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

PETITION - DUCK SHOOTING, RECREATIONAL
Reintroduction Legislation Rejection

MS WARNOCK (Perth) [2.03 pm]: I present the following petition-
To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned residents of Western Australia urge Parliament to reject
legislation which would allow the re-introuction of recreational duck shooting in
Western Australia.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray chat you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, willI ever pray.

The petition bears 1 468 signatures and I certify chat 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 22.]

PETITION - NINGALOO MARINE PARK
Mining Exploration and Development, Prevention Legislation

MR MeGINTY (Fremantle) [ 2.04 pm]: I present the following petition -
To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of die Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned request the Government of Western Australia to legislate
preventing all present and future mining exploration and development, including
seismic surveys and drilling, within the boundaries of the Ningaloo Marine Park.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, willI ever pray.

The petition bears 1 101 signatures and I certify chat it conforms to the standing orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct chat the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 23.1

PETIT ION - ARMY BAND, PERTH
Maintenance

MR BOARD (Jandakot) [2.05 pm]: I present the fo~lowing petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament ass-.ilc',1d.
We, the undersigned would like to see the Perth based Army band stand in Western
Australia and continue its work towards the benefit of the state. Th1e band has
performed admirably at official functions, provided revenue for charities and
introduced effectively muskc to the children and adults of Western Australia.
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 27 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
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The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 24.J

PETITION - COLLIE COAL FIRED POWER STATION PROPOSAL
Rejection; Peak Load Avoidance Scheme Implementation

MR W. SMITrH (Wannerco) [2.06 pmn]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of die Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
The petition of the undersigned citizens of Western Australia respectfully showeth
that:

1. We wish to reject the proposed 600MW coal-fired power station to be built at
Collie.

2. We wish you to urge SECWA to implement a peak load avoidance scheme.
3. We wish you to urge SECWA to explore more economically energy efficient

and environmentally sound alternatives to meet our State's future energy
requirements, such as cogeneration, combined cycle gas power stations, and
consumer level energy efficiency measures.

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 152 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 25]1

PETITION - PERTH WALDORF SCHOOL AND KINDERGARTEN
Planning Decisions Passed by Cockburn Council Concern

MR SHAVE (Melville - Minister for Tourism) [2.07 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned, being extremely concerned at several planning decisions passed
by the Cockbumn council which are extremely detrimental to the 220 children and
their families at the Perth Waldorf Primary School and Kindergarten, urge the
Government to take immediate action to:
1. Not approve City of Cockburn scheme amendment 88 that contravenes

existing restricted use land zoning and which allows for proliferation of
unrestricted commercial developments next to the school.

2. To instigate an immediate enquiry as to why the City of Cockburn continues
to discriminate against the school by approving totally unsuitable and
unrestricted commercial activities including the bungee jumping cower and
fast food outlets next to the school.

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 417 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of te
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 26.]
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PETITION - ROCKINCHAM-KWINANA DISTRICT HOSPITAL
Accident and Emergency Services, Improvements

MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [2.08 pm]: Mr Speaker, I have two petitions, one of which
is a fairly lengthy petition of over a page. I will read it and you can guide me.
The SPEAKER: I am advised that you may summarise it if you wish. However, I am not
opposed to your reading it in full. If you think the content is important, you can read all of
the petition.
Mr Kierath: It will be longer than your maiden speech.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The only difference between this petition and my maiden speech is
that it does not have any nasties in it about the member for Riverton. However, we will
make up for that later in the day.
I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, request that services for handling accidents and emergencies at
the Rockingham Kwinana District Hospital be improved. The population of the
South West Corridor (including Mandurah and beyond) served by the hospital is
currently 160,000 and has been growing, is growing, and is planned to continue to
grow at three times the national growth rate, with a new suburb opening nearly every
month. The population of the region is forecast to reach half a million within thirty
years or so. The Rockingham-Kwinana cities form the largest centre in the region.
which is growing at a rate which exceeds that of third world counmries. We do not
have an intensive care unit in the region, whereas the population size surely warrants
one. Whilst we appreciate having an emergency medicine specialist at RKDH,
accidents, emergencies and sporting injuries tend to happen at night and at weekends,
ic when the RKDH is least able to handle them. As a result, four percent of patients
at RKDH are transferred to Fremantle. However, an unknown but very significant
number of people with injuries go straight to Fremantle. A related petition with
10,000 signatures, requesting an upgrade to a regional hospital was so worded based
on a description by a health department official of the difference between a regional
hospital and a district hospital as being that a regional hospital has an emergency
ward manned with specialist staff for 24 hours a day, an intensive care unit and an
anaesthetist on hand 24 hours a day. Whilst this distinction may or may not be
correct, it describes the services the region needs, ie an intensive care unit, an
anaesthetist on hand 24 hours a day and an emergency and accident ward manned by
suitably qualified staff 24 hours per day. It is unfair for people living as far away as
south of Mandurah to have to get to Fremantle or Perth for assistance. Indeed, many
have perished after being shunted from one hospital to another.
Improved emergency services would benefit the. hospital in other ways. Having an
anaesthetist on hand 24 hours a day would obviously benefit the maternity wards, for
example.
Whilst recognizing that we are in a recession and that State and Federal Governments
are broke, we are of the opinion that accident and emergency camt should be the top
priority for any government, and in a region like ours, with such a rapidly increasing
population, these services must be improved to keep pace with the needs of the
community. With the navy increasing its presence at Garden Island, we present
ourselves as a target, and we also have a significant amount of chemical industries on
our doorsteps. The burgeoning population is causing increasing congestion of our
woads, and an exponential increase in the number of traffic accidents is the result. We
believe that the planning process has overlooked the needs for health care for
accidents and emergencies, and that the continuing huge influx of people into the
region requires basic services such as health care to be urgently addressed.
We also request legislation to speed up the resolution of health related compensation
clams. Currently, accident victims axe made to suffer all the more as a result of the
delays, often of several years, before cases are resolved. This is not social justice, in
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fact it is a social injustice, a violation of human rights and human dignity, and
consequently we request that the government introduces change in this area to
alleviate the stress and distress of accident victims.
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 six 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 27.]

PETITION - ROCKINGHAM KWINANA DISTRICT HOSPITAL
Regional Hospital Staus Upgrading

MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [2.13 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, request that the Rockingham-Kwinana District Hospital be
upgraded at the earliest possible opportunity to Regional Hospital status in order to
provide an emergency ward with the capacity to handle life threatening situations
without needing to divert patients to Perth or Fremantle.
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 10 072 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 28.]

[Questions without notice taken.]

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND EXPENDITURE REVIEW COMMITTEE
Member for South Perth, Discharge - Member for Vasse, Appointment

MR CJ. BARNETT (Coxteslce - Leader of the House) [2.23 pm]: I move -

That Mr Pendal be discharged from the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee and Mr Blaikie be appointed in his place.

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [2.24 pm]: Coalition disunity and leadership weakness have
brought this motion before the House, and that will be made clear as Opposition members
seek to address the need for this House to make the parliamentary Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee a proper mechanism for accountability.
Some members will be aware of the program "Yes Minister", which makes a number of
acute comments about the processes of government. The first chapter in the "Yes Minister"
script is entitled "Open Government" and features a prospective Minister, Jim Hacker, sitting
at home fretting as he waits for his leader to call him and offer him a portfolio. Indeed, he is
quite tense as he sits and waits. I can imagine the scene with the member for South Perth
sitting at home and waiting for the telephone call. However, the telephone call did not come.
That was somewhat of a surprise, because the member for South Perth had a substantial
record as a shadow Minister. He was one of the members of the Opposition who was
competent in the media, and he had performed the great service for the then Opposition of
softening up the green movement and preparing it to take a mild, middle of the road role in
the election campaign.
Mr Court: Art you reading this?
Mr RIPPER: No, I am not; but more is to come if the Premier is prepared to wait.
However, despite those contributions to the then Opposition, the call did not come. The
member for South Perth was not blessed. In fact, he was betrayed. He put in a great deal of
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service for the coalition parties, but then he was betrayed. Not only was he betrayed, but also
the green movement was betrayed, because the member for South Perth had soft soaped the
green movement and had made all sorts of promises to it and reached all sons of
understandings with it on the basis that he would be the Minister for the Environment in the
coalition Government; but then he was not.
Mr McGinty: He would have been a better one!
Mr RIPPER: He certainly would have been better than the current Minister for the
Environment.
The SPEAKER: Order! You have not been speaking for very long but I do not particularly
pick up the relevance to the motion in front of us of the matter you have been discussing. I
ask you to tie up your comments with the motion or move to another point.
Mr RIPPER: Mr Speaker, the point will be made clear. The point is that the member for
South Perth was offered as a consolation prize the chairmanship of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee, a committee theoretically independent of the Executive but
one which the Premier purported to make his plaything by offering to the member for South
Perth this consolation prize.
The member for South Perth was not the only prospective Minister who was betrayed by the
coalition partners. We had a similar situation w 'ith the member for Scarborough. He soft
soaped the welfare sector and consulted widely with it, but he also was betrayed. The soft-
liner was replaced by the hard-liner from Mandurah; and in the case of the member for South
Perth, the soft-liner was replaced not so much by someone who was a hard-liner but by
someone who demonstrably has had difficulty in remembering any lines.
The member for South Perth was offered a consolation prize. When the matter came before
the House on Tuesday, 22 June, the Leader of the House made the following comments
about the amendment to the motion moved by the Opposition -

The Government opposes the amendment. The amendment requests the Premier to
reconsider his nominees. I inform members opposite that the coalition does not
operate in that way - the nominees are the nominees of the coalition parties, not of the
Premier.

I have some advice for the Leader of the House: Be careful what you say; be careful what
you predict when you have behind you the sort of organisation that you have, with its history
of enmity and personal antagonism, cobbled together a few months before the election, and
divided twice in its first full week in the Parliament. It has become clear from subsequent
events that the member for South Perth was not the coalition parties' nominee. In fact,
contrary to what the Leader of the House said, he was the Premier's nominee. We are told
that the Premier went into the joint party room and said that his nominee for the
chairmanship of the independent Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Commrittee - the
body that is supposed to scrutinise and hold accountable the performance of the Executive -
was the member for South Perth. However, there was a problem: At the next meeting the
Deputy Premier and Leader of the National Party popped into the joint party room and said
his nominee for the chairmanship was the member for Avon. This is where leadership
weakness comes in; because, faced with a problem, the Premier could not resolve it. I
wonder whether he had any particular enthusiasm for resolving it, given the factional
position of the member for South Perth and his demonstrated loyalty to the previous leader of
the Liberal Party. Perhaps the Premier had no particular enthusiasm or will for resolving the
problem. Even if he did have the will to resolve this first political problem confronting the
coalition parties in Government, he did not have the strength. That has been demonstrated as
well in question time. He is quite happy answering a dorothy dixer from one of his own side,
but as soon as a slightly difficult question is asked by the Opposition we get a one sentence
answer, or are asked to put the question on notice, or are told it is not worth answering or that
the question does not deserve a response.
Mr Court: Do you want me to recite Transpertl's fare schedule?
Mr RIPPER: We would like the Premier to be on top of his portfolios and the actions of his
Government, and to be properly briefed.
Now we have before the House a motion to replace the member for South Perth with the
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member for Vasse on the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. In the light
of what has occurred, I ask the Premier what promises have been made to the member for
Vasse. What has he told the party room about the future of the member for Vasse? Is this
also a consolation prize - something the member for Vanse is to receive for having failed to
make the Ministry? Did he, too, wait for the call which never came?
A sorry history of coalition disunity and leadership weakness has brought this motion before
the House. That disunity was demonstrated on two separate occasions in this House last
week, the first week of parliamentary sittings this year. The coaltion parties could not reach
agreement on the chairmanship of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee,
the position in this House which, arguably, has the greatest status apart from the positions of
Ministers and your own position, Mr Speaker. The Premier could not resolve the problem.
As well, on an important motion about one of the largest projects this State will ever see, a
mnember of the coalition crossed the floor. So on two key, important issues - one of the most
important positions in the Parliament, and one of the most important projects facing this
State - we saw coalition disunity, leadership weakness, and the inability of the Premier to
resolve the issue.
There is an opportunity for the Government to rectify the error which it made in this House
last week when it refused to accept an amendment from this side of the House that would
have created a non-government majority on the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee. The Government has been caught out, but now it has an opportunity to take a
stand, to support a principle, to make the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee a true mechanism for accountability and to reaffirm the independence of the
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee.
Mr CiJ. Rarnieir: Are you one of these new-found honest brokens?
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr RIPPER: Does the Leader of the House not think Governments should be scrutinised by
the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee? Does he not want to see the
committee independent?
Mr CiJ. Barnett: You should have same credibility before you can scrutinise honest people.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr C.J. Barnett: You must earn your credibility.
Mr RIPPER: We will see.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr RIPPER: We do not have one rule for one set of people and another rule for another set
of people.
If the Executive should be scrutinised, the Executive should be scrutinised. We offer the
Government an opportunity to establish a proper accountability mechanism through the
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. We offer an opportunity to reaffirm
the independence of that committee. That independence can never be accepted by the public
while the committee comprises a majority of Government members because we have a
culture in this House where party discipline is important. We have a House which is small in
numbers. We have a tradition which is different from the tradition applying in some other
Westminster Parliaments.
For all those reasons the PAC cannot be a proper accountability mechanism while it has a
majority of Govermecnt members. Members opposite should ask the general public whether
they will accept that the PAC is independent even though it has a majority of Government
members. They should ask the public whether they think the PAC will be fearless in its
criticism and scrutiny of Government while it consists of Government members who are
aspirants for ministerial positions. The public would not believe it because they know how
party discipline and politics work. They want to see people in this place admit the way in
which the committee works. They do not want us to theorise or to say that the Executive is
accountable to Parliament but that one of the key accountability mechanisms has a majority
of Government members subject toprt discipline. It will not wash; in particular it will not
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wash following the report of the royal, commission which emphasised the need for an
improvement in our accountability mechanism.
Mr Kierath:- When you served on the committee was it independent?
Mr RIPPER: Did the Minister believe it was independent while I was serving on it?
Mr Kierath: Yes!
Mr RIPPER: No, he did not. That is the problem. He says it was independent but did he
believe it? He did not! That is the problem because though we might say, if we were
Government members, that the committee is independent and that we will properly scrutinise
the actions of the Executive - although we are aspirants to the Ministry - it will not wash with
the public. They do not believe it, just as the Minister did not believe that the committee was
independent when I served on it.
Mr Kierath: Judge us by your record!
Mr RIPPER: Since that time we have had the royal commission inquiry and that has
recommended improvements to the accountability mechanism. The royal commission
recommended improvements to accountability, and we now offer an oppontunity to this
House to take up the spirit of those recommendations. Here is an opportunity for this House
to support an independent Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee, a committee
which will be regarded as credible by the public and able to properly scrutinise the actions,
policies and decisions of the Executive.
The Opposition does not seek to make this change difficult for the Government. We are
prepared to make the necessary change as easy as possible for the Government because we
do not seek an Opposition majority on the committee. We do not want to see a Labor
majority on the committee. We want to see a committee which will be accepted by both
sides of this House and by the public as genuinely independent. We are fortunate in having
one Independent member in this House and that person, were she appointed to the PAC,
would create a situation where the committee can be seen as independent in the way in which
we wish it to be seen.

Amendment to Motion
Mr RIPPER: I move -

That the words "Mr Blakie" be deleted and the words "Dr Constable" substituted.
I hope that the Government will reconsider its position, and understand that we are not
seeking a Labor majority on the committee.
I hope the Government will take this opportunity to make the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee not only independent, but also to be seen and judged to be
independent by the public.
No-one can doubt the credibility of the member for Floreat in matters such as this, although
the Leader of the House commented earlier and seemed to cast doubt on the credibility of
various members to serve on that committee. My amendment is a reasonable proposition. It
is not a proposition which gives the Opposition an advantage; it is the same position which
applied in the last Parliament for quite some time last year. This situation would be in line
with the publicly available comments of the Deputy Premier, the Leader of the National
Party. As I said last week, the Deputy Premier is on record as supporting precisely this type
of proposition. Perhaps the coalition partners can demonstrate a degree of unity which was
not evident last week; perhaps the Premier could demonstrate a degree of leadership which
was not evident last week.
Mr Thomas: That's unlikely.
Mr RIPPER: It is unlikely, but perhaps the Premier could adopt a position which is a little
above the ruck of politics; perhaps the Premier could have this Parliament operate in
accordance with the royal commission's recommendations. He can take these opportunities
if the Government sees fit to support my amendment.
MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [2.42 pmj: I support the amendment. We debated the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee membership last week, and the wisdom of the
Opposition's proposition in that debate is amply demonstrated by the events that have
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occurred since that debate. If the House makes a mistake, it is rare that the nature of thar
error becomes so apparent so rapidly. Such an error occurred last week when the House
rejected the Opposition's proposal on the composition of the committee. It is also very rare
that, if such an error is made by the House, an opportunity is available so soon after to rectify
the situation. In this case, I implore the House to avail itself of this opportunity and rectify
the error.
I particularly draw the attention of newer members to our situation: The opportunity exists
to create a truly independent Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee, which
can be a very important part of this Parliament. The recommendations of the royal
commission state that the Executive should be subject to the scrutiny of the Legislature.
There is no more important part of the Legislature in conducting that function than the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee of this House.
The Opposition's proposition is char the committee should not comprise a majority of
members from parties supporting the Government; it should not involve a Government
majority. In that situation the committee would be much more likely to scrutinise the
Executive rigorously, and, more to the point, be more likely to be seen to be doing so. This
will give the committee credibility in the eyes of the public, and this will also enhance the
standing of the Parliament in its very important role of scrutinising the Executive.
In advancing that proposition to the House last week, we in Opposition were comforted in
two ways. First, since the composition of the committee was last discussed by this House
prior to last week, the reports - particularly part 11 - of the Royal Commission into
Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters had been released.
Chapter 5 of part 2 of that report deals at some length with the role of the Parliament in
scrutinising the Executive. In that and other parts of the report it talks about, as have
members of the Opposition over the past couple of years, what are known as the "excesses of
the 1980s". It rues the fact that the Parliament did not perform its function of scrutinising the
Executive to such an extent that those excesses would have been avoided.
As we have heard rime and time again over the past few years the Opposition held a similar
view. It seenms to us to be very obvious, as it did to the royal commission, that to be an
important part of the parliamentary function of scrutiny, committees should not be composed
of a majority of Government members and, perhaps, not even chaired by Government
mnembers. They should be both independent from the Government and seen to be
independent from the Government, thereby enhancing the likelihood that they will undertake
their functions in a rigorous way and will also be seen to be independent from the
Government when undertaking that function.
We were comforted, when putting the proposition before the House last week, not only
because the royal commission report had been published in October last year after we
discussed the matter last, but also because a leading member of the Government has
advanced a similar school of thought: The Cowan thesis. The proposition that this situation
should be adhered to had been advanced by the now Deputy Premier to the Government on a
number of occasions. Hence, we expected that the Government would not only be persuaded
by the words in the royal commission report but also because a prominent member of the
Government, the now Deputy Premier, had advanced a similar proposition in the 1970s and,
more recently, last year. As he is a senior member of the Government we thought there was
a fairly good chance that the Government would accept the proposition. Unfortunately, that
was not the case. It would seem that the Deputy Premier is no longer his own man.
I was very interested to hear him talking on one of the radio stations - I think it was 6WF -
about this matter last week. The journalist put to him the proposition basically in the same
way as I am putting it now. He asked, "Why in the 1970s when you were in Opposition did
you argue for a different proposition? As last year when the Government was embarrassed
by the defection of one of its members you argued a similar proposition, how can you
possibly come back now and argue the contrary point of view?" From memory - I am
paraphrasing his words; if I am wrong perhaps he can correct me - the Deputy Premier
implied that he holds the same point of view but said that what he thinks does not count. His
views on that matter no longer count because he is no longer his own person; he is a member
of the Government and, therefore, is subject to Cabinet solidarity. Apparently that Cabinet
solidarity does not apply to the member for Avon because he is not a member of Cabinet. He
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does not seem to be bound by Caucus solidarity - or whatever equivalent those in
Government have for that.
All members of the Cabinet have to agree to support each other for the Cabinet to work.
Beyond the procedural aspects of this matter that I have alluded to, we must look at the
merits of the argument. Earlier the member for Belmont canvassed some of the matters
discussed last week. It is worth-while looking at some other aspects of the proposition. In
part 2 of its report, the royal commission alludes to the argument that, essentially, this is a
small Parliament.
This House has 57 members and the other place has 34. Compared with our Federal
Parliament, which is quite small by world standards, and, more importantly, compared with
the Westminster Parliament, the United States Congress and other legislatures we emulate,
we are a small body. Therefore, one cannot always ascribe the samne function to committees
and similar structures in this Parliament as in other Parliaments. The normnal caneer path of a
member of this House. and certainly the caneer path which most members of this House
would aspire to in advancing the party and electorate they represent, is from the backbench to
a ministerial position. One advances, firstly, by being in the Government and of course
being sufficiently well thought of by the members of one's own party to be selected by them
to join the Ministry. If that is the aspiration of the members of the House, and given that we
can sometimes have 12 or 13 Ministers from this House in the Ministry, quite a substantial
proportion of the House will be Ministers, will have been Ministers in the recent past, or
could have a reasonable expectation of becoming Ministers during their career. That is not
the case, for example, in Westminster, which has about 600 members and a Cabinet about the
same size as ours. Obviously most of them will never be Ministers, so the opportunity exists
within that Parliament for people who wish to serve and distinguish themselves in
parliamentary life to create reputations and contribute to public life through the
parliamentary committee system. The Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee
and similar bodies in other Parliaments have a very important role in scrutinising the
Executive. They become career paths themselves and people contribute to public life in that
way- If this Parliament is to continue with a system where most members can aspire at some
time in their career to holding a ministerial post there will continue to be the likelihood of
people using the public accounts committee as a stepping stone to becoming a M~inister. It is.
self-evident that a Government member who is aspiring to a ministry is less liely to want to
rigorously scrutinise the operations of the Government than an Independent or a member
from the other side of the House. It is also self-evident that that will be the perception of the
public. The public accounts committee will not be regarded seriously as a body that is
impartially scrutinising the Government unless it lacks a Government majority. One need
only look at the way in which the public accounts committee has been viewed over the last
five years. In the seven or eight years I have been a member of this Parliament, on only one
occasion has the public accounts committee come to any real public notice by the media and,
through them, the public at large; that was last year when the committee took on the
Government over the issue of its support for the University of Notre Dame. That occurred
because the committee had an Independent member - if it had not, that scrutiny would not
have occurred.
That is not to devalue the work undertaken by the public accounts committee over previous
years. I have read a number of the reports of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee in the last week since being elected a member of that committee. I give credit to
past chairmen and members of that committee. They produced excellent reports and they
have contributed to the consideration of Government in this State, although it must be said,
quite frankly, that they were uncontroversial. They made good contributions in a number of
areas, but they were not particularly controversial subjects.

Point of Order
Mr BRADSHAW: Standing Order No 410(2) states that the committee shall consist of five
members, of whom three shall be nominated by the Leader of the Government. This
amendment is out of order in the sense that the Opposition amendment is tryig to usurp the
role of the Leader of the Government.
The SPEAKER: The amendment, which has not yet been read to the House because it was
passed to me after the member for Cockburn began his speech, asks that the words
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"Mr Blaikie" be deleted and replaced with the words "Dr Constable". In my view the House
can deal with the deletion of the words "Mr Blaikie", but the Opposition will not be able to
succeed in nominating someone who is not agreeable to the Government. The Government
has indicated that it has agreed to the removal of the words "Mr Blaikie", but it is not
possible to succeed with that part of the motion which seeks to insert the words
"Dr Constable" unless Dr Constable is a nominee of the Government.

