) The matter was referred by a member of Parliament subsequent to an investigation being 
conducted by the Department of Productivity and Labour Relations. 

(3) 

(4) 

Mr Eoin Cameron, member for Stirling. 

The parties involved were interviewed to assess the nature of the contractual 
arrangements involved. 

(5)-(6) 

(7) 

The investigation was confined to this particular case. 

Yes. 

(8) 

(9) 

The contracted piece rate was $17 for the delivery of 1 000 pamphlets. 

No. 

(10) Not applicable. 

(11) No case has been demonstrated that legislative change is warranted. 

(12) Not applicable. 

HOMES WEST - RIGHT TO BUY SCHEME 
Sales to Tenants in Morley. Beechboro. Lockridge. Eden Hill. Bassendean. Ashfield 

41. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Housing: 

How many houses has Homeswest sold to tenants under the Right to Buy scheme in -

(a) Morley; 

(b) Beechboro; 

(c) Lockridge; 

(d) Eden Hill; 

(e) Bassendean; 

(f) Ashfield? 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 

(a) 6 
(b) 15 
(c) 13 
(d) 3 
(e) 3 
(f) 2 

HOSPITALS - JOONDALUP 
Contract. Criteria/or Selecting Tenderer Released 

57. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Health: 

(1) Has the Minister read the reports of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of 
Government and other Matters? 

(2) If so, does the Minister intend to comply with the recommendations and spirit of the 
royal commission findings in the way he manages the health portfolio? 

(3) If so, does the Minister agree that open and accountable Government, as understood and 
articulated by the royal commission, means the Government should release the criteria it 
used to select the tenderer for Joondalup Hospital? 
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(4) Can the Minister explain how the decision of the Government not to release the criteria conforms with the spirit and recommendations of the royal commission? (5) If so, what is the explanation? 
(6) Why does an open and accountable Government not require the Government to release these details? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 
(1)-(2) Yes. 
(3)-(4) The criteria and sub-criteria was released to the proponents in June 1995 and to the public in July 1995. The weightings to the criteria was released following the announcement of the preferred proponent and the weightings applied to the sub-criteria will be made available after the completion of the contract documentation. (5)-(6) Not applicable. 

EMPLOYMENT - DlFFICUL TIES FOR PEOPLE OVER 45 AND 50 YEARS; GOVERNMENT INITIATIVES 59. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Labour Relations: 
(1) Is the Minister/Government aware of the difficulties people over 45 and 50 years of age have obtaining a job? 
(2) What steps does the Government propose to implement to encourage employers to employ people over this age? 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 
The issues raised in the member's question do not fall with my ministerial jurisdiction. MENTAL HEALTH BILL - INTRODUCTION DATE 71. Mr PENDAL to the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the Government's plans to introduce a new Mental Health Bill this session and ask-(1) when does the Minister propose to introduce the Bill; 
(2) does the Minister have a deadline for its passage, and if so, what is the deadline date; (3) in view of public interest in the Bill, will the Minister undertake to bring it to a speedy conclusion? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 
(1) As soon as it is completed, which is anticipated to be in the spring session of Parliament this year. 
(2) No, but it will be as soon as possible. 
(3) Yes. 

ROSS RIVER VIRUS - CASES REPORTED TO HEALTH DEPARTMENT 72. Mr PENDAL to the Minister for Health: 
(1) What number of reported cases of Ross River virus have been received by the department in each of the past five years? 
(2) What reasons are there for the rise? 
(3) What action, if any, is being taken by the department to minimise the disease's impact in Western Australia? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) 1991 139 
1992 714 
1993 173 
1994 97 
1995 209 

Ross River virus occurs throughout Australia in natural cycles wherever seasonal conditions allow. 
(2) The 1995-96 epidemic of Ross River virus has occurred throughout the south west of Western Australia because of favourable climatic conditions of heavy rainfall during spring and early summer. These conditions occurred for a prolonged period through spring into early summer into the school holidays. This meant that more people than usual were exposed to biting mosquitoes while engaged in outdoor recreational activities. 
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In 1990 the Health Department established an ongoing program to minimise the health 
impact of Ross River virus. consisting of -

(a) Fortnightly, year round surveillance of Ross River virus and its vector 
mosquitoes at 36 sites in the area of greatest risk between Mandurah and 
Busselton. 