Debate Resumed
Mr THOMAS: I wish to address that point of order.
The SPEAKER- If you wish to make a point other than this point of order you could do so
in the seven minutes remaining to you.
Mr THOMAS: It is a different matter, Mr Speaker. I will continue my remarks. The
standing orders contain a separate provision for a casual vacancy and that is what I will talk
about. The proposition I was arguing was that the committee is more likely to scrutinise the
operation of Government independently if it comprises people who are not about to aspire to
ministerial office in the short term. It is self-evident that members of the public will give the
committee more credence, and therefore the Parliament more credibility, if that is the case.
The House did not accept that proposition and voted along party lines. The opportunity
exists for members to review that situation. I ask new members to consider their vote in this
matter because I hope they will be eager to see the general standing of the Parliament well
regarded in the eyes of the public.
The correctness of the proposition I have argued, and which was argued earlier, is well
illustrated by the events of the last week. Firstly, the chairmanship of the public accounts
committee, the principal body by which this House seeks to scrutinise the finances of the
Executive, was to be a consolation prize for a person who missed out on a position in the
Mi~nistry. It was not regarded by the Government as a position that had some great standing;
it was a consolation prize for the principal unplaced contender for the Ministry in the
divvying up of the spoils of office after the last election. That suggests that the Government,
in putting forward its proposition to constitute the committee, was not giving the committee
the sort of standing chat it warrants if ir is to discharge its function under the standing orders
as envisaged by the report of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of
Government and Other Matters and by parliamentary standards generally for committees that
have that financial overview. If that alone were the case it would be sufficient to confrmn the
proposition; but more than that, it turns out that the solidarity within the coalition does not
exist, as the member for Belmont alluded to in his contribution to the debate. When it
became apparent that the contender was unable to be placed in the Ministry and was
consigned to the chairmanship of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee
as a consolation prize, and he was unable to get his consolation prize, he resigned.
Once he found char he was unable to get his consolation prize anyway, he resigned. He was
elected to the public accounts committee with the four other members of the committee,
presumably to make a contribution to its deliberations. He would have had an equal
opportunity to contribute to the discharge of chat very important public function. However,
when he cannot be the chairman, he does not want to contribute. So how important does he
consider the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee to be? I suggest that he
regards it with contempt The Premier regarded the committee with contempt when he used
it as a consolation prize for somebody who was disappointed at nor getting into the Ministry.
The member for South Perth, who accepted that consolation prize only on the understanding
that he was going to be the chairman, thereby treated the committee with contempt. Once he
became a member of the committee, the National Party failed to cooperate as the Premier
envisaged it would. As a result, somebody else has become the chairman and no longer does
the member for South Perth want to contribute to the discharge of this very important
function of the Parliament, namely, financial scrutiny of the Executive, because he will not
be as prominent as he envisaged or be the show pony in this race. If he is nor able to do that
he does not want to play the game at all. I think that indicates that the member has treated
the committee with contempt.
In summary, the House made a mistake last week. We on this side of the House said that it
was a mistake and we argued the Cowan thesis; that is, that a majority on the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee should comprise members of parties other
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than the Government. The House rejected that proposition. We said that was wrong at the
time. Subsequent events have indicated it was wrong. Now, fortuitously, the House has an
opportunity to rectify that situation.

Point of Order
Mr THOMAS: I draw your attention, Mr Speaker, to Standing Order No 4 10(5) which refers
to casual vacancies. I think that is the one which applies. It scates -

The Assembly may appoint one of its Members to fill a vacancy in the office of a
Member of the Committee.

Hence it is open to the House to do with it what it will.
The SPEAKER: My advice is that this is not a casual vacancy. The word "casual" the
member interposed in clause (5) is not used. He will be aware that it is not possible for an
individual member to resign from a Select Committee; one must be discharged from it by the
House. I understand that a similar position applies here and that this is not a casual vacancy.
For a person to be placed on this Committee, he must be a nominee of the Leader of the
Government or, I assume, the Leader of the IHouse. Although the motion moved by the
member for Belmont states that the words "Mr Blaikie" be deleted and replaced with the
words 'Dr Constable", at the moment we will deal with the proposed deletion of the words
"Mr Blalkie".
Mr RIPPER: Mr Speaker, if the position which you have just put to the House were to
prevail there would be no purpose at all in Standing Order No 4 10(5) because the only way
in which a vacancy could arise, according to what we have just heard, would be for the
House to discharge a member of the committee. Are you saying that applies only when a
member resigns from Parliament or ceases to be a member of Parliament? It seems to me it
applies to any vacancy whether it be a member being discharged by the House or by
resigning, retiring, or dying in office.
The SPEAKER: In response to the member for Belmont's interpretation of Standing Order
410(5), he cannot just take the part on its own. If his argument were to be sustained that the
House could Fill a vacancy as it so wished, it would make clause (2), which states that the
committee shall consist of five members of whom three shall be nominated by the Leader of
the House, redundant if the I-ouse were putting someone in that were to effect the three. I
believe clause (2) is there deliberately. It provides specifically that three members shall be
nominated by the Leader of the Government. If the member takes up another position, he is
ignoring that obvious very important part of the standing order. My interpretation, therefore,
is that there shall be three members nominated by the Leader of the Government. To do
other than that would contradict that part of standing orders. The point is that although that
is an interesting intellectual argument, the amendment before us is that certain words be
deleted. I will take speakers to that or otherwise I will put that question.
Mr RIPPER: On the basis of that interpretation, if a member of the committee nominated by
the Leader of the Government ceased to have the confidence of the Leader of the
Government and cease to be his nominee, he should no longer remain on the committee.
You may recall that last year a member of the committee, who was a member of the
Government party and nominated by the Leader of the Government, ceased to be a member
of that party. Nevertheless, he remained on the committee without having to be discharged
from it as is the rule under standing orders.
The SPEAKER: It is nor usually regarded as appmopriate to canvass the decision of the
Speaker.
Mr RIPPER: I appreciate that.
The SPEAKER: I am delighted to hear the member's argument on it. We may or may not
go to that point. After we determine whether these words should be deleted, if the motion
were for some reason to fail we would not get to that point.
Mr RIPPER: That is an elegant solution.

Debate Resumed
MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) (3.06 pmJ. The Opposition has come into this
Parliament today to try to cause some mischief. It has not worked and it will not work.
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Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: Let us talk about accountability.
The SPEAKER: Order? Members will not interject three at a time and members will not
ignore my calls for order. If they do, I will have to take action. They know that I am quite
happy to take certain interjections made in a way that does not interfere with the
effectiveness of the House. However, for a start, a person cannot take or respond to three
interjecdions at a time. I call on members not to interject in that way.
Mr COURT: We will debate accountability for as long and often as the Opposition wants to.
On the other hand, let us make it clear what accountability means in the Labor Party.
Accountability means being a member of a Cabinet when some of the State's most important
financial decisions were being made and then saying that they could not remember what
happened in the Cabinet. The second component of accountability is when the problem
starts coming to the surface.
Dr Lawrence interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: They then get involved in a cover-up. That is the second component of the
Opposition's accountability. The third component we have seen today.
Dr Lawrence interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition.
Mr COURT: When the problem is fully exposed so everyone can see, as with the SOIC -

Dr Lawrence interjected-
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: The third component of accountability is when the Leader of the Opposition
says there is not a problem with the SGIC.
Dr Lawrence interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition will come to order.
Mr COURT: I will put it in simple terms. We do not support this anmendrnent. The full
amendment, which has now been ruled out of order, had nothing to do with the credibility of
the member for Floreac because she is a far more credible person. I believe, than members
opposite. The Government wants Mr Blaikie to be the third nomination from the
Government on this committee. I will summarise what occurred last week so that members
opposite know. Yes, we do have a coalition, and it is a good coalition. Yes, a problem did
occur last week relating to the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. The
public knows about char problem, which was resolved in our party room.
Mr Catania: It was resolved in the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee
room; not the party room.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Balcatta and the member for Cockburn will come
to order.
Mr COURT: In case members opposite do not know, differences occur between parties to a
coalition which must be sorted out. I make it clear to the House that our coalition is strong,
and it will continue to be so.
Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: Not only is it a strong coalition, but also it is providing good government in
this State. Members opposite can interject but it was they who ruined the State's finances.
The best they can do -

Mr Catania interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Balcatta will come to order, otherwise I will have
to take action.
Mr COURT: The best that members opposite can do is come into the Parliament and say,
"There is a bit of a problem in the coalition; somebody has crossed the floor on the power
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station issue.' Can members opposite remember the last time chat a Labor member crossed
the floor on one of these matters?
Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: Members opposite will do themselves a favour if they keep reasonably quiet
about what they did with the power station because they had 10 years to sort out the energy
situation in this State. For the whole of that 10 years all members opposite did was criticise
the former Government's bringing a gas pipeline from the North West Shelf to Perth. In
Perth toay people have a choice between gas or coal because a former conservative
Government -

Point of Order
Mr RIPPER: Although it might be interesting to hear the Premier's view on gas, hot air arid
other things, it does not seem relevant to the motion we are debating.
The SPEAKER: Firstly, I sin most disenchanted with the number of members who continue
to ignore what I say when I call for order. I shall take a formal step against the next person
who is a repeat offender. I presume that the Premier will answer the question directly, and I
am sure that if I called on him to do so, he would.

Debate Resumed
Mr COURT: Thank you. Mr Speaker, I will. I was responding to the member's comment
about someone crossing the floor on the power station issue. That did occur last week and it
is something which can occur on this side of the House. The member for Vasse is an
honourable nominee to this committee and he will make a good contribution. He has wide
experience and the Government supports his nomination.
MR CATANIA (Balcarta) [3.13 pm]: I too support this amendment, but not on the basis
that has been discussed this afternoon about the member for South Perth and what he did or
did not do in his not gaining the chairmanship of that committee. I support this amendment
on the basis that all I heard the previous Opposition, and now Government, say during the
four and a half years that I have been in this Parliament was "accountability". They now get
a second chance - sometimes one does not even get that in this place - to prove that they are
dinkumn about accountability, but they do not want to hear about it. After four years of
talking about accountability, and being given two chances, the Government has muffed it.
Members of the Government are arrogant and hypocritical. They have shown that by the
way they have treated this topic.
To illustrate to members the hypocrisy of the coalition, I will quote the present chairman of
the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee, the member for Avon, in a
statement on 16 September 1992. He said -

I expect to be on the other side of the House in due course, and I will have to live in
the hope that this House will change the format of the PAC because it has now seen
how one can operate.

The member was referring to the fact that the committee comprised two Government
members, two Opposition members and one Independent. The member continues -

The majority of the members of the PAC should be from the Opposition, and the
chairperson should be from the Government.

The Government has the chance to do exactly what the now chairman of the Public Accounts
and Expenditure Review Committee suggested should be done, but it does not want to do so.
What is the reason for that?
Mr Thomas: Why doesn't he come over here and vote?
Mr CATANIA: He should be the one crossing the floor like his colleague, the member for
Collie, did last week on an important issue. He is a hypocrite. He says one thing and when it
is his turn to demonstrate how honest he is on issues, he muffs it too.
Mr Strickland: You are calling him a hypocrite, yet the Opposition nominated him.
Mr CATANIA: If we had nominated the member for South Perth - the person who went
home with his bat and ball when he couid not have a hit - would we have been appointing
anyone less hypocritical? The Government is arguing that it should have a majority of
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members on the committee;, however, it has been saying for four years that that should not be
the position. The committee last year included an Independent member, and in mast
instances it worked well. Obviously, the committee had a good chairman at the time which
improved its operations. I am sure that although the member for Avon is a bit hypocritical,
the committee will work as it should with his chairmanship and an Independent member on
the committee.
Dr Lawrence: Should we leave him there? That is the question.
Mr CATANIA: After reading what he said last year and what he wants to do this year,
perhaps if we had another chance to nominate we would think twice.
Mr Bradshaw: Did the member for Balcatta say anything last year?
Mr CATANIA: [ did not say anything.
Mr Bradshaw: Yes you did; you said no.
Mr CATANIA: I was quite happy with how the committee operated. I delivered reports to
this House without any numbers, quite honestly and aboveboard. The chairman and
Government do not want to do that. They are a mob of hypocrites and they sit there -

Several members interjected.
Mr CATANIA: As we go along it will be shown that not only are they hypocritical -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Cunningham: The member for South Perth is going to London as the Agent General.
Mr CATANIA: He should take his bat and ball; they play cricket over there.
The committee usually operates in a bipartisan manner, but occasions could occur on which a
controversial topic arose which must be examined by the committee. If the committee
comprised a majority of Government members a tendency would occur to suppress that
information which is important and should be made public.
Mr Strickland: Did you do that as chairman of the comm ittee?
Mr CATANIA: No, I did not. I never had the majority. I did not have the opportunity, even
if I wanted to. The Government is getting the opportunity now, but it does not want to take
it. It does not want to appoint a good Independent member to prove to the people that, as it
has stated for four years and as it has stated over the past six months, it is an honest, open
Government and it will make tough decisions. Its tough decisions have been to sack people
or increase rates. The Government calls those decisions tough; however, they are easy
decisions to make. The tough decisions are to manage properly and give people an
accountable Government. That would help the process of accountability. But no, the
Opposition does not want that. It wants to suppress information.
Mr Shave: We will be nice to everybody.
Mr CATANIA: I am sure members opposite will be. They would give them their last pay
cheques and send them home. That is the style of this Government.
I support the amendment because I believe the committee would operate a lot better and be
more accountable as required by the royal commission if the House appointed the member
for Ploreat in place of the member for Vasse. Only then will it be a truly independent
committee and only then will it provide independent reports to this Parliament. I urge all
members opposite, for their own reputations and for the reputation of the Government, to
show the public that they are prepared to appoint committees that have important work to do
that are accountable and independent so that they cannot be directed by any party and so that
the reports made to this Chamber are open and honest. I urge the House to appoint the
member for Floreat.
MR BRADSHAW (Wellington) [3.22 pm]: All we heard from the member for Balcatta
was a diatribe. It is interesting that he referred to members on this side as 'hypocrites".
Mr Catania: Extremely so.
Mr BRADSHAW: Not at all. Having served on the Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Committee for nearly three years with the member for Balcatta -
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Mr Catania: I was not hypocritical or arrogant.
Mr BRADSHAW: The member for Balcatta was not arrogant but he was a hypocrite. It was
put to dhe committee on oneC or two occasions when 1 was a member that the chairman should
be appointed from the Opposition side. The member for Balcatta said, "No way." He is now
saying that we are hypocrices.
Mr Catantia: I was appointed for the term of the Government.
Mr BRADSHAW: That could have been easily changed, as the member knows. That is a
weak excuse.
The member for Vasse is an honourable member who deserves to serve on the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. He has wide experience and it is important
chat experienced members serve on the committee because they know their way around
government.
Mr Thomas: Why didn't you nominate him last week?
Mr BRADSHI-AW: We nominated somebody else. We have now had a change of heart. The
member for Vasse will play a very good role on the public accounts committee. As I said, he
has immense experience. He has been in the Parliament for approximately 20 years and it is
important that there be a balance of new and old members on the committee.
In relation to the accountability of the committee, when I was on the committee, if the
member for Avon or I raised points, they were dealt with without any problem. As I said last
week when a similar debate was raging in this House, the committee is accountable to the
Parliament. If Opposition members do not have a chance to investigate or study a matter,
they could raise that in the Parliament and the committee would be hounded by the media.
Mr Trenorden: Did you, I or the former member for Morley attempt to remove the
incumbent chairman?
Mr BRADSHAW: We did not try, although we suggested it. We said that the Opposition
should have the chairmanship but we did nothing about it.
It is important that there be a balance of older and newer members on the committee and that
it be accountable, If members are not happy with the way the committee operates, they are
able to inform the Parliament that the committee is not doing the right thing and that the
people in con trol are using their powers incorrectly.
I have found that the committee works well. Therefore, the Opposition's amendment is
totally wrong and I do not support it.
MR D.L. SMIT H (Mitchell) (3.26 pm]:- Just one week ago, the Leader of the House
moved in this place -

That for the present Parliament the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee consist of the member for Jandako:, the member for South Perth, the
member for Avon, the member for Ash burton and the member for Cockburn.

We then had an extensive debate about what should be the composition of the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. As was pointed out earlier in the day, the
committee is appointed under Standing Order No 410, which states that the public accounts
committee will consist of five members, three of whom shall be nominated by the leader of
the Government. Last Tuesday, the leader of the Government, the Premier, was willing to
nominate the member for South Perth to the committee. Today, one week later, the
Parliament is being asked to discharge the member for South Perth and replace him with the
member for Vasse. That presents me with a predicament because the member for Vasse,
despite his frequent attacks upon my integrity in this place, is the elder statesman for the
south west and, as a south west member, I have sympathy with his cause. On the other hand.
the member for South Perth is a fellow student of my alma mater, Marist Brothers College at
Bunbury. Of course, I would like to see one of the old boys on the committee. However, I
am committed to the independence of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee and believe that that would be best achieved by not having a composition with a
majority of Government members.
Last week, we tried to tell members opposite chat there should be a real Opposition majority
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on the committee. This week we are saying that the member to be appointed in place of the
member for South Perth should be the member for Floreat. I have had some affection for the
member for Floreat since her arrival in the Parliament. Let us remember that she originally
sought endorsement for that seat by the Liberal Party.
Mr Bradshaw: No, she didn't.
Dr Constable: No, I did not.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I correct myself.
Mr Bradshaw. No, we corrected you.
Mr DL. SMITH: The member for Wellington should remember to inteject only from his
seat and not the seat of the person he aspires to be.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Mitchell won on two grounds.
Mr UtL. SMITH: The person that we propose to serve on this committee to make it truly
independent is a former member of the Liberal Party. She frequently acknowledges that she
is a true Liberal Independent because her philosophical view on how the country should be
run is the same as the Liberal Parry's view. That is a reasonable compromise between that
which Was Proposed by the Opposition last week and the nomination by the Government.
However, today I am more concerned about the role of the Parliament and whether the
Government is taking the Parliament seriously. [ do not believe that we should agree with
the Leader of the House's motion without some very substantial explanation about what has
occurred; that is, why did the Leader of the Government, the Premier, feel comfortable with
his three nominees last week, but this week is asking the House to discharge one of those
members in favour of a fourth nominee? The Premier had the opportunity to explain his
reasons to the House, but he simply failed to do so. He spent his time attacking the
Opposition for what he considered were its failures when it was in Government. That is not
the role the Premier should have adopted in this case. The Premier did not explain to the
Parliament the reasons which last week led him to select the member for South Perth to serve
on the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee or the reasons that this week he
feels it necessary to seek approval of [he I-ouse to discharge that member. The Parliament is
entitled to know. As a fellow member of Parliament I expect the member for South Perth to
explain the reason he was prepared to accept the important responsibility of being appointed
to the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee last week and this week he feels
that he is unable or unwilling to accept that responsibility.
Members in this House are left to hypothesise on the background to what occurred. In
hypothesising in that way we can look to the words used by the member for South Perth on
public radio after the event last week. The situation simply appears to be that the member for
South Perth was assured by the Premier that he would have the chairmanship of the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee as compensation for having missed out on a
ministerial portfolio - perhaps the Environment portfolio, which he deserved because of his
contribution to the environment as Opposition spokesman. My understanding is he was
guaranteed the chairmanship of the committee as some sort of recompense. One assumes
that the Premier would have spoken to the Deputy Premier about the promise he was making
and seek his approval so he would be able to keep his promise to the member for South
Perth. The member for South Perth, if so promised, would have been entitled to think that if
the Premier was promising that position to him then surely the Deputy Premier would have
agreed.
What happened is that somehow or other the Deputy Premier forgot to deliver, or was not
able to control the member for Avon or made a deliberate decision not to honour the promise
the Premier made and instead allowed a member of his party, the National Party, to seek
chairmanship of the committee and to do so without any discipline from his parry or the
coalition Government of which he is a member.
Notwithstanding the fact that the member for Avon acted against the obvious intent of the
Premier one would have expected, if the coalition Government were as strong and secure as
it claims, the Premier to move a motion today to discharge from the committee not the
member for South Perth, but the member of the coalition Government who disobeyed the
wishes of his Governiment.
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Mr Mc~iinty: Who ratted on it.
Mr D.L. SMITH: That is correct. The person now being proposed is the nominee of the
Premier's, but the Premier is really leaving on the Public Accounts and Expenditur Review
Committee a person who failed to honour a promise given by the Premier to the member for
South Perth. Where is the strength in this Premier? He knows he has the numbers on his
side of the House and he knows he can saill deliver to the member for South Perth what is
requited. All he has to do to honour his promise, rather than discharge the member for South
Perth, is to move a motion in this place to discharge the member for Avon.
Mrs Henderson: But he is not prepared to.
Mr D.L. SMITH: That is also correct. He knows that this issue, like many other issues, is
the cause of deep division on his side of the House.
What this motion has to do with is not the interests of the Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Committee; not the interests of the member for South Perth; not the interests of the
Parliament; and not the interests of the public and accountability. It is about the interests of
the stability of the coalition Government which in its first week in this place has had a deal
dishonoured and a member cross the floor.
Mr Bradshaw: You must realise that members on this side of the Mouse can cross the floor.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The Premier is not willing to explain why he is not prepared to use the
Government's numbers in this House and to honour the promise made to the member for
South Perth. He should discharge the member for Avon from the committee.
If the member for South Perth is willing to support the motion it is imperative that he explain
to the House his reasons for accepting his nomination to the committee last week, but now is
wanting to be discharged from it. I call on the member for South Perth to stand in his place,
at his appropriate turn, and do his duty in fairness to the Parliament by explaining his reasons
for wanting to be discharged from the committee. He might also explain why he accepts that
the Premier can renege on a promise.
Mr Pendal: With respect, you have already answered your own question. Therefore, it is
irrelevant that I do so.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I said I was hypothesising; in this Parliament members must not deal with
hypothesis if at all possible. In this case, it should not be a question for the Opposition or the
public to hypothesise on. The Parliament should be fully informed of the circumstances
which have led to this position. We have four members in this place who are in a position to
explain to the House the history and circumstances of this matter. The Premier has already
spoken and he did not use his opportunity to do so. The Deputy Premier, who is not present
in the House, should explain his part in the arrangements and advise what he knows about
the matter. The member for Avon should explain what part he has played and his feelings on
the matter, and the member for South Perth should do likewise.
Last week we spent some hours in this Parliament debating the issue of the membership of
the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee and we resolved to appoint the
member for South Perth to the committee. The member owes it to the Parliament to stand in
his place and explain why he is now seeking to be discharged from the committee and, more
importantly, to explain why he is prepared to allow the Premier to set a standard of integrity
and accountability where he can make a promise and then not honour it. I remind members
that the Premier has the power to honour his promise and the only reason he will not do so is
that he is so weak that he cannot control the members of the National Party. He is so weak
that he has allowed the National Party to take the pick of the ministerial portfolios and he is
so weak that the Ministers who hold the major portfolios - Health and Education - are not in
this House, but in the other place. The Ministers who are responsible for some 55 per cent of
the State's Budget are not in this place, where they should be so they can be accountable to
the people in the proper way: They are in the upper House where they are protected through
historical circumstances and have been kept away from the interrogation process to which
they should be subjected.
The reason for that is that we have a weak Premier and a weak coalition, who have displayed
already that their principal motivation in life is the ministerial portfolios and the big white
cars, or, if that is not on, the chairmanship of this or that committee. That is the primary
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issue that seems to be the subject of debate between the coalition partners opposite. On
every occasion that the wishes of the National Party have been in conflict with the wishes of
the Liberal Party, the wishes of the National Party have won out. It is a poor situation for
government when the tail will wag the dog right throughout the life of this Governiment. The
reason is that the Premier, who made the promise to the member for South Perth, is not
confident about his powers as Premier or his ability to control his members in order to
deliver on that promise. People in the public arena who are suffering as a result of this
Government's failure to honour its pre-election promises should recognise that this Premier
breaks not only promises that he made to them but also promises that he made to his loyal
troops.
The member for South Perth was safe in the other place. He took the risk of seeking
endorsement and election to this House.
Mr McGinty: It was a pretty marginal seat!
Mr D.L. SMITH4: Whether marginal or not, he took the risk. One expects he took that risk
because there was some belief in the Liberal Party that he could serve the party better in this
place than in the other place. It now appears that not only has he lost out on the
chairmanship of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee, but also he may
well be considering his future and the people of South Perth may be looking to a by-election
some time next year. I hope that is not the case because I believe the member for South
Perth has an ongoing contribution to make to this place and also because he is an old boy of
my school. If the member for South Perth leaves this place, it will be a direct result of the
weakness of this Premier, and also of other members opposite, who were not willing to
require their Premier to stand by the promise chat he made to his party members and who
allowed their coalition partner, the little tail, to wag the dog in an inappropriate way.
I have no problem at all with the member for Avon. He at least, according to his public
record in the past, has indicated that he has some understanding of what the PAC should do
and of what its operations should be. I wish him well if the motion is passed and the member
for South Perth is finally discharged from the committee. The mess which this Parliament is
in is due solely to the Government and to the Premier's not honouring his promise. The
Premier should have done more to explain the circumstances and background. I call upon
the member for South Perth and the member for Avon to play their part in ensuring that this
Parliament is acquainted fully with the circumstances and background surrounding this
motion.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [3.43 pm]: This amendment seeks to change the name of one
nominee to serve on the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. That relates
in an important way to the overall effectiveness of this committee. It does not reflect upon
the two individuals concerned, both of whom would have the confidence of this House and
are people of considerable ability. Howe ver, the appointment of one of those persons to this
committee will be regarded publicly as a statement by this House about the role of that
committee and about how effective it will be in fulfilling its requirements.
The rather messy situation which has led to this motion causes one to feel that the system is
going backwards. The Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee has built up a
reputation over some years but it appears now that it will slip back to be a less effective body
and one which does not have the confidence of people generally. If we can in this instance
ensure that it has a greater degree of independence, we will take an important step towards
enhancing its reputation and function. Why the member for South Perth should leave this
committee and not wish to serve on it is a matter that I can perhaps canvass later, but I will
wait to hear the member for South Perth, who hopefully will give us his view about why we
have come to this point today. Were this amendment successful, which I hope it will be with
the support of some members of the Government, then I hope the member for Vasse would
not regard it as a personal slight. He is a competent member and I would not like to see him
cut off in his prime, as perhaps the member for South Penh has seen done to him this time.
The pun put to me today was that, as the member for Vasse, it would not be seen as a
"vassectomy" either! Hopefully the member for Vasse would take that in a good natured
way.
We need to ensure disc the independence of this committee is recognised, not only because it
needs to be independent but also to ensure that the wider community respects its
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independence. Were the member for Floreat a member of this committee, that would
certainly enhance its working in the eyes of die public. This new Government said much
when in Opposition about accountability, but since the election we have seen it try to back
away from accountability. It is most unfortunate that this new Government, in making a new
start and trying to offer new hope to the people of this State, has not been willing to raise its
flag to the masthead and say it will be honest and accountable in Government and will
present the facts to the Parliament and to the people so that they can check its decisions and
ensure that they are soundly based and serve the interests of this State. That has clearly not
been the case in a number of instances over the last few months. We have an incompetent
Government, which is not willing to make decisions and put on public record the basis for its
decisions. We see a slippery Government, which plays free and loose with the truth, where
one member says one thing and another member says the opposite. We see a litany of
mistakes, contradictions and abuse of die truth. Therefore, it is all the more important that
the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee work effectively so that the
Parliament can ensure that there is proper scrutiny of the Government.
The member for South Perth indicated that he was ordained by the Premier to be the
chairman of this committee and, therefore, obviously ordained also to be a member of this
committee. However, during the debate last Tuesday the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party
made a statement which contradicts the statement of the member for South Perth. He stated -

I inform members opposite that the coalition does not operate in that way - the
nominees are the nominees of the coalition parties, not of the Premier.