(b) Health driven mosquito control in collaboration with local authorities based on 
killing mosquito larvae in their aquatic breeding sites. 

(c) Public education concerning mosquito avoidance. consisting of information 
pamphlets, a video and public warning via the media wherever climatic 
conditions or the surveillance program indicate impending risks of Ross River 
virus. 

(d) Research into the environmental impacts of runneling (minimal drainage) of 
saltmarsh mosquito breeding areas with a view to altering the drainage 
permanently if the environmental impact is small. 

WORKPLACE AGREEMENTS - CONTAINING BELOW AWARD PAY, 
MINISTER'S ESTIMATE 

102. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Labour Relations: 

(1) Is the Minister aware of an article that appeared in The West Australian on 7 February 
1996 that reported 'Labour Relations Minister Graham Kierath said yesterday he 
predicted in 1993 that up to 20 per cent of workplace agreements registered in W A would 
contain below-award pay'? 

(2) . Does the news article accurately reflect what the Minister said? 

(3) If not. exactly what did the Minister say? 

(4) Did the Minister estimate. in percentage or other terms. the number of workplace 
agreements that would contain below-award pay? 

(5) What was the Minister's estimate? 

Mr KlERA TH replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2)-(5) This article is correct to the extent that I predicted, in the course of an interview in 1993, 
that up to 20 per cent of workplace agreements would be registered with below award 
rates of pay. However, during that same interview, I did point out that I expected the 
great majority of workplace agreements registered in Western Australia to have improved 
wages and conditions. I also said that I expected that there would be some instances 
where award rates would be a barrier to employment, especially for young people, and 
that the ability to reduce wage rates through a workplace agreement would lead to more 
jobs being created. I also anticipated that there would be cases where employers and 
employees might need to agree voluntarily to reduce wages temporarily in order for the 
fmn to remain in business, with the expectation that wages would rise again in the future. 

In these situations and also for award free employees, the Minimum Conditions of 
Employment Act 1993 provides a safety net of conditions with a statutory minimum 
wage below which wages cannot fall. 

WORKPLACE AGREEMENTS - FINANCE INDUSlRY 
Family Leave Entitlements Increase; Extra Four Weeks Unpaid Leave Option 

120. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Labour Relations: 

(1) Is the Minister aware of an article that appeared in The West Australian on 7 February 
1996 which reported an agreement negotiated between the finance industry and the 
Finance Sector Union resulted in staff having their family leave entitlements increased 
and being given the option of an extra four weeks' unpaid leave? 

(2) Is the Minister aware of any similar arrangements contained in workplace agreements 
registered with the Workplace Commissioner? 

(3) What type of provisions are contained in 
agreement negotiated in the finance industry? 

workplace agreements which match the 

Mr KlERA TH replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) I am aware of similar provisions contained in some workplace agreements registered for 
the public sector in Western Australia which provide for up to five days' family leave 
using the employee's accrued sick leave entitlement and the option of an extra four 
weeks' unpaid annual leave. 
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(3) As in (2) for the public sector. The member is aware that workplace agreements registered for the private sector are confidential. 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE - HEALTH RELATED COSTS 

ISO. Dr WATSON to the Ministerfor Health: 
(1) Further to question on notice 626 of 1995 and its answer, will the Minister now reveal what the health related costs of domestic violence are? 
(2) If not, why not? 
(3) Will the Minister table the report (to which I made a submission) on these costs? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 
(1) It is not possible to estimate precisely the cost impact of domestic violence on the health system at the present time. 
(2) Systems of reporting and data collection are not well enough developed at the present time. 
(3) No. The Health Department study of the cost implications of family and domestic violence on the health system was very preliminary and does not provide a useful estimate. The survey methodology was a questionnaire forwarded to regional health authorities. None of the health authorities has access to data which enables estimation of the services consumed as a direct and indirect result of family and domestic violence or the cost of delivering such services. A more comprehensive study was attempted by the family and domestic violence task force. 

HOSPITALS - ARMADALE-KELMSCOTT MEMORIAL 
Additional Funding 

IS7. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister for Health: 
(1) Will Armadale-Kelmscou Memorial Hospital receive additional funding as a result of the Government's recent announcement of increased funding to hospitals? 
(2) If yes -

(a) by what amount; 
(b) is the money for particular purposes; 
(c) if yes, what are they? 

(3) If no, why not? 
Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1)-(3) Details of funding arrangements to individual hospitals have not yet been finalised. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

MINIM COVE DEVELOPMENT, MOSMAN PARK - FOSS, HON PETER, 1986 MEETING WITH HEALTH DEPARTMENT OFFICIALS 
30. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for Health: 
Notice has been given of this question. I have tried through ordinary channels for nearly a week to obtain this information. I refer the Minister to the Minim Cove development at Mosman Park. Did not Hon Peter Foss in 1986 at a meeting with officials of the Health Department advise against proceeding with this development on the basis of future legal liabilities? 
Mr PRINCE replied: 
As the member for Maylands said, it is correct that she gave notice of this question earlier this morning. I have sent the question to both my office and the Health Department for a reply. Shortly before we commenced this afternoon I explained to the member that I had not yet received the information to answer her question. I undertook to pass that to her as soon as it was to hand. I regret that I am not in a position to answer her question. If she puts it on notice, it will be answered as soon as the information is available. 

SCHOOL BUSES - COLLEGE ROW SCHOOL, BUNBURY 
Wheelchair Bus/rom Queensland. De/ects 

31. Mr OSBORNE to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
(1) Is the Minister aware that a wheelchair bus for the College Row School in Bunbury, which was ordered from Queensland in August 1994, has just been delivered to the school? 
(2) Is .t~e Minister aware also that this bus has significant defects, including the only door sometimes frulmg to open and an inoperative air-conditioning system? 
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(3) Will the Minister take action within the Department of Transport to recognise the special and 
urgent needs of the College Row School for transport of its students? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 
I have sought advice from the Minister for Transport. 

(1) Yes. The bus is to provide a better service for the needs of the students. 

(2) Yes. The cause of the problem is insufficient power to operate the door and the air-conditioning 
system of that vehicle. 

(3) Yes. The transport needs of special education students in and around Bunbury is being reviewed 
by the Department of Transport in consultation with the school bus advisory committee in order to 
best meet the requirements of those students and to resolve the problems that have been correctly 
and embarrassingly identified by the member for Bunbury. 

MRSA (GOLDEN STAPH) - OUTBREAK AT ROYAL PERTH HOSPITAL 

32. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

(1) Has there been another outbreak of the life threatening golden staph, or more accurately MRSA, at 
Royal Perth Hospital, forcing the closure of a ward? 

(2) What is the extent of the problem and what is being done about it? 

(3) Why have the public not been informed? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1)-(3) I thank the member for the question because I was not aware that there had been an outbreak of 
golden staph at Royal Perth Hospital. As the member knows, it is an extremely serious matter that 
should be attended to straightaway, and in my view it is also a matter about which the public 
should be informed. I thank the member for bringing it to my attention. I shall take measures 
immediately to find out exactly what is going on and what the extent of the outbreak is, if there is 
one. If the member wishes, I will convey that information to him as soon as I have it. 

POLICE ACT - SECTION 50 AMENDMENTS 

33. Mr DAY to the Minister for Police: 

I refer to proposals to amend section 50 of the Police Act, which deals with police powers to demand name 
and address. 

(1) When will such amendments be introduced? 

(2) If this will not occur this year, what is the reason? 

Mr WIESE replied: 

(1)-(2) I thank the member for some notice of this question. It is my desire to introduce reforms to the 
Police Act That legislation will include amendments to section 50. It is my desire to bring them 
into the Parliament this year. However, whether that will be achieved will depend on the 
Government's legislative program and the debates in this Parliament. I am not able to give an 
unconditional guarantee that that will occur. 

Mr Catania interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Balcatta. 

Mr WIESE: The proposed amendments to the Police Act will include amendments to section 50. 

ED'S GOURMET DELI & NEWS AGENCY - CLOSURE 

34. Mrs ROBERTS to the Premier: 

I refer the Premier to the scandalous case of Ed's Gourmet Deli which was forced to close after a complaint 
initiated by the Minister for Planning. 