Members opposite may attempt to reconcile those two statements by saying that the
nomination goes first to the joint party room and then becomes a position put by the Premier,
but the fact is that we have here a conflict which has not been resolved. The member for
South Perth said that he had the blessing of the Premier to be on the committee and to be the
chairman. However, the deputy leader said that the coalition does not work in that way - it
has nothing to do with the Premier. Whom should we believe? It appears to be a difficult
situation; perhaps it is just incompetence, or perhaps it is something more sinister in respect
of die member for South Perth being set up. That may be die way this Government wishes to
play its politics.
Standing Order No 410(2), referred to earlier by the Speaker, states -

The Committee shall consist of five Members of whom three shall be nominated by
the Leader of the Government.

Mr Trenorden: You tried to amend that last week.
Mr KOBELKE: We have these inconsistencies between both sides of the Government and
no points have been made by speakers from that side to try to reconcile the conflict. Was the
nomination of Government members for membership a joint party room decision? Was it a
matter which arose from a joint party room decision or one ordained by the Premier?
Mr Trenorden: What has that to do with this debate?
Mr KOBELKE: It has a lot to do with it because we have this debacle today because the
Government cannot get its act together. Do those actions reflect sheer incompetence or is it
the seamier side with people saying that some members are setting up others for a fail?
Mr Trenorden: We were in Opposition once, and we know about the attempts made by
Oppositions. However, we will listen to you repeat them.
Mr KOBELKE: If the member is suggesting that the Government does not have an
argument to put on the case and it will sit there and listen to questions and points made and
not fly to address the issues, we must be dealing with gross incompetence by needing to
consider these appointments once again today - or is it a little seamier?
One part of all this is the complete lack of leadership from the Government. If there is no
leadership, this Parliament and the people of this State will not place any trust in the
Government. Any Government must make decisions. We have heard much talk about hard
decisions, which is a euphemism for not having made tough decisions. The Government has
made a few poor decisions about dismissing workers and increasing costs but it has not faced
up to hard decisions necessary for the Government to run better, both within the Ministry and
the departments it controls. Hard decisions must be made and the Government has made no
1213-
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suggestion that it is looking at those hard decisions presently. We have witnessed bad
decisions, dressed up as hard decisions. That reflects a lack of leadership. Without
leadership, we put no miust in the Government when it makes decisions. We will have no
scrutiny. If there is no trust at the start the Government's decisions will not have the required
credibility. That factor will disadvantage our State and will be counter to further
development. We hope that the Government will get its act together and give some decent
leadership.
If the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee has independent membership it
can assist the process rather than downgrading any public perception of the role of the
committee; it might be seen to be just a toy of the Premier or of the Cabinet. Though the
Premier said earlier that the Government is a coalition, no comments have been made in this
place on its workings because the Government wishes to cover it over. We have not heard
about the results of the party meeting today. Members opposite appear to be Mrends again
but we have not heard the result of the real conflict which exists between the National Party
and the Liberal Party. That conflict is evident in this whole debate about the membership of
the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee.
I turn now to the motion about membership which has been the critical issue in bringing us to
this debate today. The member for South Perth insists again that he was promised by the
Premier that the member would be appointed chairman of the committee. ThaL is somewhat
different from The West Australian of 24 June which reported that the Deputy Premier said
that the proper procedure was for the committee to decide its chairmanship, not the
Government; the position was not part of the agreement. On the one hand the statement by
the Deputy Premier indicates that the committee should make the decision, and by
implication suggests that it would not be directed by the Premier or by the party room. On
the other hand, the statement by the member for South Perth indicated it was an undertaking
by the Premier.
The member for Avon on 25 June in The West Australian stated it was definitely not an
agreement that Mr Pendal would get the job. Whom are we to believe? What are we to
make of members opposite? Is it incompetence because they cannot make a decision in the
joint party room, because the Premier is not sure what the position would be? Or is
something more sinister involved? As the member for Mitchell suggested earlier, if the
Premier wanted the member for South Perth as chairman, why has a motion not been moved
today seeking to replace members so that the member for South Perth could be made
chairman of the committee? The member for South Perth must have been set up, unless as
suggested earlier and as appeared in The West Australian the possibility is that the member
for South Perth will not be with us for much longer. He may wish to spend his time
watching cricket in London and take on the role of Agent General in London - something I
am sure he will find will be within the limits of his ability.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I have listened for 12 minutes and I am mindful that the
amendment is being taken in two parts, with the first part being that the words 'Mr Blailde"
be deleted. I ask the member to address his remarks to that amendment and to not meander
off albeit that occasionally he returns to debate the amendment.
Mr KOBELKE: I thank you for that direction, Mr Deputy Speaker. The point is that the
Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee plays a very important role in this
place, and the basis of that role rests on its having a degree of independence. Such
committees obviously are formed by members of the various panies and will not be
independent in the absolute sense; the committee members will bring differing points of view
and will be cognisant of the policies and positions of their parties Nonetheless in the past the
committees have established a general appreciation of the independence of party politics in
their deliberations on matters before them and matters passed to them from this Chamber.
Today we are debating the membership of the committee and how that may contribute to
both the independence of the committee and its publicly perceived independence. I have
tried to recount that what has transpired in the last week has done much to undermine the
independence of the committee. In supporting this amendment we have in our hands the
potential to reverse that situation. The decision of this Chamber today can ensure that that
independence can be guaranteed and enhanced, not undermined. If we agree to the further
nomination by the Leader of the House we will undermine the independence of the Public
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Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. We will be seen simply to put in another
person who will be a yes person for the Government. It will be someone who will be ridden
over if he does not follow the Government line.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The member for Vasse is not a yes person, nor can he be literally ridden
over, it would be very difficult to do so.
Mr KOBELKE: That may be the case, and one hopes that is the case, but that will not be the
public perception because this Government plays free and loose with the truth. The
Government tries to back out of a situation it finds uncomfortable. The Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee needs a membership which will function effectively and
which will ensure that the Government is scrutinised and called to account.
To take up the interjection by the Leader of the House a few moments ago about why it is so
important that we have this person on the committee, and to give an example involving the
Leader of the House, I refer to page 339 of Hansard of 23 June. In that speech I was
pointing out how abysmal the Govemnor's speech was because it contained a number of
rather ridiculous errors. I said -

It is presented to him by the Government. This is a Westminster system. The
Governor speaks on the advice of the Government Ministers.

Point of Order
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Deputy Speaker. I draw attention to Standing Order No 133 and
suggest that the member is digressing from the subject mailer of the motion.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Would the member return to the subject matter of the
motion, which is that the words "Mr Blaikie" be deleted.

Debate Resumed
Mr KOBELKE: Most definitely, Mr Deputy Speaker. But I was interjected upon and, with
your forbearance, I have just one more sentence to quote from Hansard, one which answers
that interjection. I quote from Hon Colin Barnett -

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Would the member for Nollamara please resume his seat.
In effect, you are tending to canvass the ruling of the Chair, and I ask the member to return to
the content of the amendment to the motion, which is, as I have said, that the words "Mr
Blaikie" be deleted.

Point of Order
Mr KOBELKE: Mr Deputy Speaker, I do not wish to give any suggestion that I am
canvassing your ruling. l am about to return immediately to the subject of the debate.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Thank you.
Mr KOBELKE: I was interjected on and the previous Speaker had made a ruling. I had
accepted the interjection and I was asking whether I could quote one further sentence from
Hansard to finish my rebuttal to the interjection. I would then have continued and made sure
that my remarks addressed completely the matter of the amendment.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I do not want to have to repeat myself and get into a
situation where it will be declared that the member has canvassed the ruling of the Chair.
Whether members respond to interjections as they arise is up to them; but it is up to the Chair
to control debate in this place. I ani ruling that you need to return to the amendment to the
motion before the Chair.

Debate Resumned
Mr KOBELKE: The amendment which we are dealing with today shows up the
incompetence of this Government and the need for an effective Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee, If this Government is to be so slippery with the truth, as the
member for Cottesloe just indicated a moment ago, as to not be willing to face up to the
issues on the record, that is very clear proof that we need an independent committee.
MR BROWN (Morley) [4.02 pm]: I support the amendment. Before going to the
substance of the comments I wish to make, I wish to deal with the question of relevancy
which has been raised by the Chair, in order that I may put the comments that I have to make
in the context of the amendment. The amendment seeks to ensure that the Public Accounts
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and Expenditure Review Committee plays a very important role in the Parliament by
ensuring it provides the scrutiny that it is required to provide. It is, in effect, a role that
places a great responsibility on that committee to ensure accountability. The issue of
accountability is one to which I will address my remarks. With respect, the amendment deals
with the composition of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee and I think
that is a fairly clear amendment. I would have thought that anyone who could understand the
English language would understand that it does deal with an amendment to that committee's
composition.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The words are that "Mr Blaikie" be deleted.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The substantive motion which was previously brought
before the Chair and moved by the Leader of the House, Mr Colin Barnett, dealt with the
discharge of one member from the Public Accounts Committee and the appointment of
another member in his place. The amendment that has been moved by the member for
Belmont is that the words "Mr Blaikie" be deleted. It was also moved that they be replaced
with the words "Dr Constable".
The Speaker has ruled that the motion needs to be taken in two pants. it is a very
commonsense and correct ruling. We are debating the amendment that the words "Mr
Blaikie" be deleted. The Chair has allowed a fairly wide ranging debate to this amendment
and many members have raised all sorts of matters which may, or may not, tend to reflect on
other members in this House. That is disorderly, but the debate has been allowed. Since I
have been in the Chair, I have allowed the debate to canvass the issue fairly. If you are
prepared to confine your debate to what is seen as acceptable, to the amendment as proposed,
continue.
Mr BROWN: We have been told in this place and outside of this place that it is important
for the Government to re-establish the issue of accountability. We have been told that it is
important for business confidence to be restored in this State by ensuring that this Parliament
is accountable. We have been told that the errors of the past were caused by the failure of
this Parliament. We are told constantly that this is a crucial issue for this Parliament for this
State. If we want investment and jobs in this State, if we want this State to grow, we require
to show a higher level of accountability than has been shown in the past. That was, indeed,
the content of what the coalition campaigned on. The coalition said, "You can miust us
because we can be accountable; we can restore confidence in this State; we will do all of
these things that are so necessary to attract investment, to restore confidence of overseas
investors, to create growth, to create jobs." The test of this amendment is: Were those
comments merely words to be ignored at the first possible opportunity? Those on the
Government side said, "We have nothing to hide. We will run an open Government. We
will subject ourselves to the greatest scrutiny ever. We will be the cleanest Government
ever." Yet, at the first test - this is the first test - they failed, not just marginally, but
absolutely.
What did the royal commission have to say about committees and their composition?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Can I draw the member's attention to the amendment in
hand. Some members have deviated from the amendment and then have been able to get
back to it. I ask the member to get back to addressing the amendment so that the debate can
draw to a conclusion.

Point of Order
Mr THOMAS: Mr Deputy Speaker, you have made the point a number of times that the
amendment which is before the House is that certain words be deleted. My point of order is
that the amendment, express or implied, is that certain words be deleted with a view to
inserting other words; otherwise the amendment to the motion would make no sense. That is
what necessitated the division of the original amendment. The fact that the words to be
inserted are pant of the motion before the House means that members must be able to address
in the debate the desirability or otherwise of inserting other words.
Mr BRADSHAW: Mr Deputy Speaker, you well know that what he was saying was
incorrect. The amendment provides that certain words be deleted.
Mr KOBELKE: Mr Deputy Speaker, lust prior to your directing the member for Morley to
the particular amendment, he was quoting from the royal commission report relating to the
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composition of committees. Those were almost his final words. Today we are dealing with
the formation of a committee and a particular amendment designed to delete one person's
name and insert someone else's. That is centrally involved with the formation of this
committee. The member for Morley was quite properly and accurately addressing the
amendment presently before this House.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I congratulate the member for Nollamnara on his ability to read
someone else's mind. However, the Chair must make rulings on what has been said, rather
than what might be said. I have painted out that the member must confine his debate to the
amendment before the Chair. If he wishes to show how he can do that, I will be happy to
allow him to continue.

Debate Resiumed
Mr BROWN: Thankc you. Mr Deputy Speaker. This amendment is about the composition of
the public accounts committee. The role of the committee was considered by the royal
commission. One of its observations was that committees of this House should operate in an
effective way if there is to be proper accountability. It went further to say that it was not
only important, but also essential for them to operate effectively because of the infallibility
of human nature.
Mr Kierath: Your side knows all about that.
Mr BROWN: I can direct my comments to the royal commission report if necessary. Those
of us who support the amendment accept that proposition. I certainly do. People accept the
need for proper scrutiny. Many people involved in legitimate enterprises accept the need for
proper scrutiny through auditing and scrutiny of policy decisions. The royal commission
reported that that degree of scrutiny was essential in order to overcome the infallibility of
human nature. I am not sure why the Government now objects to this proposition. Perhaps it
is claiming there is no infallibility an the Government's side; that everything is so perfect
there is no need for any committees. It may be claiming that everything is absolutely crystal
clear and clean and there can be no question that any mistake might be made. If that is its
view, which was dispelled on the first day of this Parliament's sitting, the public accounts
committee should have a wider mandate. If the level of infallibility which has already been
shown is to continue throughout the course of this Parliament, the public accounts committee
and many others will be needed to bring the Governiment into check, to point out its errors
and its oversights and to show it the way.

The Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party has made a number of interjections, one in particular
to the effect that a party must have some credibility if it is to be entitled to scrutinise. In
other words he was saying that there is no allowance for scrutiny and that the Government
will decide who is to scrutinise. That was certainly not a key finding of the royal
commission, or a view accepted by the public or one which brings credibility here. It is
certainly not a view in line with comments made in the lead-up and subsequent to the
election held in this State. The real test is that when a Government has the power it can
determine the degree of accountability it wants. Today the Government has that power. It
can also determine the level of scrutiny it wants, which it is doing in the context of this
motion. Those pious remarks which had no substance and which were made for the
international community are simply washed away and forgotten here.
The public accounts committee has a significant and important role in examining the
accounts and costs and overruns of public expenditure. One of the matters members on this
side of the House have been trying to establish in vain is the whereabouts of the $18m for the
Westrail Midland Workshops. How was it calculated? Will the Government please tell
everyone the figures relating to the Rob Jetty abattoirs so that they can be properly
scrutinised? We do not have them as those figures have not been forthcoming. One worries
that suddenly there is very strong opposition to ensuring a balance of members on the public
accounts committee.
The other aspect to which some of my colleagues have referred - I will not refer to it at any
great length - is the standing of this Parliament and the need to enhance it in the eyes of the
public. In fact, there is a need to ensure that by members' own conduct and their own words,
people who sit in this place carry out what they say they will do. In other words, that they do
not say one thing and do another. It is important, therefore, to examine actions and words.
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As some of my colleagues have already said, actions were indicated when the Government
was in Opposition and taking the pure line. Senior members of the then Opposition said that
this committee should be differently constituted. That was when the purity was there. Since
then, that purity has been forgotten. Attempts to remind members about what they said when
they were advocating a crystal clean, pure State and a high level of accountability are
suddenly ignored.
There was a great clamnour for the appointment of a royal commission. Members opposite
said that it was very necessary. People in many quarters looked forward to the
recommendations that would emanate from the royal commission. Of course, many people
held themselves up as paragons of virtue in their clamour for the appointment of a royal
commission. However, the Government is now running away from the recommendations of
that royal commission. It is making no attempt to confront the hard recommendations in the
report and no attempt to put its house in order to ensure that the recommendations are
followed. Those recommendations were designed to ensure that the high levels of
accountability promised by (his Government were maintained. However, the Government is
backtracking from its promise.
The Government has an obligation to support this amendment. It should think very long and
hard before it votes against it because, as I have said throughout my address, its failure to
accept this amendment wili be a failure to fulfil the promise it made to the people of this
State. The Government will turn its back on its promise for accountability. it will indicate a
complete rejection of the recommendations by the royal commission and that will be
disappointing. The Government could do itself a great service today by changing the
composition of this committee. It could demonstrate to the people of Western Australia and
to the international community to which it so often refers that it is prepared to subject itself
to the highest levels of scrutiny. It can demonstrate to all and sundry that it is prepared to
place itself under that scrutiny. If the Government fails to support the amendment, it will
walk away from one of the most significant planks in its election campaign and it will lose
faith with its supporters.
DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [4-24 prn]: My support for this amendment is in no way a
reflection upon the member for Vasse, Mr Blaikie, who has been nominated by the
Government to fill this vacancy on the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee.
However, it reflects upon the need for us to look carefully at the composition of committees
of this Parliament and particularly the public accounts committee. If, as the amendment
suggests, we deleted Mr Blaikie's name from the motion, we would have an opportunity to
fill that vacancy and to address some of the fundamental issues which were raised by the
Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters.
I was distressed when I listened to the comments of members of the Government about
accountability after what they had said in previous times about the royal commission and
accountability. There are several fundamental reasons from the past 10 years why we should
be concerned about accountability. Have we not learnit anything from the royal commission?
One of the most important mechanisms of this House is to hold this Government accountable
through the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee for any similar waste of
money that occurred in the past. We already have a precedent for appointing a committee
which has on it a minority of Government members. That committee has demonstrated that
it is possible for it to work well. By deleting the words that I have indicated, we would have
an opportunity to do that again.
As has been said over and over again, this committee investigates how money from the
public purse is expended; it scrutinises the Government's expenditure. In the eyes of the
public, that scrutiny will be best served by having a minority of Government members on
that committee. It was also a source of great distress to me to listen to members of the
Government argue against that proposition. The Government is doing political gymnastics
by leaping from side to side on this matter. The independence of committees of this
Parliament is important. They can underline the fundamental principles that we should all
support not just when it suits us but at all times.
The people of Western Australia would have reason to question a Government which does
not support the same principles that it supported when it was in Opposition. It does its
purpose no good to argue against the amendment in the way it has today. We know, from the
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royal commission's report, and from announcements by the Government in the past few
days, that money was spent very unwisely over the past 10 years and that something must be
done. This Parliament can ensure that it does not happen again by strengthening its
accountability mechanisms. As I said, a key mechanism is the independence of the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee from the Executive. Theme is a need for such
committees in this Parliament. They should be constituted in such a way that their chairman
and membership is as independent as possible and therefore as accountable as possible to the
people of Western Australia.
This committee would work best with a minority of Government members. It has wide
powers to inquire into the business of the Government and should not be hobbled by party
principles. As I said, the principle has already been set. This Government, when in
Opposition, was only too happy to support the retention of the former member for Morley as
a member of that committee when he was an Independent and now this Government is not
prepared to support a similar proposal. The Government's position is totally inconsistent,
which is a shame when it is beginning its termn in Government. The people of Western
Australia will be concerned to see it take a backflip on how the committee should be
appointed. The Government should answer the question that will be asked by the people of
Western Australia; that is, why has it changed its mind now?
I have read the debate which occurred last week when we debated a similar matter and there
was very little in the arguments put forward by Government speakers to support their
political gymnastics. Only the member for Avon suggested that other Parliaments allow
Independent members to serve on similar committees. This Government would do well to
listen to the member for Avon. It is time that we took the royal commission's report
seriously. We spent a lot of money on it and we should ensure that the people of Western
Australia have confidence in the Parliament to scrutinise the Executive. I believe very
strongly that one of the roles of Independent members of this Parliament is to ensure that the
recommendations of the royal commission are adhered to by the Government. I am
disappointed that we are yet to see the Commission on Government Bill placed on the Notice
Paper.
In conclusion, chapter 5.2 of the report of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities
of Government and Other Matters states -

The causes of a decline in the effectiveness and reputation of the legislature in
Westminster systems are well understood. They lie chiefly in the dominance of the
party machines in the work of elected representatives. When a Government
commands a majority in both Houses of a bicameral legislature, neither chamber is
likely to provide a stringent check upon the executive's activities.

That sums up the reasons that we should be changing the composition of this committee.
The commissioners went on to say -

However, if the Parliament is to fulfil its broad responsibility to act in the public
interest, its members' role and responsibility to serve that public interest must be
reinforced. T'hat parliamentary role must rest solidly upon the independence of the
Parliament as an institution.

This committee, if constituted with a minority of Government members, will go a long way
to fulfilling what the commissioners were asking us to do.

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

Ayes (23)
Mr M. Barneut Mr Graham Mr Mc~inty
Mr Bridge Mr Grill Mr Ripper
Mr Brown Mrs Hailahan Mr DL. Smith
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mr Thomas
Dr Constable Mr HI Ms Warnock
Mr Cunningham Mr IKobelke Dr Watson
Dr Edwards Dr Lawrence Mr Leahy (Teller)
Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough
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Noes (27)
Mr Ainsworth Dr Haines Mr Osborne
Mr CJ.Barnett Mr House Mr Prince
Mr Blaikie Mr Johnson Mr Shave
Mr Board Mr Kierath Mr W. Smith
Mr Bradshaw Mr Lewis MrTrenorden
Mr Court Mr Marshall Mr Tubby
Mr Cowan Mr McNec Mrs van de Klashorst
Mr Day Mr Minson Mr Wiese
Mrs Edwardes Mr Omodel Mr Bloffwiich (Teller)

Pairs
Mr Taylor Mr Pendai
Mr Riebeting Mr Nicholls

Amendment thus negatived.
Motion Resumned

Question put and passed.