(1) How can the Premier, as the leader of a Government that professes to support small business and 
families, stand by while one of his Ministers forces a small business to shut its doors and a family 
to go broke and sell its possessions? 

(2) Why has the Premier not taken any action on this issue? 

Mr COURT replied: 

Before I answer the question I take this opportunity to congratulate the new member for Kalgoorlie for 
winning the Kalgoorlie by-election. She represents one of the most exciting electorates in this State. If I 
were not representing Nedlands I would like to be representing the goldfields. 

Mr McGinty: You would have trouble getting elected. 

Mr Brown: It will be interesting to see the nominations for the next election. 
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Mr COUR T: One never knows if one does not have a go. 
(1)-(2) All businesses must operate within the laws. It does not matter whose business it is or where it is located; a businessman must operate within the laws regardless of whether they are local, state or federal laws. I come from a small business background and I know that sometimes the laws drive one mad. However, one must operate within them. 

ED'S GOURMET DELI & NEWS AGENCY • CLOSURE 
Letter to Premier, Request to Meet with Mr Juras 

35. Mrs ROBERTS to the Premier: 
I refer to a letter sent to the Premier dated 21 February 1996 in which the member for Riverton requested him to meet with his constituent Mr Eddie Juras, the former proprietor of Ed's Gourmet Deli. 
(1) 

(2) 

Why has the Premier refused to meet with Mr Juras or even provide a written response? 
Is the Premier trying to protect one of his Ministers whose action directly forced a small business to shut its doors and a family to go broke? 

Mr COURT replied: 
(1)-(2) I am not aware of that letter. I am certainly not in the business of trying to protect anyone. I will answer the question when I check that that correspondence is with me. 

HOSPICE CARE· ST JOHN OF GOD HOSPITAL MURDOCH, 20 BED HOSPICE 
PROJECT; FUTURE DEMAND 

36. Mr BOARD to the Minister for Health: 
St John of God Hospital, Murdoch, is involved in a project to build a 20 bed hospice. I understand there is a shortage of hospice bed space, particularly south of the river. Can the Minister indicate whether there is a shortage of hospice bed space and the likely demand for this service in the future? 
Dr Gallop: Remember Mt Henry? 
The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr Marlborough: He arrived on a bulldozer. 
The SPEAKER: Order! I should really call the member for Peel formally to order, but I will not do so on this occasion. However, I ask for his cooperation. 
Mr PRINCE replied: 
I expect that all members accept that those people who are dying have the right to receive palliative care. 
Dr Gallop: There was a unit at Mt Henry. 
The SPEAKER: Order! 

Dr Watson: What about mental health? 
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Kenwick. 
Mr PRINCE: Well over 90 per cent of the palliative care available for terminally ill patients is provided to people dying from cancer. 

Dr Watson: People die from other diseases apart from cancer. 
Mr PRINCE: The figures supplied to me show that about 27 per cent of the population who died in 1991 were cancer patients and there has been a slight rise in that figure since then and it is now approximately 28 per cent. With the ageing population and the increasing frequency of cancer among older people it is certainly expected that there will be a greater and an increasing need for palliative care in the years to come. This will apply particularly when the post war baby boomers reach that stage of life. 
It seems that at least 90 per cent of all palliative care is administered to people who are dying of cancer, and I accept that there are many other causes of death. There is an imbalance in the provision of, and a great need for, palliative care for cancer patients. 
St John of God Murdoch is therefore to be congratulated for proceeding with the construction of a 20 bed hospice. I had the pleasure this morning of meeting the St John of God executive and I was told that the hospice is an acute service and that it is intended that those beds will be for acute patients. The palliative car~ that is otherwise delivered will be delivered in conjunction with organisations such as Silver Chain, whIch I commend for its work in the community. Most palliative care will therefore be delivered to people at home. Hospices will, as they have in the past, act as a respite centre or for those who are in need of an acute bed. 

The delivery of palliative care is therefore related not only to the number of beds but very much more to the community structure and framework that may be resourced out of hospices attached to places such as St John of God Murdoch and other services. The fact that St John of God Murdoch will have a 20 bed hosp.ice is good and I commend the organisation for constructing it. However, there is also the need for a conSIderably increased service to provide palliative care to people in their home. 
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EDUCATION DEPARTMENT - CLEANING OF SCHOOLS 
Contract Cleaners, Monitoring Cleaning Standards 

37. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Education: 

I refer to the previous Education Minister's zealous approach to privatising school cleaning and ask-

(1) Does the Minister believe that cleaning of our schools by private contractors is adequate for the 
health and hygiene of our children? 

(2) If not, what action has he taken to remedy the situation? 

Mr CJ. BARNETT replied: 

(1)-(2) The introduction of private cleaners in schools is taking place in line with the announcement made 
last year. There have been some complaints, but there have also been complaints about cleaners 
working in the government system. I will allow the system to continue but will monitor it very 
closely to ensure that the private contractors meet the requirements. 

38. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Education: 

As a supplementary question, given the response by the Minister, I draw his attention to a survey that has 
been sent home to parents by the Forrestfield Primary School council, which I am happy to provide to the 
Minister. This document indicates that this Government has slashed the allocation of cleaning time for 
contract cleaners, making it impossible to maintain cleaning standards. This survey asked parents to 
nominate which cleaning jobs could be stopped or neglected. For instance, parents were asked how 
regularly urinals should be hosed, bins should be emptied, or carpets should be vacuumed for dirt, mites 
and grass cuttings, which are known to trigger asthma attacks in children. Is the Minister aware of the 
attitude of one of his departmental officers who visited the school this year and who advised the cleaners 
that "If it looks clean, don't clean it"? 

The SPEAKER: In the consideration of supplementary questions the suggestion was that questions be 
relatively short and that answers be no longer than two minutes. We should take that as a good guide. 

Mr CJ. BARNETT replied: 

With respect to the Forrestfield Primary School the member has referred to a questionnaire. We do not 
have the results of the questionnaire and I would be more interested in them. 

Mr Kobelke interjected 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: Why did the member not wait until he got the results? He might then have something 
to talk about. If it is shown that there are severe problems at Forrestfield -

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr Kobelke: It has just been sent out. It is asking parents to say which areas should be cut because they 
cannot cope with the allocation made by this Government. 

Mr CJ. BARNETT: I will look at any school if the situation is inadequate, but let us see the results of the 
survey fIrst. 

SCHOOLS - COLLEGE ROW 
Staff-Student Ratio, Formula Review 

39. Mr OSBORNE to the Minister for Education: 

(1) Will the Minister agree that the severity and the number of disabilities of children attending 
College Row School has worsened in the past 10 years and that the staff ratio of the school has 
never changed to reflect the increased challenge this has presented? 

(2) Will the Minister agree to review the formula used to allocate staff to the College Row School? 

Mr CJ. BARNETT replied: 

I thank the member for Bunbury for the question. It gives me the opportunity of pointing out that the 
survey was sent out by what appears to be the parents' association, as is quite proper, so members opposite 
should not imply that it was from the Education Department. 

(1)-(2) 
College Row School caters for children with severe, and in many cases mUltiple, disabilities. I 
visited that school with the member for Bunbury a few weeks ago, and there is no doubt that the 
children at that school have severe disabilities. I am sure that members and others who are 
familiar with that school would be impressed with the professionalism and dedication of its staff. 
The Education Department can supply me with no evidence to indicate that there has been an 
increase in the level of disability among those children, although that may be the anecdotal view 
of the member for Bunbury, and I do not dispute that. The ratio of teachers to students is set at 
1:6, as it is for similar institutions across the State, and that has not changed. College Row 
currently has 18 students and 4.25 FTE teachers, three teacher's aides and an additional 0.7 FfE 
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to provide for special needs. I am prepared to look at that or any other school if there is evidence 
that our services are inadequate or the level of disability has increased. I will follow up that 
matter for the member, but, as I said, the formUla has applied across the State for a number of 
years and has not been changed. 

SEXUAL OFFENCES • CRIMINAL LAW AMENDMENT BILL; PENALTIES 
REDUCTION 

40. Mr McGINTY to the Minister for Police: 

I refer to the Minister's bypocritical attempt to blame the State's judges for imposing low penalties on sex 
offenders, and ask -

(1) Is the Minister aware that the Government's Criminal Law Amendment Bill 1995, which is still 
before this House, cuts penalties for serious sexual offences, including a reduction in the 
maximum penalty for people convicted before the Court of Petty Sessions of indecent dealing 
with children, from seven to three years' gaol, or a fme; and a reduction in the maximum penalty 
for people convicted in the Court of Petty Sessions of making an indecent film of a child from 
seven to three years' gaol, or a fine? 