EMPLOYERS' INDEMNITY SUPPLEMENTATION FUND AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

MR KIERATH (Riverton - Minister for Labour Relacions) [4.37 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
Altough these proposed amendments to the Employers' Indemnity Supplementation Fund
Act were introduced by the former Labor Government during the 1992 spring session, they
were not proceeded with due to the low priority given to them by the former Government. In
line with this Government's better management and economic prosperity policy we have
accorded this Bill a high priority. Due to its positive financial impact on the State we are
prepared to reintroduce the Bill with minor amendments to provisions controlling the
collection and investment of moneys standing to the credit of the supplementation fund. The
amendments do not affect the intent of the Bill which is fully supported by the coalition
Governent. In addition a number of consequential amendments to this Act and the
Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Act have been identified by Parliamentary
Counsel and incorporated in the current Bill before Parliament.
The supplementation fund is provided for under the Employers' Indemnity Supplementation
Fund Act which was established in 1980 to protect employers against workers' compensation
claims in the event that their insurer goes into liquidation. Th1e legislation was a response to
the 1980 collapse of Palrndale-AGCI Ltd. and recognises the potential financial impact of
claims against employers. Following proclamation of the Act, Bishopgate Insurance Co Ltd
and more recently National Employers Mutual General Insurance Association Ltd went into
liquidation. The fund also meets claims by waterfront workers suffering from asbestos
related diseases, as provided for in the Waterfront Workers (Compensation for Asbestos
Related Diseases) Act.
The supplementation fund is administered by the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation
Commission, and claims are managed by the State Government Insurance Commission.
Although the fund continues to satisfy recurring workers' compensation claims against
employers who were insured with Bishopgate and National Employers Mutual General, the
Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission has been negotiating with the
liquidators to flnalise outstanding claims. Based on negotiations with the liquidators,
deficiencies in the provisions of the Employers' Indemnity Supplementation Fund Act were
identified which, if not urgently addressed, could have serious financial implications for the
recovery of costs incurred and the finalisation of outstanding claims. The amendment Bill
currently before the House proposes amendments to avoid any negative financial impacts and
empowers the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission to finalise
outstanding claims.
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Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission to accept final payment from
liquidator on behalf of supplementation fund: The Bill seeks to amend the Act by
specifically empowering the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission to
accept final payments from the liquidator of an approved insurer in full settlement of existing
recurrent and future outstanding claims to the supplementation fund. This provision will
enable the commission to negotiate final payments to the supplementation fund, thereby
avoiding unnecessary and costly delays to the workers' compensation system in this State.
State Government Insurance Commission to assume responsibility for full claims
management: The current legislation provides for payment of claims to be made by the
SGIC to the liquidator of an approved insurer, who in turn pays the claimant. The SCIC is
required to report to the liquidator on a regular basis. This procedure generates considerable
administrative and claims management costs on the basis that the liquidator's charges are
additional to the SCIC fees. Such additional costs to the system simply cannot be justified.
To streamline the claims payment procedure and contain costs the Bill provides for the SGIC
to be responsible for full claims management, including direct payment of claimants.
Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission to control collections and
investments: The Bill proposes to amend the Act to transfer power from the Treasury to the
Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission to control the collection and
investment of moneys standing to the credit of the supplementation fund. However, on
Treasury Department advice the previous amendment submitted by the Labor Government
would not have enabled the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission to make
long ternm investments and this would clearly have defeated the intent of the amendment.
Therefore, a provision has been introduced which will, enable surplus money in the
supplementation fund to be transferred to the workers' compensation general fund, which,
subject to the agreement of the Treasurer, will be used in accordance with the intent of the
Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Act. Since the source of both these funds is
ultimately insured employers, this provision will not affect the financial position of
employers in this State. A reciprocal provision has been inserted which provides the
Treasurer may direct that an amount not exceeding any amount which was transferred to the
general fund shall be paid from the general fund to the supplementation fund where an
insufficiency exists in the latter fund.
These amendments are appropriate as the current provisions relating to the investment and
advances from the fund were introduced prior to the establishment of the Workers'
Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission and were intended to separate the investment
of trust funds from claims administration, currently managed by the SCIC. The Workers'
Compensation and Rehabilitation Commission now administers the Act and has authority
from the Treasurer to invest the general fund and other trust moneys. The proposed change
of investment responsibility preserves the separation of the investment and claims
administration functions and recognises the commission's accounting resources.
The provisions contained in this Bill are necessary to streamline administrative procedures
under the Act and introduce a specific power to enable outstanding claims to be finalised. If
the amendments proposed by the Bill are not ratified and implemented as quickly as possible,
it could have adverse financial implications for the recovery of costs incurred and the
finalisation of outstanding claims, to the detriment of workers and employers in this State. I
commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Leahy.

SUPREME COURT AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Attorney General) [4.44 pm]: I move -
That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill provides for a small yet important amendment. The Supreme Court of Western
Australia is about to embark on a delay reduction project incorporating case flow
management.
On 3 May 1993 the Government approved the appointment of two commissioners and the
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consequential additional resources for the process known as the "August blitz". These
resources were required to deal with the serious delays in hearing and determining cases in
the Supreme Court civil lists. The Government recognises the dilemma the justice system is
facing and, in so doing, included in its policy statement "Law and Justice" a commitment to
examine and make recommendations within six months to reduce delays of mactens before
courts and in the interim appoint commissioners with the same powers as judges to help
reduce die delays. The reduction of the civil list delays will allow the full implementation of
the civil case flow management systems within the Supreme Court. That system will result
in more effective control of the future business before the civil courts.
This Bill enables the judges of the court to make rules delegating authority to registrars of the
court and for the mediation of matters in dispute between parties. The Bill provides the
tightened procedures to enable case flow management to be implemented, and I commend it
to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by MrLeahiy.

ACTS AMENDMENT (MINISTRY OF JUSTICE) BILL
Second Reading

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Attorney General) 14.45 pmj: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The Acts Amendment (Ministry of Justice) Bill represents the centrepiece of the
Government's pit-election commitment in creating a single Ministry of Justice incorporating
the Crown Law Department, the Department of Corrective Services and the Youth Justice
Bureau,
Historically, four agencies have been responsible for the justice system of this State: The
Crown Law Department in servicing the judiciary and the courts; the Department for
Community Development in managing juvenile offenders through its Youth Justice Bureau;
the Department of Corrective Services in managing adult offenders; and the police. This Bill
sets out to reform the system of justice in Western Australia and shifts the focus from a
disjointed system to one which has a strategic dimension in the way it delivers services to the
taxpayers of this State. Sadly, Western Australia has been characterised by an increasing
crime rate, increased community concern about public safe7y, higher rates of juvenile crime,
inequities in Aboriginal justice. insufficient attention to victims of crime, an inconsistent
approach to sentencing, inequities and delays in access to justice, escalating costs, and a
disillusioned community. All this was presided over by the former Labor Government
because of its inability to make hard decisions in the face of resistance from elements within
the system - a system which has clearly failed Western Australians because of its narrow
approach to justice issues.
Although an integrated justice system was canvassed as a means of addressing some of these
problems, and the effectiveness of criminal justice policy was seen in Europe to be linked to
the integration in a single ministry of the justice functions, nothing happened until the
publication of the coalition policies on law and justice, and law and order, in January 1993.
The creation of a single Justice Ministry incorporating the Crown Law Department, the
Department of Corrective Services and the Juvenile Justice Bureau was central to these
policies and aimed at establishing an organisation capable of developing and implementing
coordinated and integrated criminal justice policies and services.
On our winning Government, a task force was set up, with Cabinet approval, to examine and
report on the creation of the Ministry of Justice. Key features of the policy documents
specifically taken into account by the task force were: T1he encouragement of a close
working relationship between the Ministry of Justice, the judiciary, the police and the
community through an executive committee under ministerial control: the provision of
information to victims of crime; the establishment of a sentence information database;
restoring a strong focus on juvenile justice; the establishment of a juvenile justice advisory
council; the establishment of a victims' advisory committee; a commitment to reducing the
proportionally high representation of Aborigines in prison; the establishment of community
justice centres; access to the law; and reform of sentencing legislation.
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These key features were used in producing the mission statement for the ministry, which is to
provide a fair and equitable system of justice that protects the rights of individuals and is
responsive to the community's need for a safe and ordered society. Features of the
Organisation will be -

The director general who, as the chief executive officer, is the accountable officer for
the purposes of the Financial Administration and Audit Act and the chief executive
officer for the purposes of the Public Service Act.
A corporate executive, which will comprise the director general; the five executive
directors of strategic and specialist services, courts development and management,
juvenile justice, corrective services and corporate services; the Crown Solicitor and
the Parliamentary Counsel.
The Crown Solicitor and the Parliamentary Counsel will be administratively
responsible to the director general but will have a separate and independent reporting
relationship to the Attorney General on professional matters.
There will be a strong emphasis on justice policy coordination across the ministry
through the strategic and specialist services division, with particular emphasis on
Aboriginal justice and victims of crime.
Victims' services will be transferred from the police to the Ministry of Justice. A
victims' services advisory committee comprising community victims' services
representatives will be formed. Both the service and the committee will form part of
the victim policy and review branch, which will be expected to develop victim policy
for the ministry.
An Aboriginal policy and service branch will be created. The agenda for the branch
will include the recommendations of the Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths
in Custody. To facilitate the implementation of these recommendations, the branch
will be linked to the Royal Commission into Aboriginal Deaths in Custody reference
group. In addition, the Aboriginal visitors' scheme will transfer from the Aboriginal
Affairs Planning Authority to the Ministry of Justice.
The corporate services division will be predominantly centralised.
The corrective services division will comprise a prisons directorate and a community
corrections directorate.
The juvenile justice division will replace the Youth Justice Bureau of the Department
for Community Development. The division will manage a full range of programs for
juvenile offenders. [ will be elaborating on this feature of the organisation later in the
speech.
The counts development and management division will extend the scope of the
existing court services division of the Crown Law Department. Tribunal services
have been transferred from the Ministry of Consumer Affairs.
Offices which in the past have received corporate services from within the Crown
Law Department will receive similar services from the new ministry. These are the
office of the Director of Public Prosecutions; the office of the Public Trustee; the
office of the Registrar General; the office of State Corporate Affairs; the
Parliamentary Counsel's office; the Crown Solicitor's office; the Solicitor General's
office; and the Public Guardian's office.

The legislative framework for the creation of this ministry, as provided for in this Bill,
requires, in essence, so far as it relates to the Crown Law Department and the Department of
Corrective Services, amendment to all Acts of Parliament that contain reference to these
organisations. It is also proposed that all the powers necessary for the effective management
of the ministry must be vested in the director general, who should have the authority to
delegate as required. Essentially, these were powers exercised by the Under Secretary for
Law and the Executive Director of the Department of Corrective Services.
The following Acts were identified as requiring amendment: The Anatomy Act 1930; the
Bail Act 1982; the Criminal Injuries Compensation Act 1985; the Electoral Act 1907; the
Evidence Act 1906, the Freedom of Information Act 1992; the Juries Act 1957; the Justice
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Act 1902; die Law Reform Commission Act 1972; the Pay-roll Tax Assessment Act 1971;
the Prisons Act 1981; the Reprints Act 1984; the Residential Tenancies Act 1987; and the
Suitors' Fund Act 1964.
The legislative and administrative changes required to establish the juvenile justice division
within die ministry are more complex. The removal of the Youth Justice Bureau from the
Department for Community Development will provide a more clearly defined focus for
youth justice policy in this State. The Department for Community Development can now
direct its resources to programs aimed at preventing young people from entering the
offending cycle, while the juvenile justice division of the new ministry will focus on early
intervention and rehabilitation with young offenders and the successful return of young
offenders back into society after periods in detention.
Juvenile crime is a matter of public concern; clearly, it is of such concern that the public in
February rejected the soft welfare options of the previous Government. This soft welfare
option denied parents their legitimate rights, allowed juvenile offenders to post their own
bail, and allowed a juvenile to be released on a work release order with a mobile phone to
monitor his whereabouts at lunch time. No wonder the public lost confidence! The
community feels unsafe but finds little comfort in the justice system. The Government is
strongly committed to dealing with juvenile offenders in a coordinated and integrated way.
I now mention a few of the juvenile justice initiatives of particular significance to the
ministry:

The juvenile justice division will have a separate but strong focus within the ministry.
The executive director of juvenile justice will be a member of the corporate executive
to ensure that juvenile justice receives the prominence it deserves in the ministry.
A juvenile justice advisory council is to be established with strong community
representation to monitor crime trends and rehabilitation rates, and evaluate existing
programs and reports.
Reparation schemes, which require offenders to recognise and understand the impact
of their actions through family conference and victim participation, will be supported.
Programs which can demonstrate achievement in positive behaviours such as Youth
Insearch, Project Turnaround and Westrek - youth at risk, will also be supported.

The majority of legislation relating to youth justice is contained in the Child Welfare Act and
the Community Services Act. Other Acts associated with youth justice are the Children's
Court of Western Australia Act 1988; the Crime (Serious and Repeat Offenders) Sentencing
Act 1992; the Bail Act 1982; and the Criminal Code. Approximately 90 per cent of the child
welfare regulations of 1977 are identifiable as relevant to juvenile justice.
Work has already commenced on the development of the Young Offenders Bill, scheduled
for inclusion in the 1993 spring legislative program. The specialist focus of the juvenile
justice division in the Ministry of Justice will be implemented in this Bill. However, it was
considered inappropriate for this Bill to be introduced in haste if its only purpose was to
establish the Ministry of Justice in its proposed form. I am mindful that such a major
legislative initiative should be allowed sufficient time for parliamentary and community
debate.
Consequently, the provisions in this Bill as they relate to juvenile justice are acknowledged
as being transitional; however, they were considered the most pragmatic and efficient way of
enabling die juvenile justice division to exercise its powers as a division of the Ministry of
Justice. In die Bill the sections of the Child Welfare Act and other legislation which relate to
juvenile justice have been identified and amended to vest the exercise of those powers in the
Chief Executive Officer of the Ministry of Justice or the Attorney General, as the case may
be. Clause 12 of the Bill, which amends section 5 of the Child Welfare Act, is an apt
example. Also, new section 5A provides for the exchange of information between the
Department for Community Development and the juvenile justice division of the ministry,
which will enable both organisations to operate effectively.
Protocols have been developed between the two organisations to ensure that the exchange of
information will be proper and for the right purposes, particularly regarding the use of
electronic information. Protocols are also being developed to avoid the New South Wales
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experience where adequate arrangements were not put in place to accommodate children who
required a joint involvement because associated problems related to both welfare and justice.
These protocols are aimed at protecting children in these situations from being tossed from
one organisation to another with no-one willing to take responsibility.
Therefore, the Government is committed to strengthening and reforming strategies in the
juvenile justice area which are weighted towards justice, parental responsibility and quality
rehabilitation programs designed to produce outcomes which assist the individual and the
comm unity.
I am confident that the single Ministry of Justice will achieve its mission and that a
significantly greater level of criminal justice policy coordination will occur. The Ministry of
Justice will ensure that all elements of the community justice system are working towards a
common goal. I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Leahty.

JUDGES' SALARIES AND PENSIONS AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Attorney General) (4.57 pm]: I move -
That the Bill be now read a second time.

Under the pension scheme in operation prior to 1987, the base pension of a judge, or the
widow or widower of a deceased judge, was determined at the date of retirement or death of
the judge as a percentage of the judge's final salary. A pension payable under that scheme
was adjusted thereafter in accordance with increases in the consumer price index.
In 1987 the Act was amended to bring in a new scheme for pensions payable in respect of
judges retiring, or dying before retirement, after the 1987 amendment came into effect. In
those cases the pension payable to the judge, widow or widower was calculated as a
percentage of the current judicial salary. The intent of the new scheme was that movement
in the current judicial salary would produce corresponding movement in the pensions
payable under that scheme without need to refer to CPI movements. Accordingly, the right.
to CPI adjustments was abolished in respect of pensions under the new scheme.
The amendment clearly removed any entitlement to CPI adjustments of a widow or widower
receiving a pension under the new scheme. Unfortunately, it failed to make equally clear the
entitlement of a widow or widower receiving a pension under the new scheme to pension
adjustments according to movements in current judicial salaries in a case where a judge
retires after 1987 and subsequently dies. The result is that doubts have arisen as to the
entitlement of a widow or widower in this position to receive any adjustment of pension at
all. Clearly that would be most unfair, and it was certainly not the intent of the legislation.
This Bill proposes a minor amendment to clarify the Act and to put beyond doubt the
entitlement of widows and widowers in this position to have their pensions adjusted over the
years in accordance with movements in current judicial salaries. I commend the Bill to the
House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Leahy.

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON DELEGATED LEGISLATION
Reconstitution - Appointments

On motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House), resolved -

(1) That a Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation be appointed with
the same terms of reference as the Delegated Legislation Committee
appointed during the Thirty-third Parliament;

(2) that the House appoint the members for Geraldton (Mr Bloffwitch), Perth (Ms
Warnock), Roe (Mr Ainsworth) and Thomnlie (Mrs Henderson) as members of
the committee; and

that the Legislative Council be acquainted accordingly.
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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY
Motion

Debate resumed from 24 June.
MRS HALLAHAN (Arrnadale) [5.00 pml: I appreciate this oppontunity to place on record
my thanks to all those people who assisted with and supponted the campaign to win the seat
of Arrnadale for the Australian Labor Party. I congratulate you, Mr Deputy Speaker, on your
appointment to your current position and also Mr Speaker on his election as Speaker. We all
know that these are important positiont in this House. While I have this rare opportunity and
feeling of goodwill to all members I congratulate new members on their election to this
Assembly. As members -know, I came into the campaign for the seat of Armadale a short
time before the election. That circumstance resulted from the then member for Annadale,
Hon Bob Pearce, taking quite courageous action and resigning from the Ministry and
indicating that he would not be standing at the next State election. I therefore come to this
Assembly after 10 years' experience in the other place and having represented nearly all of
what now constitutes the seat of Armadale for a decade. It was a great campaign. We all
thoroughly enjoyed it and worked very hard. People in the electorate were determined not to
have this seat slip from Labor hands. Indeed, many other people worked with us locally to
make sure the seat was not lost in what we thought would be a very tight election.
Mr Hill: In fact, you had a substantial swing upwards.
Mrs HALLAI-AN: There was a swing towards the Labor Party in the seat of Arrnadale and
its percentage of the total vote was 55.27. 1 waive my rights to the privilege which normally
accords to a first speech in this place given that I have some years' experience in another
place. I am told that is reasonable for me to do, as much as I think it would be reasonable to
hold on to those rights for a short period.
The people of Arrnadale value their lifestyle. It is in part a suburbanlurban lifestyle on the
edge of country living, and part of the electorate is of course rural and country living. The
insignia of the City of Annadale, which is one of the local governments in the seat, is "City
Living, Country Style". That captures the spirit of the seat of Annadale. The concerns of the
people within that seat are similar to those of the wider community in Western Australia.
Many people are worried about the level of crime and unemployment as those two factors
impact on members of their families. It is true that community groups, churches, service
groups and sporting organisations are very well supponted and provide a diversity of
activities for the residents. The local chamber of commerce identifies very closely with a
broad range of community activities. Neighbourhood Watch is a leader in the field with the
programs it has developed and I pay tribute to the leadens of that movement as they have
worked together across a wide region and involved many members. It is now a very
effective organisation.
Armadale and its surrounding communities ame growth areas of the metropolitan Perth
region. As the hub of the south east corridor, Armadale is a developmental front. That is
causing many tensions in the community as some people on rural land holdings want to
rezone and subdivide for many and varied reasons such as providing security for family
members, while many other people want to hold onto their large rural lots and not have any
subdivision take place at all. At the same time as those tensions are evident - members know
how passionately people feel about those matters - we have the questions of mining,
quarrying and waste disposal in the southern part of the seat of Armadale. The communities
in Byford. Serpentine and Mundijong are strongly opposed to those potential developments
and they continue to occupy the time of many community meetings and debates. That will
continue to be the case as people put forward the notion that tourism should be a stronger
element of employment in that area than those activities which they see as detrimental to the
environment.
The seat of Armadale is a very interesting part of the metropolitan area, and members may
not realise the potential of this region. The harness and thoroughbred industries are long
established. They exist alongside agriculture, horticulture, timber mills, brickworks, a flour
mill, nurseries and many small businesses and manufacturers servicing this very large and
rapidly developing area. It is well serviced at a local government level by the City of
Arm adale and the Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale, and a small proportion falls within the City
of Gosnells.
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The population growth in the area is signified by the emergence of an additional community
newspaper, so the community has the Weekend Examiner and the long established Comment
News to publish its news and views. People were constantly complaining that so much of
what was going on was not covered, and they are now turning to the new paper to see if the
shortcoming of space in the existing paper will be redressed.
Prior to the coming to Government of the Labor Parry in 1983 very few support services
were offered in tbis seat. In the past decade we have seen the establishment under the
supported assistance accommodation program. jointly funded by both levels of government,
of the women's refuge at Starick House, Gosnells, to service both Gosnells and Armadale.
That is one of the many good things that have come from a decade of State and
Commonwealth Labor Governments. Armadale also has a youth refuge and a home help
service for the housebound funded under the home and community care program. Armadale
has much improved sporting and recreational facilities and a remarkable number of child
care centres; again, a jointly funded Commonwealth and State program which has given
enormous assistance to many families in that region. Annadale has a family day care
program, one of the the largest family day care schemes in the State. A remarkable change
has occurred in the social profile of that region as a result of the last decade and the input of
support to improve the quality of life for families living there. I had the pleasure in that time
to be associated with most of those developments and to work quite closely with a number of
them. I have also chaired a body called the South-East Metropolitan Local Authorities Group
comprising the Cities of Belmont) Canning, Gosnells and Armadale, which is a regional
effort at cooperation by those four cities out of which has come some remarkable things.
Lotteries House in Armadale was identified by that group as a facility that would provide
accommodation for community groups in the area. Another project members may be aware
of, and which many people in their electorates would welcome, is access to a small booklet
called "Wills and Funerals" developed through SEMLAG under a task force chaired by the
then Mayor of Gosnells, Councillor Pat Morris. That has been distributed far and wide
within the State. SEMLAG also developed a multicultural day care scheme for the elderly,
who come from diverse ethnic backgrounds. That operates through the four cities. Along
with those social developments SEMLAG also pursued business enterprise activities.
Much support has been given by the new enterprise scheme for people to access an income in
their first year of developing their business after establishing that it is a viable business idea.
That officer also assists many small businesses in the region. With minuscule bureaucratic
support two officers - the regional development officer and the economic development
officer - have served the region well. That has been made possible by the cooperation and
leadership at the level of mayor and city manager or town clerk by the four local
governments.
The introduction of the electric train was a gala day for Armadale. A wonderful carnival
opening was held in which the community took pant in great numbers. It is a great service;
however, the fare increases will have a huge impact upon many families in the Armadale-
Kelmscott community. Many people in that district are first home buyers and ame struggling
to become established. They have welcomed access to the wonderful service provided by the
electric trains. However, the increases which have become evident today will be a
disincentive for many people to continue using the trains. For example, fares for multirider
ticket users will increase by approximately 24 per cent. An increase of 22.7 per cent will
occur for users of day tickets. That is a huge cost impost for a family which is working to
establish itself in a new, developing area and whose members must travel from Annadale to
the city to work. Some family members in the community travel beyond the city to work,
and the increase in fares for them will be much higher. I am also concerned about the cost
for student travellers. The multirider tickets will increase by 33 per cent in zone 3 and 50 per
cent in zone 4. Members would understand my concern and the likely reaction of people
living in the Armadale-Kelmscotl area. The member for Roleystone would have difficulty
explaining to his constituents why people will be facing these hefty increases. Most people
living in Westfield and Roleystone feed into the Kelmscott station and, therefore, come into
zone 3. Other commuters would feed into the Sherwood, Challis and Armadale stations and
come into zone 4. The adult concession rates will increase by 33 per cent in zone 3 and 50
per cent in zone 4. They are significant increases which the community now faces as a result
of the announcement which has been made by the Governiment this week.
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The issue of road trains is also of great concern to members of the community. I have a
petition containing hundreds of signatures from people who are worried about the effect on
their safety and that of their families on the road, and also about the effect it may have on
their dwellings if they live alongside any of the proposed routes. Members of the
Government who represent that area in this place and in the other place, in particular the
member for Roleystone, should be advocating strongly on behalf of the people who live in
the Armadale area. T1hey art fine citizens making a great contribution to this State and they
value their choice of place to live, which they regard as city living, country style.
In 10 years much change has occurred in the social fabric of Western Australia. In that time
[ have had the opportunity to be a Minister for seven years and, therefore, have seen the
implementation of many fine initiatives which have increased the quality of life for many
Western Australians. We have seen the expansion of many programs. I have already
referred to the refuge movement which was starved of funds when we came to Government.
Family centres did not exist, child care centres were not funded and family day care,
although in evidence, occurred in small numbers. Many sections of the community felt that
they were not sufficiently supported in the responsibilities they had as citizens and family
members.
The Seniors' card received wide acceptance and is now followed in other States as a model.
One could say that here in the west we have developed the best and exported it, under the
initiatives of the past 10 years. That is not to recognise that difficulties have not occurred
during that period. However, [ would be sorry to see a lack of recognition for the great
improvements which have occurred in that time. I referred previously to Armadale's home
help service. Services under the home and community care program are now provided
across the State. Every community has worked on expanding and consolidating that
program. Financial counselling and services to rural areas were all expanded under a
philosophy that promoted a belief in the community's capacity to recognise its own needs.
The community knows what it wants and needs. However, it needs Government to work
with it and provide the resources in order to bring about those changes which will add to the
quality of people's life experience and to their opportunities. The family centre program
gives a heart to communities and provides good facilities for community activities. Many
communities did not have such facilities; some had old style halls and recreation centres
which did not provide an opportunity for community groups to come together for smaller
discussions and a range of activities which they wanted to sponsor in the community. Family
centres also provide for four year olds. The family foundation also recognises the great
activity -