(2) Does·the Minister support the reduction in penalties for people convicted before the Court of Petty 
Sessions of these sexual offences and others set out in that Bill? 

Mr WIESE replied: 

(1)-(2) I thank the Leader of the Opposition for the question. The Leader of the Opposition has not said 
to the House, nor to the public that that legislation will give a magistrate in the Court of Petty 
Sessions who believes that an offence is serious enough to warrant a higher penalty the ability to 
pass that matter to a court of higher jurisdiction such as the District Court or the Supreme Court. 
The responsibility will rest with the magistrate in the lower court to pass a matter to a higher court 
if he believes that is where it should be dealt with. 

Me Marlborough: You said that the judiciary is not tough enough. 

Me WIESE: I said there are many areas, and sexual offences is one of those, where the judiciary in its 
sentencing is not reflecting the community concern about the seriousness of the offences. The judiciary 
should take account of that community concern. If the member for Peel is unaware of that community 
concern, he should talk to some of the women in the community who have been offended against and have 
seen the perpetrator of the offence walk out of gaol 18 months or two years after the commission of the 
offence. 

HOMESWEST • COMPULSORY DEDUCTION OF RENT PROPOSAL 
F eedbackfrom Aboriginal Community Groups 

41. Dr HAMES to the Minister for Housing: 

Has the Minister had any feedback from Aboriginal community groups about the suggested compulsory 
deduction of Homeswest rent? 
Mr KIERATH replied:. 

I was heartened by the comments by Mr Ted Wilkes, the Director of the Aboriginal Medical Service, tor 
his broad support for this initiative. He congratulated the Government for thinking laterally. He agreed 
that the fine details needed further consultation. He also acknowledged that budgeting problems are a real 
source of concern for the Aboriginal community and that this was an acceptable way of ensuring that the 
Aboriginal community continued to have a roof over its head. Mr Wilkes was pleased with the speed of 
the Government's reaction in this area. He offered to work with the Government towards a positive 
outcome. I was surprised to see a report in The West Australian that some groups had attacked the 
proposal. Me Wilkes has indicated to us that his feedback from the other groups has been extremely 
supportive. I believe the initiative will be supported by the wider community. Only narrow sectional 
groups would attack a proposal like that, because the Government is trying to help people who are having 
problems. The only negative view that Mr Wilkes had about the proposal was that he warned against what 
he called excessive caution or long delays. He wanted this proposal to be fast tracked as soon as possible. 
Since then I have written to the new Minister, Senator Jocelyn Newman, seeking an urgent meeting in an 
attempt to put this program into place. The program will help not only those people on the waiting list of 
Homeswest but also those tenants who are having difficulties with budgeting. 

ELECTIONS - NO EARLY ELECTION 
42. Mr McGINTY to the Premier: 

Will the Premier confirm in this House today what he has been saying outside, that the Government will go 
its full term and there will not be an early election in Western Australia this year? In clear and unequivocal 
terms if he can, please. 

Mr COURT replied: 

I am not too sure what the strategy is behind the Opposition continually beating up an election. 
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Mr McGinty: Answer the question; yes or no. 

Mr COURT: I have told the Leader of the Opposition a hundred times there will not be an early election. 
He can pick a date in late February or early March and he may get it right 

Mr McGinty: Thank you. You can sit down now. 

Mr COURT: No, I am not going to sit down. The Leader of the Opposition has asked me this question 
many times and has been pushing it around. I do not know whether it is to try keep the morale of his troops 
going. My only advice to the Leader of the Opposition is to start concentrating on some of the real issues 
in the community. The people are interested in jobs. They are interested in the better management of the 
State's finances so that we can do more to improve the quality of life of individuals. While the Leader of 
the Opposition keeps putting forward these red herrings about early elections, he is losing the plot. This 
Government is not only working towards the next election in February-March, it is also making all the 
proper management decisions to go well into the next century. 