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I wonder whether the members in the House and those in
the Speaker's Gallery could pay attention to the fact that at times the level of noise is
unacceptable. If meetings must be held which require vigorous discussion, those people
involved should take note of that fact.
Mrs HALLAHAN: Another project which has developed into a controversial matter in more
recent times was the bicycle helmet subsidy provided by the former Government in response
to parental and community concerns about children's safety to and from school in particular,
and also during their recreation activities. An awareness had developed that we are all
vulnerable on push-bikes and that head injury, once suffered, may not be overcome. Many
people become utterly dependent on their families for their entire lives. In cases concerning
children, many families' lives have been utterly disrupted and have changed completely,
never to be the same again. That fact stimulated the Government to subsidise the purchase of
bicycle helmets for school students. The program addressed a significant community and
professional concern. It was implemented through the local P & C associations and schools.
The programs over the decade of Labor Governments were targeted towards and involved
partnership with the community and have led to a changed situation in this State. If there
were any counsel one could not resist giving to a new Government, having had that
experience, it is that it would be a retrograde step to attack the level of community
involvement in programs. Involving the community in programns that are going to meet
genuine needs also means that one must listen to what the community has to say. The
Government must be willing to listen to the public and appreciate the importance of what is
being said. It should be prepared to implement decisions according to those priorities. The
Labor Government made some very significant changes over the last decade and it had
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confidence working with a wide range of community groups. I suggest to the Government
that there should be no devaluing of community involvement in the decision making process.
It should continue to encourage community participation which, in the last decade, markedly
improved the quality of life of Western Australians. During the election campaign I was
interested to hear people say they would be voting for the Australian Labor Party because of
the social changes which had been brought about over the last decade. They were saying this
in spite of other debates which were taking place in the community at the time of the
election.
The five-year-olds' education program is a case in point. If one listens to sections of
professional groups and the media it appears that this program is not needed in Western
Australia. Although it is needed in other States, except Queensland, these groups appeared
to consider that Western Australian children should not have access to this development
program. The program provides an opportunity to identify children's learning difficulties at
an early stage and prepare five year old children for formal school. All the literature says
that such a developmental program gives children the best start to schooling. The program
will provide children with the basics to achieve during their school years and provide them
with the best opportunities in life. The first steps program provides the opportunity for
teachers and parents to gan additional skills. These are highly valued programs in the
community and the people involved in them are hoping that this Government will continue to
support them.
The 1990s is the decade of the training agenda. I was pleased to be involved in the setting up
of the Australian National Training Authority, which will provide training which is sensitive
to industry's needs. It will provide the competitive advantage we need in our international
trading and there is no way we can move away from that imperative. The State Employment
and Skills Development Authority is very important in identifying the training needs of this
State. It has recently been brought to my attention that the current Minister continues to be
opposed to the concept of tripartite arangements between unions, industry and Government
and would not be opposed to the demise of SESDA. The Government would be biting off
more than it could chew if it tried to do away with such an important body. SESDA has gone
through its growing pains and has the ability to identify industry's trining needs. It has a
legitimate role to do that through legislation which was passed by this Parliament and we are
about to see the benefits from it. Significant changes have been made in this area, some of
which are still to bear fruit and others of which have absolutely proved their worth.
Many people were involved in these many achievements during the 1980s as members of
task forces or advisory groups. Many of them were paid public servants, some came from
paid positions in the non-government sector and many were involved because they had
expertise they were prepared to make available without any reward other than the belief that
they were assisting the development of Western Australia. I sincerely thank all the people
we worked with and trust they have the satisfaction of knowing that they have contributed
very significantly to Western Australia.
I also take this opportunity to thank the staff, both ministerial and departmental, who worked
with me over the past 10 years. Their dedication to the people of Western Australia does go
unheralded, but their contribution was a significant factor in improving the quality of life of
Western Australians in the areas I have referred to.
In the short time I have been focusing on what I possessively call my seat of Armadale I have
been made aware of the very important qualitative changes which have taken place in
Western Australia in the decade of Labor Governments. State and Federal. We were lucky
that the Commonwealth Government was in a position to partner the State Government in
many of the programs which were developed in response to community needs and the result
has been the enhancement of family and community life.

Amendment to Motion
Mrs HALLAHAN: I move -

That the following words be added to the motion -

but regrets to inform Your Excellency that in its handling of the State's
financial matters the Government has -
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(a) failed to act in the best interests of families by agreeing to ambit
claims for increases in charges;

(b) failed to consider increases in taxes and charges and their effect on
families on a whole-of-government basis; and

(c) misrepresented the magnitude of increases in charges and concealed
the relationship between those increases and its plans to privatise bus
transport, motor vehicle third party insurance and other Government
services.

[Applause.]
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Leader of the Opposition) [5.28 pm]: In recent days we
have been subjected as a community to a very unpleasant charade. The charade is very
transparent to those who have watched new Goverments come into operation. It is a
charade we have seen repeated in several recent elections in which conservative parties have
won elections, and the Opposition concedes that from the outset.
We have seen the charade in New South Wales, Tasmania and then Victoria; we are now
seeing it here. During the election campaign the Premier, the then Leader of the Opposition,
came out and said clearly that he was not Jeff Kennett and this State was not Victoria.
However, week after week we have sadly seen a repetition of the same attitudes and an
attack on the people of Western Australia. It is a very clear tactic of blaming the previous
Government for everything and then making sure the people know as little as possible about
what is actually happening. It is a combination of, firstly, the Government's refusing to take
any responsibility for the decisions it is making - saying they have been brought, about by
other people's views of the world, which is a very passive way of approaching its task.
Secondly, as well as blaming the previous Government this Government is making sure that
the people do not know what is actually happening to them.
I intend to indicate how that has occurred in the recent announcements on taxes and charges.
The joke that does the rounds every time there is a change in Government tells about the
former Premier handing four envelopes to the new Premier - I take it that the Premier has
taken this joke to heart. The new Premier is supposed to open one envelope each year. The
first one says, "Blame the previous G~overnment." The second envelope, which is opened at
the beginning of the second year, says, "Blame the Federal Government." The Premier has
actually been doing two of those things; I think he cheated and opened the two envelopes at
the same time. The third envelope says. "Blame the international environment, or anything
else you can lay your hands on." The fourth envelope which is opened in the fourth year -
and this is where this Government will come unstuck - says, "Prepare four more envelopes."
That is precisely the fate which this Government will suffer. It will be preparing four more
envelopes because it will serve only a single term. We have heard the previous Government
blamed and the Federal Government blamed, and we have not yet heard the international
economic environment blamed, but there is nothing surer than that the people of Western
Australia will see through these tactics.
We see in this announcement about taxes and charges a cynical and transparent exercise to
disguise what is in fact an ideological position by this Government. I do not know why the
Government will not come clean. I do not know why members opposite will not simply say,
"We want to increase the amount of Government work that is done by private enterprise
because we believe in that." I do not know why members opposite will not simply say, "We
will cut the public sector work force, not because we need to do that financially but because
we believe in it." Why will they not come out and say that so that the people of Western
Australia will know where they stand?
Secondly, I do not know why members opposite will not say, "We are actually against
progressive social planning and policy." I do not know why they do not repudiate a decent
public transport policy and say that they are in favour of increasing the number of motor cars
and the number of people on the roads. That is what this Government would prefer to
happen, so why will members opposite not do that? We see instead a transparent exercise,
culminating today in the most cynical of all where we have not only an increase in third party
motor vehicle insurance premiums but also a threshold and cap on the claims that can be
made. That has nothing to do with the financial position of the State Government Insurance
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Commission but a great deal to do with the ideological position of members opposite. That
will have a devastating effect on people who have been injured and who might seek to make
reasonable claims.
In the time that I have available I will look at what is the Government's justification for the
big increases in charges that we have seen already from this Government.
Several Government members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: This is the sort of blustering that we have come to expect from the
Government. Sensible interjections art like the ones we are hearing from members on this
side. The real financial position in Western Australia has been hidden deliberately by this
Government and it has used the classic tactic, the audit report of so-called independent
commissioners. The McCarrey report was trotted out a couple of days ago and was handed
out to the people of Western Australia as though it had some veracity. It does not. It does
not enjoy the confidence of the Opposition.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You are hardly the people to judge veracity and integrity! You were the
most financially corrupt Government to ever run this State.
Dr LAWRENCE: It is clear from the McCarrey report that it too was a political exercise.
Mr Minson: Where was it wrong?
Dr LAWRENCE: I start with the appointment of the commissioners, and take first
Mr McCarrey. He is a fanner Under Treasurer - or was one 10 years ago. Someone in my
office asked today, "How long does it take before a person ceases to be a former Under
Treasurer and becomes something else?" For the last 10 years Mr McCarrey has been doing
something else. He has been advising the Institute of Public Affairs, among other groups.
about how to set up its State finance audit unit. He does not deny that.
Mr Lewis interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: Is the member saying that he should be ashamed to be attached to a right
wing think tank? He is not an independent commentator. By his own acknowledgement, he
helped to set up the IPA State finance audit unit. The IPA is, by everyone's reckoning, a
right wing think tank. I do not think Mr McCarrey has ever denied that. I do not think he
has ever denied that he was stood aside by a former Labor Government. Therefore, he is
unlikely to think particularly kindly towards those people whom he now seeks to criticise. I
might say also, in the interest of fairness, since the inference to be drawn from the McCarrey
report is that Treasury officials in the last decade have been less than diligent in their
activities, that Mr McCarrey presided over the most extravagant take or pay contract which
this State has ever seen, and which had to be renegotiated otherwise those debt figures that
members opposite make so much of would be a great deal larger than they are today and it
would not be possible to deliver any decreases in electricity tariffs to anyone. Mr McCarrey
presided over the signing of a contract which had the potential to break the State of Western
Australia, and had it not been for the renegotiation of that contract under Labor
Governments, State and Federal, we would still be living with the consequences of that
contract.
It is clear also that the Government superannuation scheme under Mr McCarrey's
stewardship was blowing out to the point where it had every potential of making this State
totally insolvent. Members opposite need to be fair and look at the stewardship that he
provided. As Under Treasurer, he apparently had little concern for the fact that the
contingent liability of the State in the form of the unfunded superannuation scheme was out
of control. Again, it took a Labor Government and the Treasury officials who replaced him
to bring that scheme under control. He now has the temerity in the first volume of his
report - and I believe he repeats it in the second one - to say that we should have a fully
funded superannuation scheme.
Mr Lewis: How would you know that?
Dr LAWRENCE: He says in the first volume that he intends to refer to it in the second
volume.
The other members of the committee hardly have the characteristics to inspire confidence in
the wider community; and again, this is part of the accountability of this Government. The
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Government announced an independent audit. We all knew what it was for because all the
previous Liberal Governments had done it. It showed a distinct lack of originality. First, it
appointed a former Under Treasurer with an axe to grind. The other members of the
commission were all members of the Liberal Party who had helped in fundraising. That is
extraordinary. Did this came out in the course of the Premier's announcement that we would
have an audit commission? It just so happens that three of the people concerned have been
fundraisers for the Liberal Party, but there was no up-front announcement about the status of
those people in the Liberal Party. That information had to be gleaned after considerable pain
from the members themselves because the Premier claimed that he did not know about the
status of those people. I find it most extraordinary that the Premier, who was, after all, the
Leader of the Opposition at that time, did not know that those people were involved in
fundraising for him - not in some chook raffle in Widgiemooltha. but actually on the
fundraising and finance committee of the Liberal Party. The Premier asks the community to
believe that he did not know that! The Premier also asks us to believe, despite the fact that it
is clearly in the Liberal Party minutes, that he did not know whether the Liberal Party
contributed to the IPA. The Liberal Party did contribute to the [PA. Therefore, the
independent think tank which Mr McCarrey beaded has been funded over the years by the
Liberal Party. The independent commissioners who joined Mr McCarrey were on the
fundraising committee of the Liberal Party.
Mr Court: Are you a member of the IPA?
Dr LAWRENCE: No. The Labor Party does not contribute. The parliamentary Liberal
Party contributed regularly to the IPA. The parliamentary Labor Party has never done that,
nor will it ever do that. Therefore, these commissioners were not just people sitting on the
periphery. They had a political axe to grind for the Liberal Party. They warnted to look after
their mates. They were raising money for the Liberal Party, after all. They contributed to the
election of members opposite. They wanted the Liberal Party to be in Government. The
Premier then appointed them to a committee to investigate the financial status of the previous
Labor Government. Come on! It is most extraordinary that the Premier would have us
believe that these people could possibly be independent.
Several Government members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! I have tolerated a little higher than usual
level of interjection, partly because when the member who is speaking was on the other side
of the House and interjecting her level of interjection was fairly high too, so I felt it
reasonable that there should be a bit of balance. However, the level has gone well beyond
that. I ask members to give the speaker the courtesy of at least hearing what she has to say.
Members who wish to interject should do so perhaps one at a time and not as a group.
Dr LAWRENCE: I understand why the Liberal Party and the Government do not want to
hear about these members. It was the most extraordinary effrontery to expect the community
would swallow having not one or two but all three commissioners having a close link with
the Liberal Party. It is the most extraordinary effrontery to think they would or should
swallow that. I certainly do not, and I know that a great many people in the community find
it extraordinary that the Government should have had that effrontery and should have said
that it does not matter.
Mr Court: What about the consultants?
Dr LAWRENCE: We will have more to say about the consultants on another occasion.
Mr Court: What do you have to say that you have not already said?
Dr LAWRENCE: On another occasion! First, the committee is suspect, and second, when
its findings come down what do we find? We have heard a great deal of hoo-ha from the
Government when in Opposition about the State debt crisis; we will be enveloped in debt. I
suggest that members opposite should read the relevant section of their biased report. Even
they could not bring themselves to overturn the independent assessment of the State's
finances provided niot by us but by the Victorian Chamber of Commerce and Industry, by the
Victorian Audit Commission, by Moody's Investor Service, by Standard and Poors, by the
New South Wales Treasury -

Several members interected.
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: Report after report has clearly indicated that Western Australia, far from
having severe problems of the Opposition when ir was the Government, was in fact a middle
of the road, second to Queensland State in respect of most of the financial indicators -

Mr Court: So you want us to be down there. It is bankrupt.
Dr LAWRENCE: New South Wales is bankrupt, is it? We are considerably ahead of New
South Wales on tax supported debt.
The debt myth has been blown out of the water by the Government's own report because Mr
McCarrey, given his former experience as an Under Treasurer, knew that he could not pull
the wool over the eyes of t people of Western Australia. I do not like what he has done
with this report.
Mr Court: You just said he was Under Treasurer.
Dr LAWRENCE: He presided over a huge blow out in unfunded superannuation liabilities
and the North West Shelf take or pay contract. That in itself was not a very good
performance indicator for an Under Treasurer. Therefore the debt myth was blown out of the
water by the Government's own report. We now have in this place this strange beast which
we ended up having examined by a number of truly independent commentators; this strange
beast with most of the technical work done by Mr Neville Smith, a former acting Auditor
General and senior Treasury official. A lot of the technical work is competent. It is only
when we reach the political bits of the report that we can see the seams are loosely stitched
together. The summaries at the beginning of each chapter show the political hands all over
it; that is, the language becomes more florid and the statements overlook the qualifications in
the report in such a way that it becomes misleading. I simply use the example of the so-
called forward projections that are supposed to describe the hole that will require the State
Government to slash and burn. The forward projections which are the linchpin of the
Government's case contain two bits, neither of which is on the public record. One is the
strange graph that Mr McCarrey had behind him in media conferences - the average deficit
or surplus on monthly transactions. I have talked to a number of people involved in
Government finance statistics about that. They asked "What on earth is that; what does it,
mean?" They have no knowledge of the beast. It does not appear in the Australian Bureau
of Statistics data. It is not used in any of the other audit reports. It is a novel approach the
interpretation of which could be disputed.
The other linchpin is the forward projections. They are supposed to be based on the current
level of expenditure and some cost plus factors. We are supposed to believe that the State
must find at least $145m over the next three years and possibly more.. I suggest that
members of Mr McCarrey's commission and members of Government, since they use the
example of the Commonwealth forward estimates, have a few lessons from the
Commonwealth Government. That is not the way it does its forward estimates. When we
were in Government, Treasury officials worked on the best way -

Mr Court: To increase taxes.
Dr LAWRENCE: And the Premier has given him every bit of ammunition that he needs. In
this phoney report the Government has walked into a trap delivered by the Federal
Government. It will have a great deal of difficulty arguing that it should not increase taxes
because it has already put that argument. I tell the Government and I will tell the Federal
officials that it is a phoney argument. The Government does not know how to deal with
forward projections. First, every estimate that the Commonwealth puts forward for every
department is not cost plus. It is not what the Government did this year, it is plus a three per
cent cost escalation for consumnables plus a 1.5 per cent escalation for wages. That is not the
way it is done. That is how Mr McCarrey did it. It is not surprising the report ended up with
a rather large figure. The Federal Government does not do it that way. It looks at
productivity dividends, It insists, as the State Government should, that departments improve
their performance, that they do not simply come back each year, as Treasury has a tendency
to allow them to do. This is a warning to the Premier They should not come back every
year and say, "Please, sir, can we have what we had last year plus a bit more for the extra
cost, plus a bit more as a safety margin, plus a bit more in case we cannot cover our
expenses?" The discipline, and one that the Federal Government accepts, is that we do not
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simply have a cost plus estimate of forward projections. We will again go into some detail
on the question of projections because they are completely phoney.
Finally, the whole report was supposed to reveal all - the big secrets that would be revealed
about the State of Western Australia's finances. There were no secrets; they were totally on
the public record. Most of the financial information provided in the McCarrey report. apart
from its one or two idiosyncratic within-Treasury figures that no-one has ever seen before
and that just popped up out of nowhere, is on the public record and not, as Mr McCarrey
said, hidden. For instance, his avenage deficit -

Mr C.J. Barnett- Are you saying he is dishonest?
Dr LAWRENCE: The figures that he talked about were on page 1 of the Treasurer's Annual
Statements. I do not know how much more open we can get than that. All the figures axe on
the public record.
This report already has been used by the Government to justify increases in charges that have
nothing to do with the consolidated revenue. The Water Authority is a separate business
entity; the transport charges that have been increased will bring in $4.8m and the
Government has just ripped out $40m because of its road transport policy. The SGIC
changes have nothing to do with consolidated revenue. The Government has delayed the
sale of the SGIO but the McCarrey report says nothing about electricity charges, water
charges and the SOIC. In other words, the McCarrey report is a smokescreen and it always
was, conducted by the Government's mates for a transparent political purpose. We will not
cop it.

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) 15.48 pm]: There is a basic truth about the Government's
attitude and policies on financial management. We can summarise the truth in two phrases:
The first is its economic narrowness and the second is its class bias.
Mr C.). Barnett: Philosophical mumbo jumbo.
Mr Court: Tell us about the SCIC.
Dr GALLOP: I will tell all. The economic narrowness of this Government is exemplified by
its reliance on the mast narrow form of accounting as a way to deal with questions of
Government revenue and expenditure. That extremely narrow form of accounting, the
narrowest approach possible to the question of Government revenue and expenditure, is
cle-isly revealed in the decision to close Westrail's idland Workshops.
This side of the House, throughout the course of the debate over the workshops, has shown
the narrowness of the Government's contribution. Had the Government's methodological
approach to financial management in the State been applied at major points of the State's
history, we would have gone backwards and not forwards. I remind you, Mr Acting Speaker,
(Mr Ainsworth), in particular, given that you represent a rural constituency, of the process by
which the agricultural industry of this State was established in the first decade of this
century. I advise you to look at the history of that period and note that if this Government's
methodology had been applied your. industry would never have been set up in the first place.
The second bias that this Government has is a rabid class bias. This Government wishes to
see a radical and very hasty shift of the burden of taxes and charges onto the shoulders of
ordinary working families. This Government believes in the principle and the practice of
consumption taxes, and that is what it now seeks. The Liberal Party failed to do this at the
Federal election and now attempts to implement its design to shift the burden of taxation
away from business and onto the shoulders of ordinary working class families. The political
strategy it has developed to try to conceal its real motive is, of course, to blame the previous
Government for everything. 7Tey parrot this phrase day in and day out. Of course, the
parroting will end when the people realise the truth about Government decision making.
How does it deal with the financial facts that are placed before it? What priorities does it
adopt in dealing with those financial facts? Does it try to protect those who are weakest in
the community or does it shift the burden from those most able to carry the consequences of
the current recession onto those least able to carry them? One feature of the Lawrence Labor
Government that stands out like a beacon is the protection of the interests of ordinary
working families when it comes to taxes and charges. I will illustrate the approach of a
Lawrence Labor Government in respect of taxes and charges and contrast it with this
Government in the areas of motor vehicle thiird party insurance and electricity tariffs.
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This Government has done two things with motor vehicle third parry insurance: It has placed
a levy on all motor vehicle owners, bar pensioners, of $50; it has also introduced a threshold
for claims of $15 000 and an upper limit for claims of $200 000.
Mr Lewis: It is not true,
Dr GALLOP: That is what the Premier's press release says.
Those two measures will have a direct and obvious impact on ordinary working families in
this State. The Stare Government Insurance Commission came to the previous Government
12 months ago and said that it wanted to increase premiums by 12 per cent. Incidentally, all
of what happened was laid before this Parliament in answer to questions last year - nothing
was concealed. When the commission came to our Government and said it wanted a 12 per
cent increase in motor vehicle third party insurance we said two things: Firstly, that we are
in recession and our priority is to protect ordinary working people, Secondly, was it
appropriate to allow an increase, and to rubber stamp its recommendations, on the eve of the
sale of a major asset of the SQIC - that is, the Stare Government Insurance Office? Our
Government, on behalf of the ordinary people of this State said, "No, we will wait to see
what happens with the sale of the SGlO." That sale was to be carried out after a
recommendation from the SGIC on the best time for the float. Then the Government could
look at premiums. Contrast that with the approach of this Government. The SGIC came
along and asked for a 12 per cent increase. This Government said, "You can have that 12 per
cent increase by way of a levy and we will also introduce thresholds and an upper limit on
clams." That is this Government's response; it has nothing to do with the facts placed
before the Government. It has everything to do with the class bias of the Government in
dealing with those facts. That is the truth about motor vehicle third party insurance. Make
no mistake, this side of the House, in alliance with many groups in the community, will be
taking on this issue. We will be educating the community about the need or otherwise for a
threshold of $15 000 and a cap of $200 000. How many people who have experienced real
pain and suffering from motor vehicle accidents will be denied their right under common law
by this Government? This Government has no compassion whatever. We know where this
Government is coming from in its prejudice and policy. We know the interests it represents
and the decision on motor vehicle third party insurance has nothing to do with the facts and
everything to do with business and priorities that this Government sets in that area.
The other aspect of the Government's response was also interesting. Where did it get the
idea for a flat $50 levy?
Mr Kobelke: A poll tax?
Dr GALLOP: It came from Margaret Thatcher, to Jeff Kennett, and across the Nullarbor to
the coalition Government. Flat taxes mean two things: A flat earth economic policy and a
severe impact on those least able to pay in the community. I revealed to this House last year
an alternative that we had been investigating when in Government. A scheme operates in
Saskatchewan to relate premiums to the quality of the person who drives a motor vehicle by
charging a premium for demerit points lost. That scheme can be closely linked with the
strategy of reducing road accidents in our community. We were looking into that scheme to
see if it was viable to establish it in Western Australia. This coalition Government, on the
other hand, did not look at those who perhaps might be able to afford to pay, and those who
ought to pay; this Government just slaps the increase on everyone because that is its
philosophy: Do nor worry about a person's ability to pay, just extract the money out of them.
It is old fashioned conservatism; it is the philosophy of consumption taxes.

Sifting suspended from 558 to 730 pm
Dr GALLOP: Before the dinner break I was talking about the motor vehicle third party
insurance premiums and the establishment of a new levy on all motor vehicle owners and
their impact on ordinary working families in this Stare. I was making the point that it is not
just a question of what are the financial facts, but of how the Government of the day deals
with those facts. We have very strong evidence from this decision of how this Government
will deal with financial facts and impact upon ordinary working families in this State. In that
instance the Government thought there was a political benefit associated with inflicting some
pain on ordinary families, so it maximised the pain. I turn now to a different area -
electricity - and a situation in which it was possible for the new Government to provide some
benefits to people. When it could be established that the former Government created a
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situation that could be beneficial to people, what did this Government do? It minimised the
benefits. That is the rule it has adopted. Where it can inflict some kind of political damage
on the Opposition, it maximises the pain; where it can create some benefit that can be linked
with a fanner Government it minimises the benefits.
I refer to how that occurred in relation to electricity. Last year a range of tariff reforms and
reductions were established by the previous Administration because the State Energy
Commission of Western Australia had improved its profits. Not only was it possible for
SECWA to reduce the amount of debt which was imposing an interest burden on its books, it
was also possible for SECWA. through new off-peak tariffs and reductions in the existing
tariff schedules and in the goldfields line charge, to plough back $46m into the community to
encourage new investment and employment. At the same time no increases whatsoever took
place in the domestic sector. Indeed, the Labor Government insisted that SECWA maximise
the plough-back into the community of the profits it was receiving. Last year SECWA
earned a profit of about $70m and approximately $46m was ploughed back into the
community.
However, a change of Government occurred and what happened? The first decision the new
Government made concerning energy was to scrap a scheme the Labor Government had
introduced, funded from the consolidated revenue fund. The scheme was to assist struggling
electricity consumers in the planning of their energy consumption in cooperation with
SECWA's energy information centre and the community based financial counselling system
which we now have throughout the length and breadth of Western Australia. The first
decision made by the Minister was to chop out that home energy advice service. It cut out
that scheme which was to be funded from consolidated revenue and which was to have no
impact whatsoever on SECWA's ability to reform and reduce tariffs. In cutting out that
scheme he is denying many families the opportunity of proper planning for their. energy
consumption. That scheme allows the possibility of introducing, at a reasonable level, some
energy conservation measures for lower income families.
The Government did cut tariffs which, of course, is to be applauded. It reduced the supply
charge for the general supply tariffs. It rearranged the declining block by cutting out the last
two blocks in the table. The Labor Government started that process last year. That reform is
in the interests of energy conservation and should be supported. This Government also
consolidated two of the other blocks and, as a result, the State, is now left with only two
blocks in a range of energy tariffs. On top of that, it reduced the cost of peak rate useage to
six cents a unit. It is estimated that this will create about $16m in savings. The projection
SECWA made to mcat the time I left office was that it would make a profit of over $ loom
this year. If Labor were in Government it would insist that a much larger proportion of that
profit be ploughed back into tariffs cuts. Out of a profit of about SIom, electricity
consumers will enjoy concessions to the tune of about $16m.
Last year when the Labor Party was in Govcrnment, SECWA made a profit of about $70m
and initiated reforms in electricity bills which cost approximately $46m. This Government
missed the opportunity to significantly cut electricity tariffs in this State. Indeed, if it
adopted a whole-of-government attitude to taxes and charges it would have compensated
some of those domestic consumers hit by tariff increases in the transport area. It could have
compensated some of the ordinary families with a cut in the domestic electricity rate.
However, such a concept does not even come into the mind of this GovertimenL. It does not
even comprehend the concept of whole-of-government planning to assist ordinary electricity
consumers.
Dr Lawrence: It has no mechanism to do that.
Dr GALLOP: That is right. More importantly, it has no will to do it. In conclusion I will
remind the House of the rule adopted by this Government on taxes and charges. Where it
can establish some negativity in respect of the previous Government it maximises the pain.
Where there is a positive benefit associated with the previous Government it will minimise
the pleasure. That is its strategic concept. As well, I remind the House of the record of
previous conservative governments in respect of electricity tariffs and third party premiums.
After four years the Labor Party will go to the community and see how its record of 1983 to
1993 compares with that of this coalition Government. I refer to the third party premium
record over the past decade. In 1976 third party premiums increased by 50 per cent; and in
1978, by 33.3 per cent.
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Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr GALLOP: In 1980 they increased by 50 per cent; in 1981 by 25 per cent; and in 1982 by
10 per cent. During the decade of the Labor Government an increase occurred in only three
years. In 1986 they increased by 10 per cent; in 1990 by 12 per cent and in 1991 by 30 per
cent. The record of charges for electricity was as follows: In 1980 electricity tariffs for the
residential consumer increased by 18 per cent; in 1981 by 16 per cent; and in 1982 by 13 per
cent. In the industrial-commercial sector they were as follows: In 1980 they increased by 18
per cent; in 1981 by 16 per cent; and in 1982 by 13 per cent. During the Labor Government
there was only one year - 1986 - in which the residential tariff increase was greater than the
consumer price index in the Perth region.
This Government has a simple philosophy: Maximise the payments of taxes and charges by
ordinary families. With the tax and charge increases that have been announced in recent
days that principle has been put in place yet again by a conservative Government.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Treasurer) (7.40 pmn]: What a nerve members opposite have to
come into this Chamber and talk about struggling families. In my I11 years in politics,
poverty was never an issue until members opposite had been governing this State. The
Poverty Task Force report of July 1990 said that the number of people living in relative
poverty in the Perth metropolitan area had increased by sonic 44 000 persons and there were
more than 211 000 persons in the Perth metropolitan area living in relative poverty compared
with 167 000 in 1989. How can members opposite talk about struggling families? They
created the struggling families.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! This is intolerable and I will not accept it. Earlier today, I advised
the House that if members continued with their rowdiness I would cease question time. I
now advise members that if they continue to interject so that the member on his feet or his
successor, whoever that may be, cannot be heard, I will take action. I hope I will not have to
repeat that. Is is one thing for a person to interject; I accept rational interjections. However,
I will not tolerate two or three people shouting above the member who is trying to be heard.
Mr COURT: Since the publication of that report, the number of persons living in relative
poverty in Western Australia has increased by over 60 000 to more than 290 000 people,
with nearly 85 000 children living in relative poverty. That happened in a decade of Labor
Government. They are struggling because we have record levels of unemployment.
Mrs Hallahan: Why don't you support them?
Mr COURT: The member asked me why we do not support families. Labor Governments
lost $1.5b of hard-earned taxpayers' funds. How can we help struggling families? They
come into this Parliament and talk about assistance to struggling families. They know only
too well that there would be no increases in taxes and charges and everyone's living
standards would be higher if they had not been involved in those deals and had attracted
more investment to the State to provide higher levels of employment, instead of which we
have record levels of unemployment. Families in which there is no breadwinner are
struggling.
Mr Ripper: So why do you make life more difficult for them?
Mr COURT: I will tell the member about making life more difficult! The member for
Victoria Park implied in his speech that there are no problems with the SGIC. Even the
Opposition spokesperson for finance said on the news tonight that the Labor Party cannot
take the blame for all of it. I want to know what it will take the blame for. On 18 May 1988
the member for Victoria Park referred to his Government's performance. He said -

The second thing that the Burke Government did, which was a clear innovation, was
to realise that if those Government institutions and existing Government institutions
such as the SGIC and the Superannuation Board already in the marketplace were to
work properly in that marketplace, they needed to be commercialised.

Dr Gallop: That is exactly right.
Mr COURT: The member explained what he meant by cornmercialisation. He said -
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This is where there is a clear difference between members on this side and members
on the oilier side of the House - the Burke Government saw that the traditional Labor
idea of Government intervention in the economy could work if it were allowed to
because the experience of the past was that Liberal Governments had not believed in
the ideal of Government intervention in the marketplace and therefore they had not
let it work, did not want it to work, and did not want the mixed economy to work.
They warned the public sector to be seen to be the weaker half of the economy
because they wanted all profits to be earned by their mates in the private sector. That
is the truth of this debate.

The member for Victoria Park said that on 18 May 1988, three weeks after the Government
invested $300m in the Bell Group. Do members opposite know how much we got out of that
$300m? We lost the whole lot, plus more. That reflects the former Government's great
support for the SO IC's being cornmercialised and for being allowed to take an interventionist
role.
Dr Gallop interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Victoria Park has made his speech.
Mr COURT: Eighteen months later, on 31 August 1989, the member for Victoria Park said -

We have seen, through the financial activities of our State Goverment and revealed
in its Budget dealing with consolidated revenue and through the wrading enterprises of
the State Government, that funds have been channelled into that basic area to
facilitate the way of life we all support. Only last year the State Government
Insurance Commission sent funds across to the State Government which were
channelled into the Family Foundation. I know that in my electorate those funds
have been put to a productive use in improving the basic infrastructure of our society,
helping young citizens and ensuring that community groups can promote good things
in Western Australia.

The Government was taking money out of the SGIC at a time when it was bleeding to death.
The Government invested $466m and it lost $450m of that money, and members come into
this Parliament and tell us that we are not looking after struggling families! What a nerve
they have.

Point of Order
Mr LEWIS: The Leader of the Opposition has impugned your integrity, Mr Speaker, by
saying that you are favouring the Treasurer against the interjections on the basis that you will
not allow inteijections by the Opposition while the Treasurer is speaking.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Aniadale has been interjecting a lot in the last five
or 10 minutes but I have not called her to order because her interjections have not been
unacceptable. Interjections are only unacceptable when an interjector is joined by the
member for Victoria Park and other members. Then it becomes intolerable. I repeat: Please
understand that I accept inteijections as long as they are made in an appropriate way and do
not deny the person who is speaking, either from may right or my left, the right to be heard.
Several members are going to the brink and I will take action. However, I will not take
action this time. I did not hear the Leader of the Opposition's remarks.

Debate Resumed
Mr COURT: Since the member for Victoria Park has been in this House, he has defended
the actions of the Burke and Dowding Governments and now the actions of the Leader of the
Opposition.
The SPEAKER: Order! The cross-Chamber conversations will cease.
Mr COURT: It must be realised that it did not work. The Opposition when in Government
cost this State a lot of money.
Dr Gallop: Talk about the decisions you made in Cabinet this week.
Mr COURT: The Opposition should not talk about struggling families when it has created
the struggling families.
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I want to talk about taxation. The member for Victoria Park spoke before the dinner
suspension of the goods and services tax, class warfare and that sont of nonsense.
Dr Gallop: [ said you are biased in a class way. That has nothing to do with class warfare.
Why don't you go home and read some literature?
Mr COURT: I watched the television news and saw that the Federal Government is now
looking at the different forms of tax which it needs to try to solve its problems. It is talking
about widening the sales tax and the inheritance tax. The only thing I can say about the
inheritance tax is that we may perhaps get back some of the money we have losL.
Dr Lawrence: Do not twist the truth. That is a classic tactic of yours but it is not a pretty
one.
MrT COURT: The Federal Treasurer told the State Governments last week that they should
all increase their taxes. He said that there is a problem federally, and that Federal
Government expenditure is growing.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition cannot repeatedly interject. I do not
object to her interjecting occasionally but if she does so at great length I must stop her.

Point of Order
Dr GALLOP: My point of order relates to your ruling, Mr Speaker, about intrjections. As
you are aware, different people take the Chair besides yourself. Earlier when I was speaking
in this debate there were constant interjections and absolutely no ruling was given by the
Chair. I ask you to talk to your colleagues about your concept of interjections and what is
acceptable so that there are consistent rulings from the Chair.
The SPEAKER: That is not a point of order but I wili reply to it. A number of members
have consistently ignored mny calls for order in the past week and a half, and the member for
Victoria Park is one of those people. He has been interjecting in the last few minutes and I
have not objected to that;, however, I object when he joins one or two other colleagues and
does so in his very strong quality. Olivier-type voice, so that the person who has been given
the call cannot continue with his speech. I assure the member for Victoria Park that I do not
wish to protect any one member of the House more than any other, although Premiers and
Leaders of the Opposition traditionally tend to get an advantage in the call and matters of that
nature. Apart from that, every member is equal. I cannot allow the member for Victoria
Park with his strong and very loud voice to join in when other Opposition members are
interjecting. I had accepted the interjections by the Leader of the Opposition but they went
on for too long. It is not fair on the member on his feet. That is all I seek to do. I cannot
spend all afternoon and all evening calling for order. I will shortly reach the point at which I
will start to use the powers that go with this office. I do not wish to stop members from
interjecting, but only from interjecting excessively.

Debate Reswned
Mr COURT: The Federal Treasurer last week told the States to increase their taxes. We
have recently been through a Federal election campaign and during that campaign the Prime
Minister, Mr Keating, and his team ran a fear campaign against the taxation reforma package
put forward by the coalition.
Dr Lawrence: What has this to do with the amendment before the House?
Mr COURT: We are talking about taxation.
Dr Lawrence: State taxes and charges.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition's Federal colleague told us to increase our
taxes - was the Leader of the Opposition not listening?
Dr Lawrence: You gave it as justification.
Mr COURT: The Federal Treasurer said that the States should collect more and now the
Federal Government has said it will look at different ways of increasing taxes. The Leader
of the Opposition should not come into this Parliament and suggest that when in Government
she was prepared to face up to the whole question of taxation reform, because she was nor.
When it suited her party it ran a fear campaign against taxation reform. Would the Leader of
the Opposition have supported the abolition of payroll tax?
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Dr Lawrence: Not for a GST - never.
Mr COURT: As from tomorrow a fringe benefits tax will be levied on parking lots. The
Federal Government is doing it all the rime. The hypocrisy of it all! At least the coalition
parties were open and honest enough to cell the public what the tax package would be. The
television program "Labor in Power" shows that the Prime Minister warnted the GST and one
of his great defeats was when Bob Hawke rolled him on the GST. Yet he had the hypocrisy
to fight the Federal election campaign in the way he did against a goods and services tax.
The Leader of the Opposition is quite prepared to continue her personal attack on Les
McCarrey and the committee.
Mrs Hallahan: You mean the cronies' committee?
Mr COURT: Les McCarrey has been described today as a former Under Treasurer with an
axe to grind, a Liberal Party hack -

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Fremnantle.
Wr COURT: It has been said that he is dishonest. However, he is one of the most highly

respected Under Treasurers this State has had.
Mrs ilallahan: Respected by whom?
Mr COURT: Read Hansard and some of the comments of Brian Burke and others about the
performance of Mr McCarrey. Is the member saying that those comments were not correct?
Mr Grill: McCarrey has harboured a grudge against Brian Burke since he effectively
downgraded him 10 years ago, and everyone knows it.
Mr COURT: Is the member for Eyre saying that Mr McCarrey is not a professional person?
Mr Grill: No, but he harbours a grudge.
Mr COURT: In relation to the charges we have announced on electricity, water, transport
and the Motor Vehicle Insurance Trust, I can assure members opposite that it gives us no
satisfaction whatsoever.
Mr McGinty: Why are you doing it?
Mr COURT: Because it is the responsible thing to do.
Mr McGinty: Rubbish.
Mr COURT: Does the member for Fremantle realise that the SGIC is completely insolvent
and cannot pay its claims this year? The Leader of the Opposition says that the SGIC is not
broke. I have a letter from the Chairman of the SCIC saying that it cannot pay its claims this
year unless it is forced to sell its assets at fire sale prices.
Mr Ripper: Presumably their advice is based on an actuarial report. Will you table that
report?
Mr COURT: What does the member mean by an actuarial report?
Mr Ripper: There must be an actuarial report.
Mr COURT: I will give the Opposition every briefing in relation to the SGIC.
Mrs Hallahan: Will you table the report?
The SPEAKER: Order! We do not need that question to be repeated.
Mr COURT: Members opposite must be financially illiterate if they do not believe the SGIC
is insolvent.
Dr Gallop: What is the definition of "insolvent"?
Mr COURT: Insolvent is when an organisation cannot pay its bills. The SGIC has an excess
of liabilities over assets of nearly $400m. The SGIC must pay some claims and it does not
have the liquidity to do so because it has a negative liquidity.
Mrs Hallahan: Let us have the briefings tabled then we will be in a position to assess this
information.
Mr COURT: I have told the member the financial position at the SGIC; I said it could not
pay its claims.
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Mrs Hallahan: Let us have the advice!
The SPEAKER: Order! There is too much noise.
Mr COURT: The advice. has been tabled today.
Mr Kobelke: It is only one of your shoddy bits or paper we want the auditor's report.
Mr COURT: It was not a shoddy piece of paper, it was a letter from the Chairman of the
5010!

Point of Order
Dr GALLOP: The Premier turned to me and said that I described it as a "shoddy piece of
paper". I did not say that and I ask that the comment be retracted.
Mr SHAVE: The member for Victoria Park did not make the comment it was the clown
sitting behind him.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: I do not know whether the claimed remarkc is accurate or otherwise.
However, it would not be unparliamentary for someone to describe a document as shoddy. I
am not in a position to ask for the comment to be withdrawn.
Dr Gallop: [ did not say it,.

The SPEAKER: I do not want to be interrupted! What is more, the member for Victoria
Park has been interjecuing excessively, and I will take action against him if he continues to
interject at the same rate.
I cannot recognise the member for Cockbumn as he rises to take a point of order when not in
his sear.

Debate Resumed
Mr COURT: The member for Nollainara claimed that it was a shoddy bit of paper.
Mr Kobelke: That is what we are used to receiving from you.
Mr COURT: It happens to be a letter from the Chairman of the SCIIC explaining why it was
insolvent!
Mr Kobelke: It was saying the same thing a year ago; why not table the auditor's report?
The SPEAKER: Order! That question has been asked six times. That is unacceptable. If a
member wants to ask a particularly good question twice, and it is not answered, he should
desist.
Mr COURT: Members opposite are still trying to defend the situation at the SGIC. What an
appalling situation! I can assure members opposite that Cabinet agonised over the matter of
the $50 levy. We knew what this would do to struggling families. Normally a Government
would spend a $50 levy on good projects; it is terrific. However, what will we spend the $50
levy on? We will repay losses and debts. We do not have any glory in inflicting that sort of
pain on people, but we have a responsibility to bring the State's finances under control.
Dr Galiop: Talk to the Chair, not to me.
Mr COURT: I spoke to the member for Victoria Park because he was one of the Ministers
who did not have the strength to stand up in Cabinet and state that these issues needed
addressing.
Mr C.I. Barnett: As President of the Labor Party, he, more than any other member, would
have known about the situation.
Dr Gallop: Rubbish!
Mr CiJ. Barniett: He knew exactly what was going on.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Members on my right are inteirjecting excessively.
Mr COURT: In conclusion, as I said earlier, the concept of accountability of members
opposite when in Cabinet is to say, 1I cannot remember." They then proceed to cover up the
matter, and when it is exposed they claim no problem exists.
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In my remaining minutes I shall reinforce the point regarding water rates. For 10 years the
small business community has been trying to make the Labor Party understand the
difficulties involved with the water rating system. Members opposite are aware of the
number of small businesses which have been paying large sunms for water even though they
do not use water. Members opposite know the problems and had the alternative options put
before them. In the late 1970s and early 1980s a great deal of work was done on reforms of
this issue.
Mr Thomas: I wonder why the then Government did not do anything about it.
Mr COURT: It did. In the late 1970s the late Hon Andrew Mensaros drove the issue of
water rate reform; the member for Cockburn knows that. We have been prepared to Start that
process and to remove that burden from many small businesses. We want to lift the unfair
taxation burden on small business. Credit should be given where credit is due. We have
lifted that burden with electricity charges as well, and we will try to do so in other areas. If
we do not get the small business sector employing more people, and if confidence is not
restored, we cannot solve the problems of unemployment.
Mr Thomas: I understand the rationale of that. However, it would apply also to a decade of
Liberal Governiments which did nothing about the situation.
Mr COURT: Andrew Mensaros began the reform process, and when Labor came to
Government it claimed it would continue the process.
Mrs Hallahan: There must have been a very good reason why it didn't.
Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: I conclude where I began: Struggling families in our community have had
additional pain applied in the past couple of days; however, this pain is directly as a result of
the financial management over 10 years of the previous Government.
MRS HENDERSON (Thomnlie) (8.06 pm]: I support the amendment. Tonight we have
been considering the figures contained in the McCarrey report. However, no recent report
compares figures between the States like the May 1993 report prepared by the Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry. This could hardly be claimed to be a report
that would look favourably and generously on Labor Administrations throughout the country.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you think they might be biased as they are from the same school as the
MeCarrey inquiry?
Mrs HENDERSON: The Minister for Resources Development may well listen carefully to
the content of the report, as he may know the people involved in preparing this report. This
is a detailed examination, and is more comprehensive than the McCarrey report as it looks at
all States.
It considered a range of economic indicators and gave a scorecard to each State. For
example, it considered the employment figures for March 1993. The report rated the States
on a rating from one to six. In the employment category, WA scored one - that is top of the
range; investment, Western Australia scored one; productivity, Western Australia scored
three behind Tasmania and Queensland; bankruptcy - obviously with inverted scoring -
Western Australia also scored one. The economic indicators were added up to give an
overall score, and Western Australia scored 86.7 per cent, the highest score for all States.
The next State, Queensland, was 20 percentage points behind at 66.7 per cent. The Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry indicated that Western Australia had been
the best performing State, followed closely by Queensland and New South Wales, The
States which performed poorest over the period were Victoria, South Australia and
Tasmania.
This report examined the past 12 months, and the time of a Labor Administration leading up
to the last election. It indicated that the outcome was not surprising. It said that Western
Australia continued to perform well in both Government and economic indicators.
Mr Bloffwitch: Do you say that it is all due to your Government and nothing to do with
minerals?
Mrs HENDERSON: We were the Government during that period; those opposite were the
people who were saying that Western Australia was not performing well. Let us look at
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same of the indicators -in the report. It looked at the economic recession, employment and
the labour market in each Stare. It stares -

During 1990-91. as economic conditions deteriorated, all states recorded negative
employment growth, with Victoria again by far the worst affected. In 1991-92, some
improvement was experienced; however only Queensland and Western Australia
managed to achieve positive employment growth.

The report then shows some figures. In 1991-92 employment in New South Wales went
down 0.6 per cent; in Victoria it went down 0.4 per cent; in Queensland it went up 1.3 per
cent; in South Australia it went down 2.7 per cent; in Western Australia it went up 2.1 per
cent; and in Tasmania it went down 2.2 per cent. These figures indicate very clearly that in
the unemployment stakes we performed the best of all the States. In the past 12 months our
figures went up while most other States' figures went down, and we went up by almost twice
as much as Queensland - a clear indication. If we look at a few of the other statistics the
report says -

.. statistics show a substantial decline in employment in New South Wales -

A Liberal Administration -

- which has occurred as many of the other stares have begun to experience a halt to
job shedding.