CONDOMS - DISTRIBUTION TO YOUNG PEOPLE CAMPAIGN 

43. Mr CUNNINGHAM to the Premier: 

I refer to criticism expressed by letter writers in The West Australian that mass distribution of condoms by 
his Government promotes promiscuity. Does he share their concerns that taxpayers' money should not be 
spent on the distribution of 40000 condoms to Perth's young people? 

Mr COURT replied: 

This is an issue where we must achieve a balance. The Minister made it very clear when he launched this 
program that the emphasis would be on health education. We are dealing with a very serious health 
problem in the community. There is no easy way to address the question. Some people in the community 
might be offended with some aspects of the campaign and, as a Government, we mush respect those 
concerns. At the same time we must balance that with the most effective way of achieving our aim. The 
member talked about mass distribution. I do not think that is the case. I am saying that yes, I am sure 
some aspects of the campaign will offend members of the public and, as a Government, we must try to 
achieve a proper balance. However, at the same time we must not underestimate the very serious health 
issues that we are trying to address. 

POLICE SERVICE - MEETING 1994 BETWEEN COMMISSIONER 
FALCONER, RICHARD ELLIOTT, DAVID GRANT OVER W ANNEROO INC INQUIRIES 

44. Mr MARLBOROUGH to the Minister for Police: 

I refer to the meeting held in 1994 between the Commissioner of Police, Mr Falconer, the Premier's 
representative Richard Elliott, and former Ministry of Justice Director General David Grant, during which 
the commissioner told Mr Grant to butt out of Wanneroo Inc inquiries because they were interfering with 
police investigations. I ask: Why did Commissioner Falconer tell Mr Grant to cease his inquiries and, in 
particular, cease taking statements from jailed former Wanneroo councillor David King, when at that time 
police had not taken any evidence at all from David King and, in fact, never took any statement from King 
while he was serving his prison sentence? 

Mr WIESE replied: 

The member knows I was not aware of the meeting that took place, although I had discussions with the 
commissioner prior to the meeting taking place. The commissioner expressed concerns about the 
investigations and about the work being done by Mr Grant, and that those investigations were impeding the 
attempts of the police to investigate -

Mr Marlborough: You knew about this meeting coming up? 

Mr WIESE: No, I did not know about the meeting coming up, but I was certainly aware of the concerns. I 
agreed that there were some concerns and I believed the commissioner should have acted to address those 
issues. Subsequently the commissioner did that and the meeting to which the member refers took place. 

POLICE SERVICE - MOBILE UNITS, EXTENSION PLANS 

45. Mr BOARD to the Minister for Police: 

The trialling of mobile police stations in and around my electorate has been particularly successful. Will 
the Minister outline plans for the extension of this program and indicate what role local authorities are 
being asked to play? 

Mr WIESE replied: 

These facilities are turning out to be one of the very successful initiatives introduced by the Commissioner 
of Police in the metropolitan area since he took up his position. At the moment mobile police facilities are 
operating in Armadale, Fremantle and the metropolitan area. As the member for Geraldton will be aware, a 
mobile facility is operating very successfully in his area. The intention is that eventually a mobile policing 
facility will be located in every policing district throughout the State. At present the police are working 
very closely with community groups, local authorities and service organisations in many districts around 
the metropolitan area to hasten the process of getting these mobile policing facilities into their districts. 
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Those people who are working with the police to get these facilities obviously also see their great merits and are very keen to have them in their area. 

Mr Catania: How do you assess your success? 
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Mr WIESE: By the results the mobile units are achieving and by the very positive public acceptance of the 
work they are doing in the areas in which they are operating. If the member would like a briefing _ I have 
offered him plenty in the past and he has never attended them - I will arrange for him to have one and he can see for himself. 

In the meantime, as well as the operations of the mobile policing facilities, all of the normal policing 
activities are continuing. I believe our ordinary police stations are operating a lot smarter and improving 
the service being provided to the community. In addition to the mobile policing facilities, the independent 
patrol groups, the mobile division 79 groups, are operating all around the metropolitan area and are 
available to respond very quickly to any reports of criminal activities. I certainly hope to get the mobile 
policing facilities into all districts. They are a very successful initiative. 