In other words, New South Wales has taken a very long time to come out of its recession. Its
unemployment figures are not picking up. Western Australia stands out. Let us look at a
few things, like the panicipation rate in the work force. On the graph in this report all States
are depicted according to their participation rare. On this graph Western Australia's line is so
far above the lines of the other States that it does not even remain alongside them; it then sits
apart as a line on its own. The graph depicts figures for the participation rates between 1985
and 1991. During all of those years the participation rate in the work force in Western
Australia was above those in all other States. If that is nor an indication that our economy
was moving forward over that period, I do not know what is.
The next section in the report deals with investment. The report states -

The medium-term outlook for recovery will depend largely on investment. This does
not auger well with business investment performing poorly in all of the states in the
early nineties .. ,. which had been strong throughout the eighties ... The biggest falls
have occurred in Tasmania, New South Wales -

A Liberal administration -

- and Victoria.
Why is Western Australia not on that list? After all the information we heard during the
election campaign about this Bankcard mentality and all the rest of it, why is Western
Australia nor on the list as being a poor investment? We are towards the top of the list.
Mr Bloffwitch: It has nothing to do with your management.
Mrs Hallahan: Face the reality, member for Geraldton.
Mrs H-ENDERSON: It must have been just magic. Let us look at the retail trade figures.
The percentage change over the past 12 months shows that most of the States have
experienced an upturn in retail trade with the exception of South Australia. Who is at the top
of the class in getting retail trade figures up? It is Western Australia.
Mr Bloffwitch interjected.
Mrs HENDERSON: Western Australia increased its retail trade by five per cent. The next
closest State is Queensland with 3.5 per cent, then Tasmania with 1.5 per cent, then Victoria
with 0.3 per cent. Which State had the largest increase? Western Australia, yet again. No
wonder those in Government did not quote front this report.
Ler us look at productivity, the next measure the Victorian Chamber of Commerce looked at.
It looked at productivity in each State as a per capita figure. The figures for nominal GJDP
per head of population are: New South Wales 102.9; Victoria 103. 1; Queen sland 89.2; South
Australia 91.6; and Western Australia, at the top of the list, at 107.6. Every single indicator I
look at in this book shows Western Australia at the top of the list.
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Mr Kierath: The member for Morley says you are a has been.
Mrs HENDERSON: You wish! Let us look at imports and exports. Exports as a percentage
of the nation's total shows that Western Australia leads the way with 23.8 per cent. The
lowest in terms of imparts, the State which has made the least contribution to the balance of
trade deficit, is Western Australia. The report says -

Western Australian exports have increased substantially over this period, with
Queensland and South Australia also performing quite strongly.

If this Labor Government was financially inept, as those in Government are trying to paint it,
why does Western Australia lead in all these indicators? Why does Western Australia have
the best rate of investment, the best rate of exports, the best rate of employment growth?
Government members inte6ected.
Mrs HENDERSON: Perhaps Government members did not hear me. Western Australia is at
the lop of the list in every one of chose indicators.
Mr Kierath: No thanks to you.
Mr House: Just because those Labor Governments were more incompetent than yours; they
lost more than yours.
The SPEAKER: Order! There are too many incerjections coming from my right.
Mrs HENDERSON: 1 now move to the section of the report that deals with State
Government finances- This section talks about current outlays and it comments -

. . . current outlays have increased significantly in each of the states over the years.
In 1990-91 and 1991-92, all of the states allowed current outlays to escalate, with
several doing so at the expense of capital expenditure. . . . stares such as New South
Wales1 Victoria and Tasmania have attempted to maintain recurrent expenditure
growth by cutting back on much-needed economic restructuring and infrastructure
development - a situation which is now proving unsustainable.

In other words, States were dipping into the money for capital works and using it for current
expenditure which is unsustainable. Which States does this report target? New South Wales,
Victoria and Tasmania. What does this show about Western Australia? It shows capital
outlays as a percentage per capita with the best performing State on this indicator being
South Australia, followed by Queensland, followed by Western Australia. That is a State
Government financial indicator. What proportion of our per capita revenue is spent on
capital works projects? Western Australia is in the middle of the field.
Let us move to growth of the public sector, an area about which the now Government was
very vocal when in Opposition. Constantly it accused us of stoking up rapid growth in the
public sector. The report says -

Victoria's public sector grew fastest as a proportion of GSP and went from being
among the smallest public sectors in 1980-81, to among the largest in 1990-91. On
the other hand, the public sector as a proportion of GSP was lower in Queensland,
New South Wales and Western Australia and in these states it also fell during the
eighties.

Let us look at revenue, taxes and charges. The Government has had a lot to say about that.
The report states -

Taxes, fees and fines as a proportion of total revenue. ... Thiroughout these four years,
New South Wales maintained the highest proportion, followed closely by Victoria.

How do the figures look in this regard? New South Wales represented 41.3 per cent;
Queensland 26.7 per cent; South Australia 30.5 per cent; and Western Australia 30.5 per
cent. Do we lead the pack in terms of raising taxes and charges?
Mr House: Yes.
Mrs HENDERSON: Not at all. Here is the report produced by the colleagues of those in
Government. It does not show us that. Let us look at payroll tax - something about which
the Government has been very vocal - as a proportion of taxes, fees and fines and as a
percentage of the total revenue raised by Government. Who leads the pack on raising payroll
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tax? Victoria by a long way. Who comes second? New South Wales, a Liberal
Administration. Who comes third? South Australia. Where does Western Australia come?
Very far down the field with 7.5 per cent, compared with Victoria at 14.7 per cent and New
South Wales at 10.8 per cent. In other words, Western Australia's payroll tax as a proportion
of our total tax raised is well down the list when compared to that raised by other States.
Anyone who seeks to misrepresent that, as the leader of the Government has done, to try to
paint a picture of us as having been a high taxing Government is wrong on every count in
this report. How do we rate for land tax compared with the other States? As a percentage of
the total taxes raised, who leads the pack? New South Wales is on top of the list followed by
Victoria and Queensland, and Western Australia comes well back in the field.
Mr Bloffwitch: That tells us a lot; a percentage of total tax paid.
Mrs HENDERSON: Does the member opposite want to know the percentage? The
percentages were: New South Wales, 9.3; Victoria, 8.1; Queensland, 7.4; and Western
Australia, 6.6. That means that we were not a high taxing Government. Let us look at
something which the Premier has been very strong on; that is, the question of debt. I refer in
particular to net debt and the change in the level of net debt throughout the States. Over the
past 12 months New South Wales' net debt -

Mr Bloffwitch: Which net figure are you going to take?
Mrs HENDERSON: - increased by 10.6 per cent. Net debt in Victoria increased by 10.4 per
cent; in Western Australia by 5.6 per cent; and in South Australia by 7.9 per cent. When
members opposite talk about debt and the Hankcanl mentality, and mislead the population.
they should use some of the figures produced by the Victorian Employers Chamber of
Commerce and Industry. In conclusion the report states -

During the past few years. business investment has declined substantially, with New
South Wales, Victoria and Tasmania bearing much of the brunt. This largely reflects
a loss of business confidence in these states. Again, the prospects appear brighter for
Western Australia and Queensland, given the fact that with a stronger economic
recovery than the national average already recorded, both states offer more to
potential investors.
Overall, the Victorian, South Australian and Tasmanian economies have declined
during the eighties across a range of economic indicators, with New South Wales thus
far remaining steady. Reflecting the particular structure of their economies,
Queensland and Western Australia have both expanded strongly. Given the strong
export orientation of these economies, their fortune will depend to some extent on
growth in Australia's trading partners.

This report provides a clear indication that Western Australia is in the forefront of every
single economic indicator. The Government is wrong when it speaks about the Bankcard
mentality, high rates of tax and high rates of debt. It is time that members opposite read the
information which paints a true picture.
MR OMODE! (Warren - Minister for Water Resources) [8.22 pm]: I want to dispel some
of the arguments the Opposition has put forward. As the Premier has said, the Government
has agonised over the question of water rates, the area of which I am in charge. Over the
past six weeks the Government has spent an exhausting amount of time to ensure that the
families about which the Opposition is so concerned receive a fair deal.
Mrs Hallahan: Are you concerned about them?
Mr OMODEI: I have always been concerned about families. I want the House to
acknowledge that the Government has addressed at least four matters of significance in
setting the rates and charges for water and sewerage. Firstly, the Opposition never had the
courage or the determination to produce tariff reform to generate jobs in this State. The
Premier spoke about a previous Minister in a Liberal Government, Hon Andrew Mensaros,
who was a tower of strength.
Mrs Hallahan: You're going back a long way.
Mr OMODET: Yes; in fact, I am going back to 1982. In the late 1970s and the early 1980s
Mr Mensaros identified the problems that were associated with tariffs being set on gross
rental value. Secondly, the Government has introduced a special concession for pensioners
1231

603



in the metropolitan area to ensure that their levels of rare increase are minimised. Thirdly.
the Government has removed the valuation system as a basis for setting commercial water
rates in the city; something that the current Opposition failed to grapple with in Government
and never had the courage to take on. Fourthly, the Government abolished drainage rates in
the south west drainage area, a long overdue initiative.
In the metropolitan area the Government is suggesting an increase this year of 600 a week for
householders and 30g a week for pensioners. In the south a 320 a week increase for water
only has been suggested for householders and a 120 a week increase for pensioners. In the
country north the Government has suggested a 720 a week increase for water only for
householders and a 160 a week increase for pensioners. I refer members to some of the
statements made by the Opposition, and in particular to the Leader of the Opposition's
comment about water rates increasing by $49.35 after the removal of half of the 150 kilolitre
free allowance of water. The facts are that the total charge increase for water and sewerage
in the State will be $31.36, which is 600 per week.
Mr Thomas: On what consumption is that based?
Mr OMODEI: That figure is based on the average consumption of 350 kilolitres for people
in the metropolitan area. The problem the Government has had - which the Opposition
knows full well - is that on being elected to Government we have not only attacked the
problem of tariffs for water and the question of charges and the huge imposts which
businesses are facing, but also we have been saddled with a new valuation. Members would
be aware of the complexities that arise from the implementation of new valuations. They
involve huge increases in some cases, and a reduction in others. The central business district
was facing a 46 per cent reduction in valuation. In outer areas up to 40 per cent increases in
valuation had occurred. The Opposition spokesmen who know anything about water tariffs
would know the complex situation in which this places the Government. We have tried to
minimise the decrease in rates for business in the central business district to ensure that we
can then assist the people on the peripheral areas of the Perth metropolitan area,
It is interesting to note some of the comments that have been made in the media over the past
couple of days. The previous Premier, the Leader of the Opposition, said on radio this
morning -

.. some businesses use huge quantities of water and get special rates, special lower
rates, despite the fact that they are very large consumers of water.

In fact, the situation is quite the opposite. Businesses face a huge burden and members
opposite, particularly the member for Cockburn, know that. In the same interview the
Leader of the Opposition said -

..-it is always worth giving relief to business when they are subject to excess
costs. -.

The Opposition cannot have it both ways. According to the Leader of the Opposition, on the
one hand businesses are getting all the benefits and the next minute they are facing excess
costs. [ cannot come to grips with some of the things the Leader of the Opposition said. She
went on to say that the promises of the Lawrence Government were for families, and that it
would keep increases in rates and taxes below the inflation rate. I found a few figures today
for the last time a revaluation occurred in this State, when the Opposition was in
Government. In Mosman Park in 1990-91, the last time an increase occurred in valuation set
by the Valuer General's Department, the increase was 14 per cent, taking into account the
consumer price index increase and adding the effects of the gross rental values. The previous
Government talked about class bias and economic narrowness, and said that its record stood
out like a beacon. It certainly does. This year, in that same area, the Government is
proposing an increase of five per cent in rates, after taking into account the effect of gross
rental values.
Mr Bloffwitch: In what year was the 14 per cent increase?
Mr OMODEI: It was the same year there was a change in the gross rental value. As
members will be aware, there is a change in the gross rental value every three or four years.
Mr Bloffwitch: We heard from a member opposite that the increase had never been more
than the increase in the CPI.
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Mr OMODEI: Once again, the Opposition is misleading and frightening the public by
making statements to the effect that there will be a $50 increase in water charges and an
increase in sewerage rates. The fact of the matter is that the increase in water rates and
charges is nowhere near the amount the Opposition is claiming it to be.
I am pleased that the member for Marangaroo has returned to the Chamber. He will be
interested to know that in 1990-91 the Opposition, the then Government, increased water
rates and charges by I11 per cent. Members opposite talk about increases not being higher
than the consumer price index! This is where the chickens come home to roost. In 1990-91
the increase in the CPI was 8.1 per cent and the increase in water and sewerage charges was
not the 0.20 per cent decrease below the CPI claimed by the then Government. What about
the effect of the gross rental value? Members opposite forgot about that. The rate increase
this year in Balga will be minus four per cent.
Several members interjected.
Mr OMODEI: In 1990-91 the increase in water and sewerage charges in Gosnells was 13
per cent. This year the coalition Government is proposing that in Gosnells, after the effect of
the gross rental value, the increase will be minus two per cent.
Several members interjected.
Mr OMODET: I am sorry the Leader of the House is not in the Chamber because I will now
use as an example Peppermint Grove and I am sure he will be interested to hear the good
news I have for him. In 1990-9 1 the increase in water and sewerage charges was 20 per cent.
This increase was set by members opposite who talk about class bias and economic
narrowness. This year the Government is proposing a five per cent increase in water rates
and charges for the people in Peppermint Grove.
I will mention some of the problems the Government has had in setting the rates and charges
this year. The increase in the gross rental value in Rockingham is 19.74 per cent and in
Serpenuine-Jarrahdale it is 27.21 per cent. The gross rental value in Peppermint Grove has
decreased by 10.76 per cent. These are the fluctuations in gross rental value that the
Government has had to deal with. However, the Government has been able to deliver an
increase of 9.9 per cent in water rates after taking into account the effect of the gross rental
value. The Government has passed the benefits to small business which will receive a minus
20 per cent reduction in water charges. It will mean more jobs.
Mr Leahy: What about Carnarvon?
Mr OMODEI: I will come to Carnarvon shortly.
The parameters in which this Government has had to work in achieving reasonable increases
in water rates and charges include an increase in the gross rental value in Serpentine-
Jarrahdale of 27.21 per cent and minus 23.38 per cent in Perth.
[ will refer to some of the comments that have been made in the media about the increase in
water rates and charges. This morning the member for Ashburton was asked by Sarah
Knight on ABC Regional Statewide -

How will the people in the north, north of Carnarvon, actually be affected?
He replied -

Well, their water bills will rise.
When questioned about the effect on the people in the north, he said-

I mean the actual . . . this percentage rise, and the cost per family of this specific
increase in taxes, by itself isn't that huge.

Mr Pendal: Who said this?
Mr OMODET: The member for Ashburton. We have heard the Opposition talk about class
bias and economic narrowness. Sarah Knight then asked the member -

But why shouldn't people pay for the water that they use? If it costs more to get that
water, why shouldn't they pay more?

The member for Ashburton replied -
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Everyone has to use water. We in the north use water quite sparingly, in fact, the heat
in the north is extreme; people have low water maintenance gardens, and use the
water exceptionally wisely, in my view.

They have to, but at the same time they use at least 30 per cent more water than anyone else
in this State. The last question he was asked was whether the new structure would help small
business in the north. The member replied -

Of course it will and I applaud that pant of the announcement.
For a change we have an honest member in the Opposition.
On I July the Government will abolish drainage rates in the south west of the State. It is a
shame the member for Mitchell is not in the House because in 1984 he was one of the
lobbyists successful in having the drainage district of Preston abolished. He said he was
fighting bard for the people in the other drainage districts.
Mr Blaikie: He was fighting long and hardi for the perpetuity of the other drainage areas.
Mr OMODET: That is right. The effect of the Government's decision is that 60 per cent of
rated farms of 40 ha, or less, will save $200 per annum; 35 per cent of rated farms around the
200 ha mark will be looking at savings of $1 000 per annum; and five per cent of rated farms
that are between 400 and 500 ha will save approximately $2 500 per annum. The areas of
Busselton, Cape[, Albany. Dardanup. Harvey, Serpentine-Janrabdale and Mundijong will be
receiving benefits from the abolition of drainage districts.
The Opposition refers to its record standing out like a beacon. 1 will inform it of what the
member for Mitchell said on radio. He said that he applauded the abolition of drainage rates.
The Government is receiving a lot of applause. He went on to say -

I understood always that the abolition of drainage rates would mean about a I% rise
in water rates across the state and to that extent I applaud that particular aspect of the
decision, it is something I've been campaigning for for a very long time.

In 10 years he managed to get the drainage district of Preston abolished because it was in his
electorate, but he did nothing about the other drainage districts. He went on to say about
businesses -

It will certainly benefit those businesses who are very low water users. They're
mostly the retailers and people in high rental value properties. The ones that won't
get the benefit will be the ones who are high water users ...

He is wrong, all the people will get benefits.
We have heard the Opposition say how good it was at looking after families when it was in
Government. I received a letter tonight from an eminent person in the south west, Bill Scott,
the President of the Capel Shire Council, who was appointed to the Local Government
Grants Commission by the previous Minister for Local Government, the member for
Mitchell.
Mr Blaikie: He was also President of the South West Country Shire Councils Association.
Mr OMODEI: Yes, he was, and he was the chairman of the drainage committee established
to examine the implement of parts of the Lee report. The letter states -

Dear Paul,
Just a note to compliment you on your handling of the Government's promise to
abolish Drainage Rates.
I have listened with interest to the comments made on radio. My main concern is
people who are still not satisfied as far as the payment of outstanding rates plus
intereaL.

We will not go back on our commitment to abolish drainage rates and to make those people
who have not made back payments pay outstanding rates plus interest. He continues -

There are many of us who have paid our rates and most would be paying interest at
their bank on those rates paid, so I don't consider the argument any different.
Having been Chairman for close to three years of the Joint Busselton-Capel Shire
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Drainage Committee set up by the previous Government. I have a full understanding
of the complexity of the issue that you have to deal with.
Our main concern was getting WAWA to identify major and minor drains and I don't
think anything has changed in this regard.
If there is anything I can do to be of help in this matter, please don't hesitate to give
me a call.

Members opposite should listen to what he says next -
In conclusion, I would like to congratulate your Government in keeping faith with
electors in taking positive steps to abolish drainage rates and the efforts being made
to re-route the Beenup Power line, both matters with which I have had great
involvement.

That is a complimentary letter. It contrasts with the message that comes from the other side.
I could not believe the words that came out of the mouth of the Leader of the Opposition.
This Government has worked tirelessly and under difficult conditions in respect of new
valuations to set water and sewerage rates in this State which will assist small business to
generate jobs for people. After all, small business people also pay domestic water rates.
This Government has worked assiduously to ensure that the people of this State are not hit by
a huge taxing bill. That contrasts dramatically with the efforts of the previous
Administration, when every time there was a revaluation it screwed the people of this State.
This Opposition talks about being concerned about families. Any time that members
opposite like, I will give them a comprehensive briefing about the effect of GR~s on the
people whom the Opposition claims to support. In fact, the situation is the reverse. It is this
Government which is looking after the small business people in this State.
MR GRILL (Eyre) [8.41 pml: I support the amendment and will speak principally about
public transport fare increases in the Perth metropolitan area.
Mr Cowan: Tell us about your dealings with the State Government Insurance Office and the
State Government Insurance Commission!
Mr GRILL: We can talk about that on Mnother occasion. I assure members opposite at this
juncture that I have never had any dealings with the SGIC other than taking out the odd
policy from time to time to insure my motor vehicle.
I will deal with the recently announced increases in transport charges and with the myths and
the reality. The myth presented by the Premier is that public transport fares in the
metropolitan area will increase by 11.9 per cent. We have heard of lies and of damned lies,
and we have heard of creative accounting, but tonight we have been given creative statistics.
The reality in respect of these increases is very different indeed. The reality is that transport
fares for the average person will increase by close to 30 per cent. Fares for some people who
live in the outer suburbs will increase by up to 32 per cent. Fares for pensioners, the
unemployed, students and the disadvantaged in some instances will increase by up to 71 per
cent.
That is one part of the reality. Another part of the reality is that the scene has been set by
these increases for the pivatisation of part of the present public transport system of the outer
Perth metropolitan area. Unfortunately, these increases set the scene for the run dawn of
public transport in the metropolitan area in which many of us reside. I say that for a number
of reasons.
Mr Lewis: When did you last get onto a Transperth vehicle?
Mr GRILL: That is immaterial, but it was quite recently.
Mr Lewis: How much did it cost you?
Mr GRILL: Seventy cents.
Mr Lewis: Where did you go?
Mr GRILL: I went from my mother's house -

Mr Lewis: Come on! You have not used a Transperth vehicle for as long as you have been
in this House.
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Mr GRILL: The reality of the- situation is that the Government is setting the scene for the run
down of the public transport system in the metropolitan area. We know something about that
because we inherited a run down system when we came into power in 1983.
I return to the increases in fares. Many people who live in the outer metropolitan area will
face increases in fares of up to 32 per cent. People who live in Two Racks, Yanchep and
Mandurab who buy a standard multirider ticket will find that the cost of the ticket will
increase from $30.75 to $40.80, an increase of 32.7 per cent.
Mr Lewis. Do you know how many rides they get from a multirider ticket?
Mr GRILL: I do not know.
Mr Lewis: You do not have a clue what you are talking about. How many rides do they get
from a multirider ticket?
Mr GRILL: Teli me!
Mr Lewis: They get 10 rides. You do not even know what you are talking about.
Mr GRILL: I thank the Minister. The important fact is that the fare for those 10 rides will
increase by nearly 33 per cent for people who live in the outer metropolitan area. I do not
see many people opposite who want to support that increase.
Mr Bradshaw: What percentage of passengers will be affected in that way?
Mr GRILL: Those people who live in the outer metropolitan area.
Mr Bradishaw: What percentage overall?
Mr GRILL: A lot of people - people who live in zones 5, 6, 7 and 8.
Mrs Hallahan: And in zones 3 and 4.
Mr GRILL: Yes. They will all be faced with increases of that nature, I turn now to the
concessional fare. If a pensioner, student or disadvantaged person purchases a multirider
ticket - which we now know is for 10 rides - in zone 8, the cost of the ticket will increase
from $6.45 to $11.05. For those of us who are not that quick at arithmetic, that is a 71 per
cent increase. Do members opposite think it is fair that pensioners and the disadvantaged -

Mr Lewis: Pensioners get concessions. Don't you know that?
Mr GRILL: Thai is the concessional fare, which will increase by 71 per cent. Do members
opposite still defend that?
Several Government members interjected.
Mr GRILL: No members opposite defend that charge. it is clear from what I have said that
these increases in charges are targeting two groups of people. They are targeting the people
who live in the outer metropolitan area, the old, the disadvantaged, and the young. They are
targeting the people who do not have the ability to pay. The increases in so many respects
are simply regressive. They are forcing people who live furthest out to pay the highest
increase. They are forcing people who have to travel the longest distances to pay high
increases or inevitably to use their cars. The side effects of that will be more and more wear
and tear on the roads because people in the outer suburbs will have to drive the longest
distance- If anyone on the other side of the Chamber is interested in the environmental
impact - and most, probably, are not - the impact of such a charge will be similarly
deleterious. Therefore socially and economically both charges are certainly undesirable if
one lives in the outer metropolitan area, if one happens to be aged or on the pension, or a
student or otherwise disadvantaged-
I have already said that the charges set the scene for privatisation. It has long been known
that within Transperth a vocal section of the bureaucracy would like to dispense with the
public transport of passengers in the outer metropolitan area. For a long time it has been
tantalising for that element within Transperth to get rid of public transport in the hills, for
instance, and for a long time it has been lobbying to dispense with the obligations and duties
in areas of that sort- The increases in fares which I have already mentioned set the scene for
privatisation because private bus companies and private transporters have always had trouble
with concessional fares. They have always had trouble with questions of service, so by
pushing up the cost of fares in the outer metropolitan area - and sonic members represent
those areas -
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Mr Kierath: 1 have had only one complaint on the subject of fare increases.
Several members interjected.
Mr GRILL: Members opposite are putting up their hands now. However, by acceding to the
increases they are willing parties to a situation where private enterprise will move into the
public transport system, as it has in New South Wales. In that State the takeover was set in
just the same way that it is now being set in this State. One does not know whether it arises
out of ideology or because the Government is not entirely aware of the push within the
bureaucracy of Transperth to dispense with this public service obligation and duty. Whether
it be for the first or second reason, the Government is setting the scene for the privatisation of
those services. That will create a situation where concessional fares will diminish or
disappear for those privatised sections of the system, and fares generally will increase and
the service will diminish. Thierefore, we will see a two-pronged attack against people living
in the outer metropolitan areas and against concessional fares because privatisation of part of
the transport system in this State cannot take place without the essential steps of reducing
concessions and increasing fares in the outer metropolitan area.
Mr Lewis: Not true at all.
Mr GRILL: Those people will face immediately and in the longer tern higher fazes in
absolute terms and a large diminution in the level of concessional fares. Therefore the
Government is setting the scene for privatisation. It is abdicating its responsibility for that
section of the population. The increases in that respect can be sumnmarised in about two
words - discriminatory and dishonest. Let us deal with the last of the questions I have put
forward.
Mr Kierath: Just like you on both counts.
Mr GRILL: In what respect am I dishonest? I can hardly see where I have been
discriminatory. I am sure the Minister is not saying that I was dishonest.
Mr Kierath: I thought you acknowledged that.
Mr GRILL: I advise the Minister not to say that because he will be eating his words in a
moment.
The fourth factor about which I am particularly concerned is that the Government is setting
the scene for a downgrading in the public transport system in the Perth metropolitan area. As
the Premier has correctly pointed out by way of answer to a question this evening, the
increases in fares - as discriminatory and unfair as they are to the sections of the population
that I have mentioned - will raise only about 54.8m.
Mr Lewis: What is the percentage?
Mr GRILL: About three per cent. At the same time, the Government has already mentioned
it will be siphoning the vast sum of $40m out of the public transport system over four years.
That amount will be siphoned out at the same time as this discriminatory amount will
increase revenue by $4.8m.
Mr Lewis: Do you know what is the total fare box?
Mr GRILL: I am not dealing with that. I am talking about the fact that the Government has
already made a decision to siphon the sum of $40m out of the transport system in the
metropolitan area over four years. I put this question to anyone on the Government side but I
am sure no-one will want to answer it: Is that $40m to be made up; if so, from where? Who
wants to answer the question?
Mr Cowan: Ask it again.
Mr GRILL: Is the $40m to be made up? Whee isit tobe made up from? ThefDeputy
Premier cannot answer the question. He can rack his brain all evening but he does not have
the answer. He should be able to answer questions about the public tansport system. The
truth is he cannot. The only possible answer is that out of a hell-bent desire to follow
ideology rather than good and prudent finance, the Government will run down the public
transport system. We have seen that before in this State. When the Burke Government came
to power in 1983 it inherited Westrail, which then made massive losses. That previous
Government had already closed the Perth to Fremantle rail line and decided to turn it into
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either a bus way or a motorway. That previous Government had made a tentative decision to
close the Midland line and, in due course, the Armadale line. It had no plans for public
transport in the northern corridor apart from extending the freeway at same time in the
future. It was particularly vague about that. It had no pians regarding electrification of any
part of the rail system, and no plans regarding most aspects of the public transport system in
the Perth metropolitan area.
We reversed that, and one of the first decisions of our Government was to reopen the Perth-
Fremantle railway line - to the chagrin of the outgoing Government and its spokesman on
tansport at the time, Ian Laurance, who many members might remember had the effrontery
to appear on television and argue that that was a wrong decision. How many members of the
Government are prepared today to say that was the wrong decision? Not one of them; and
not one has the answer to what is going to happen to public transport when the $40m the
Government has announced it will siphon out of the system at the rate of $l10m a year is
removed. The member for Avon is the only person who seems to understand that is what the
Government will do, and he puts the figure at $11lm. Where is the money going to come
from? We will simply see a run down of the public transport system in the same way that the
system was run down in the Court and O'Connor years. Our public transport system,
especially the railways, was a disgrace. Our public transport system ranked among the worst
in all of the capital cities of Australia. Western Australia now has the best metropolitan
public transport system in Australia.
Mr Cowan: How much does it lose?
Mr GRILL: Westrail operates in profit. Do members opposite know who is responsible for
that? The people on this side of the House are responsible - the people the Government
would like to tag with the epitaph of incompetent financial management. We on this side of
the House put Westrail into profit. If members of the Government had any sense at all they
would feel very proud of us. I certainly do.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [9.02 pm]: I am happy to enter into this debate. In the seven
years I have been a member of Parliament I have been stunned at the Opposition's response
to the State Government Insurance Commission's position. I will run through some of the
matters that were announced today and answer some of the statements made by members on
the other side, in particular a statement made on radio this morning by the Leader of the
Opposition about an investment tail. I was in the commercial world for a few years. Could
the Leader of the Opposition tell me what an investment tail is?
Mr Kierath: It is a tale of long stories.
Mr TRENORDEN: The Leader of the Opposition meant to say that the SOIC has a liability
tail. She did not quite get it right. There is no such thing as an investment tail. What has
happened to the SGIC has been a rather sad tale in this Parliament. A few years ago in this
Chamber the then Deputy Premier, Mr David Parker, grossly lied to members. That is now a
matter of record.
Mr Catania: That is history. Tell us what you are going to do tomorrow.
Mr TRENORDEN: If the member for Victoria Park is allowed to give a history lesson, I
should be allowed to do the same. The member for Victoria Park took over the reins and in
true ALP style - fight them in the trenches! - never once did he admit that the actions of the
SGIC and the SGlO in the late 1980s were in fact Government driven. The deceit still goes
on.
Tonight I beard some allegations that a letter Mr Cohen, the Chairman of the SGIC. wrote to
the Premier was suspect. Members opposite should be careful about what they say. I was
sitting on the other side of the House this time last year and I received lectures on the same
subject from members opposite. A letter dated 28 June and signed by the Chairman of the
SOWC was tabled in this House today. Members opposite should not tell the Premier that
letter is a load of rubbish, they should tell Mr Cohen. flat is a fact the Opposition cannot
get around. The Opposition is calling for briefings and a couple of ex-Ministers on the other
side of the House would have to admit that Mr Cohen's two page letter is a briefing. The
letter has been tabled, so the Opposition's calls for briefings am rather ridiculous.
Mr Ripper: What about the recent advice given to the Minister on the SOIC?
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Mr TRENOR.DEN: That is a very interesting matter. The member for Belmont asked,
"What about the actuarial rport?" If the member knew what he was talking about he would
not ask about an actuarial report in that context.
Mr Ripper: We discussed it on many occasions as members of the public accounts
committee.
Mr TRENORDEN: When one presses the button on the till and finds there is no money, one
does not need an actuary to tell one there is no money. An actuary looks into the future.
When one prepares a profit and loss equation or cash flow, one does no: need an actuary; that
is the wrong person.
Mr Grill: Since you know all about this, cell us about the Broken Hill Proprietary Co Ltd
shares, what was the loss there?
Mr TRENORDEN: Members opposite made a profit of about $8 million.
Mr Grill: It was a lot more than that.
Mr TRENORDEN: At the same time those BHP shares were part of the $466m purchase of
Bell Group shares, which are currently valued at $16m. I have a problem with Mr Cohen's
letter, and I will have a go at him, because twice in his letter he talks about investment
decisions and damaging investments. Anyone who has read the report of the Royal
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters knows full well
no investments were involved. They were Government directions and not investments, That
mnust be clearly understood by the media and the people of Western Australia. No
investment decisions went bad. The SGIC was putting money into Spedleys and Rothwells
on a daily basis trying to prop them up from collapse. I do not want to go into the past
history of the royal commission. We are talking about a Government direction to buy Bell
shares. That is not an investment in the normal meaning of the word. On radio this morning
the Leader of the Opposition indicated that this investment tail of central business district
property will eventually come good and solve the problems. Anyone with any mathematical
nous would know that if the central business district's property improved its performance by
100 per cent tomorrow there would still be a liability of $150m. That is not today's problem
with the SGIC. It does not change thie fact that there is no cash in the till.
Mr Ci-_ Barnett: There is a difference between a fully tenan ted building and a fully rented
building if a building contains tenants who do not pay.
Mr TRENORDEN: Members of the Opposition either do not understand or they are totally
illiterate in commercial matters. I have looked at members opposite and I have changed my
mind - they are totally illiterate in commercial matters. If the SOIC has no cash, no liquidity,
it cannot pay its claims. It cannot break a piece off a building to pay some injured worker.
Members opposite mentioned injured workers - they will pay the price.
If this money were not injected into the State Government Insurance Commission,
tomorrow's claims would not be met. The recipients of those claims would be the average
people driving vehicles today. They do not know how close they have gone to that situation.
As the Premier correctly pointed out, the $50m arising from the $50 levy will not go into this
Government's coffers or into the consolidated revenue fund where it can be used to build
hospitals or be spent on things in our electorates. It will go into the SGIC, but it will still
take years before the commission's books balance. The impression was put about this
morning that the whole purpose of the levy was to cash up the SGIC and private it. Anyone
with any commercial nous at all will know that, under these circumstances, it will take at
least a decade for the SGIC to be saleable. How can an organisationi with a $300mT liability
be privatised? Who would buy it?
The Premier this morning released a history of what happened through the system, although I
will not go through all of it. The Leader of the Opposition rates in this correspondence quite
regularly. She made non-commercial decisions against the best interests of the people to
hold back the tide of the last election. That was what it was all about. In fact, in a letter
dated 30 August 1992 she wrote to Mr Cohen saying -

In reference to your memorandum to Hon Dr Geoff Gallop MLA, I wish to
acknowledge your concern with respect to media speculation of an increase in the
CTP premiums due to the write down of the SGIC property portfolio.
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What about die $450mn losses in Spedley Securities Ltd, Rothwells Ltd and the Bell Group?
Why were they no: in the letter? The only thing she mentions is the property portfolio.
What about the liquidity situation? Why did she not talk about the liquidity position on 12
August 1992? It is a very good point. Either she was ignorant of the fact or she wanted to
mislead the argument. As I said, if the CBD properties reverted to a normal situation
tomorrow, that would no: help the SOIC one little bit to pay its claims. It would help with its
balance sheet no doubt, but it would still be $150m down on its balance sheet represented by
liabilities over assets. However, in its ability to meet tomorrow's claims, it would be of no
value to the taxpayers of Western Austraia whatsoever, or more to the point, to the people
who drive vehicles in Western Australia and who may have to make a claim.
The hypocrisy of the argument is mind boggling. Next we heard a bucketing of the report by
Mr McCarrey of the Independent Commission to Review Public Sector Finances. I think
people opposite think he is a bit of a plant. What about Professor Bob Walker? What sort of
person is he? I think I read somewhere that Professor Walker from New South Wales will
assess the McCarrey report. Is he an independent person? No answer.
Mr Catania: Who is he?
Mr TRENORDEN: The member for Balcanta knows who he is. He has met him in my
presence several times. Some time ago on the night of die New South Wales election, when
the Greiner Government almost lost, I was in the Northern Territory with a large number of
people. I walked into a lounge room where people were having a few drinks and a chat after
I had been in my room listening to the results of the Greiner election. Professor Walker
asked me how the election was going. I said that Greiner had won by three or four seats. I
have never seen a person go so berserk in my life. That independent person went right off
his rocker, he ranted and raved about the benefits of the Australian Labor Party compared
with the terrible Greiner Government. This is the same Professor Bob Walker who will
prepare a report on Mr McCarrey's report. Would he not have a little bit of bias?
Mr Catania: Why don't you tell us why Professor Walker was a bit concerned about the
result?
Mr TRENORDEN: He was concerned because he is an ALP supporter. He admitted that on
the spot. When I spoke to him he had no compunction about saying he was an ALP
supporter.
Mr Catania: Greiner held the election early; he had hidden a lot of things from the people of
New South Wales.
Mr TR.ENORDEN: Professor Walker was very open and clear, in front of dozens of people,
about his allegiance to the ALP in New South Wales. That is the man who will do the
investigation into Mr McCarrey's report. Hie is about as independent as is the member for
Balcatta. I will be interested to read his report. I have attended a number of seminars where
he has been and I have noticed that he was a bit of a speech giver. I have nothing against the
man as an individual. However, he will not put his hand on the Bible and swear to be
independent.
Mr Catania: Is McCarrey independent?
Mr TRENORDEN: Ask Mr McCarrvy. I have never met the man.
Mr Catania: You are making a judgment on the other one.
Mr TRENORDEN: I am putting clearly on the record that the man who is doing the
investigation into die McCarrey report -

Mr Kobelke interjected.
Mr TRENORDEN: Professor Walker's performance was carried out in front of the member
for Balcanta.
I refer now to the question of class bias. The members who represent the poor people in this
place are the member for Moore, myself, the member for Merredin, and the member for Roe;
it is die farming community with minus incomes. Yet we hear rhetoric from members on the
other side about class distinction. Those aspects of our community have changed
dramatically. Class distinction these days relates to those who have and those who have not.
Labourers on some occasions earn $1 000 a week, although I know not all of them do.
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Mr Thomas interjected.
Mr TR.ENORDEN: I speak to the meat workers quite regularly. The fact that Robb Jetty
abattoirs is closing down is the greatest news of all time to the workers at Linley Valley
abattoirs. They are delighted that 100 jobs will be made available there. It willI create great
opportunities and their jobs will be secure. Another 100 jabs will be created at Katanning.
The member for Balcatta is talking about his constituency. I am happy that my constituents
will pick up jobs. Members of the Opposition are arguing that their constituencies are
dropping jobs.
Mr Cowan interjected-
Mr TRENORDEN: I hope they do not relocate.
Mr Cowan: I am talking about the member for Cockburn's meat workers.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Prince): Order!
Mr TRENORDEN: I represent those people well. The percentage of voters for the ALP in
Northam has dropped from 60 per cent to 30 per cent. I am proud to represent those people.
Many of them tell me they will never vote for me because they are diehard ALP voters.
However, I still have their respect and I intend to keep it.
Mr Lewis: They must put in an informal vote.
Mr TRIENORDEN: What worries me about tonight's debate is that members like the
member for Belmont have no idea what they are talking about when they call for an actuarial
report. If he thought about it and read his statement he would be slightly embarrassed. He
has no commercial knowledge and he would be well advised to keep quiet on the subject.
The same could be said for the other members who called for the briefings to be tabled. The
briefings have been tabled; the records are on the Table. I do not mind being accused of bias
and of Aiddling the figures. However, when members opposite have a go at the Chairman of
the SGIC, they should think differently. The message to the people of Western Australia is
that there is no money left in the till; none whatsoever. The people who will not have their
claims paid are ordinary, innocent people who are driving around today but who, tomorrow.
or the next day, will have an accident and not have their expectations met. Why will they not
be met? They will not be met because the mob opposite who look after the workers gave a
billion dollars to their mates. Were those mates working class people? Some of them are
now, but they were not then. The hypocrisy of this situation should be picked up by the
media and by all Western Australians.
Finally, I will accept the position of the member for Balcatta if he and others will admit to
what happened in the past; that is, that they had a part to play.
MR THOMAS (Cockburn) j9.23 pm]: I support the amendment. I wish to speak about
the impact of the recent water charges announced by the Minister for Water Resources. I am
sorry that the Minister is not here at present because I want to make one or two brief
comnments about some matters he raised and put them to rest. Firstly, I agree with him that it
is more rational that charges should be based on service rather than property valuation. That
is consistent with the Industry Commission recommendations on the water industry. The
major steps to change from a property valuation basis to a service basis means that the rating
for water charges had been taken with domestic consumers some time ago. In fact, the
previous Government created the Water Authority but I do not think it is profitable for us to
spend a lot of time here raking over old coals.
Mr Kierath: No political mileage, eh?
Mr THOMAS: I do things occasionally for other reasons apart from political mileage. I also
endorse the comments made by the Minister about the late Hon Andrew Mensaros'
contribution to the water industry in this State. I hope he would also agree that a very
substantial contribution was made by Hon Arthur Tonkin who was the first Minister to
oversee the creation of the Water Authority and the rationalisation of the water industry in
this State from the old Metropolitan Water, Sewerage and Drainage Department and the
Public Works Department to an amalgamation with centralised responsibility for water in
this State.
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Mr Bradshaw interjected.
MrT THOMAS: The point I made was thax he was a good Minister for Water Resources and
he oversaw the creation of the Water Authority. Having said that, I want to address the
changes in the charging regime that were announced in the past couple of days. The Minister
for Water Resources was quite prolific on Sunday; he released three separate media
statements. The one to which he wanted the most prominence given was addressed to
business. It referred to the thousands of dollars that business would save. The second was
addressed to country consumers and referred to the changes in the charging regime in some
country areas, particularly in his constituency and in other Uberal constituencies in the south
west. The third was addressed to metropolitan consumers, the majority of consumers of
water services in this State, and was a bit more muted. I notice he did not refer too much to
that in his speech.
During his speech, the Minister for Water Resources made arn offer to provide briefings on
the impact of the change to the service based method of rating commercial properties. He
seemed to imply, as he went around the suburbs, that everybody from Balga to Peppermint
Grove who is involved in small business or in business at all will be paying less. Unless
there is an overall reduction in the total income for the Water Authority, that will mean,
necessarily, that domestic consumers will be paying more. I would be very interested to
spend a bit of time and go right through the figures, but members opposite cannot have it
both ways. If the commercial sector is contributing to the Water Authority to the same
extent overall that it has done previously, presumably people who own lower valued
properties will be worse off;, if there is an overall reduction - that is, all businesses are better
off - quite clearly domestic consumers will be worse off. It seems to me, therefore,
somewhat odd that the Minister could claim that he was concerned about families and that
the charging regime that he was introducing was directed at improving standards for families
because it is families, essentially, who are the domestic consumers who must pay increased
rates.
The second statement began with the words, "The avenage metropolitan domestic consumer
will pay 609 a week more for water, sewerage and drainage from 1 July." I would be
interested to debate those figures with him because I cannot see how he could come to that
conclusion. Let us look at the changes that have been introduced to the charging regime.
First of all, the fixed allowance, that is, the amount which is sometimes known in the
vernacular as the free water - at the moment, 150 kilolitre s - will be reduced to 75 kilolitres.
That means that the second 75 kilolitres that a domestic consumer consumes must be paid
for. At present it is paid for in the fixed service charge. In 1992-93, the service charge was
$114.55. In 1993-94 it will be $118. It has gone up by $3.45. However, it is buying 75
kilolitres less water than it did before and the extra 75 kilolitres of water that consumers will
consume - virtually all consumers will consume at least that much - will have to be paid for
at a rate of 19g a kilolitre. Amounts in excess of 150 kilolitres will have to be paid for at a
rate of 53.70 a kilolitre instead of 51.90 a kilolitre. On my calculations, the payment by the
average consumer will increase from $207.97 a year to $278.91. I am more than happy to
compare figures with the Minister for Water Resources to see whether my calculations are
correct or if he is right when he says that the avenage consumer will be paying Wit a week or
$30 a year. Somewhere our figures are out by about $40 and someone must be right. 1 am
confident in saying that I ant right.
It was implied in the context of the announcement, and certainly in the debate that has taken
place this evening and, regrettably, in some of the media because the media seem to have
fallen for the trick, that this increase in Water Authority charges has something to do with
WA Inc, with losses and with the excesses of the eighties. That, again, is a phrase we have
heard used a number of times this evening.
Mr Bloffwitch: It certainly has some effect on our budget.
Mr THOMAS: I anm talking about the Water Authority that the Minister inherited from the
previous Government. In my submission he inherited a well-run organisation in a healthy
financial state with a good, efficient work force.
Mr Omodei: Tell us about the $25m.
Mr T'HOMAS: Certainly I will. Firstly, the Water Authority accounts for 1991-92 indicate
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that the organisation had an operating profit of $90m in round terms. That $90m arose from
a turnover of $465m a year. That is about 20 per cent on turnover, which in commercial
terms would be described as a nice little earner. Many businesses would be very happy to
run with an operating profit of 20 per cent of turnover. The organisation was not in a parlous
stale because somebody had been running it badly. It was very profitable. The figures at the
bottom of the accounts show an unappropriated profit of about $ im. First of all, a $70nm
statutory contribution, made under the 1990-91 legislation relating to statutory authorities,
goes into the consolidated revenue fund.
Mr Ornodel: Who pays the $70m?
Mr THOMAS: The Water Authority.
Mr Omodei: The consumer pays it.
Mr THOMAS: Yes of course, the public. I am not arguing with it; it must happen but
anyone listening to this debate would have thought all the public authorities putting up their
rates are in a parlous financial stare because this State has not been well run.
Mr Omodei: Why did you put up the rates in 1,990 and 199 1?
Mr THOMAS: It is not necessary to put up the rates now. The Government has inherited an
organisation with an operating profit of $90mn a year. It is paying $70nm a year to the
shareholders, and making provision for capital replacement and retiring debt. It is a healthy
organisation and ends the year with an unappropriated profit of about SIm In a year when
the inflation rare has been about two per cent, average families are being hit by a 10 per cent
increase from this lucrative business. Why?
Mr Omodei: It is not a 10 per cent increase.
Mr THOMAS: Unfortunately the Minister was not in the Chamber when I discussed the
figures earlier- I must sit down with him some time and reconcile our figures. The Minister
has it wrong when he says it is a 600 a week increase.
Mr Kierath: I would trust him rather than you.
Mr THOMAS: That may be, but ir is an objective calculation which can be easily done.
Mr Omodei: Before you start shouting your mouth off you might have come to the briefing
so that you could understand the figures.
Mr THOMAS: In fact, the Water Authority is very forthcoming with its briefings and I take
the opportunity to avail myself of them. I have studied the Minister's documents quite
closely. Let us look at the reasons given in the Minister's statements. He said the reason for
reducing the free allowance from 150 kilolitres to 75 kilolitres - we have it on good authority
that he intends to abolish it altogether and I would be interested to know if he is able to
confirmn that -

Mr Omodei: You must wait and see.
Mr THOMAS: The reason for the change is to send a strong water pricing signal to
consumers to modify their water consumption. Philosophically I agree that we should have a
user pays system. However, the Government is trying to do both. At present people pay a
fixed charge and are allowed to use 150 kilolitres of water a year without additional charges.
The Minister is saying they must still pay a fixed charge but must pay for any water
consumed in excess of 75 kilolitres. I suggest that next year he will say that consumers must
pay a fixed charge but will pay for all the water they use. The pricing signal to people is that
they must pay twice for the service, If the Minister wanted to do it on a proper basis he
should reduce the fixed charge. People used to pay for the provision of the service plus the
cost of the provision of some water in the fixed charge. They will still pay the same charge
but will now pay for the water they use as well.
Mr Omodei: How would you do it?
Mr THOMAS: I would average it. That is how the Industry Commission and modem
authorities recommend that it be done. By imposing that extra charge on ordinary families,
the Minister is sending a very harsh pricing signal. Consumption patterns show that the
necessary consumption in a house as opposed to a flat means the top half is used on the
garden. The pricing signal to consumers is to let their gardens die.
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Mr Omodei: Do you think it is fair that people in the city should have a 150 kilolitre free
allowance and chose in the country have no free allowance?
Mr THOMAS: Ultimately we must rationalise the present system and we have been moving
ini chat direction for some time. I come to an anomaly between city and country users at
present, but the Minister should bear in mind that city consumers of metropolitan water
services are subsidising country consumers to the extent of $44m a year. If the Minister
wants to talk about fairness and equity, were that $44m not used to subsidise country users
the operating profit would be above $1l00m instead of the $90m it is at present.
Finally, in relation to the announcement publicised yesterday, in an article written by
Malcolm Quekect he quoted one authority as saying that the public sector faces more job cuts
to pay for the leg-up given yesterday to small business - I am not sure but that may have been
a quote from the Premier. I ask the Minister to confirm whether it is intended chat jobs will
be lost within the Water Authority. In my view there is absolutely no possible reason to
justify job losses in the Water Authority. I say that for two reasons: Firstly, as I indicated
earlier, the Water Authority is very profitable and made a $90m operating profit last year.
On a commercial basis it must be said to be very sound. It is delivering a service at a rate
which is reducing in cost over time. That is a reflection on the work force and its efficiency.
I am encouraged in coming to that conclusion by figures compiled by the Australian Bureau
of Statistics which were extracted and published by the Department of Productivity and
Labour Relations, policy development branch in May 1992. The report gives a productivity
racing to different sectors of the work force, and makes an analysis of electricity, gas and
water utilities over a 10 year period. The last year surveyed was 1989-90, and the figures are
adjusted for money values over the period.
In 1979-80 the workers in the utilities mentioned produced $21.51 in value per hour of work,
and in 1989-90 the workers were producing $45.37 of value per hour of work. This involved
a consistent average annual increase over a five year period of 9.9 per cent with an absolute
figure over that time of 58.1 per cent. Over the 10 year period the absolute productivity
increase was calculated at 110.9 per cent.
Interestingly, during that 10 year period the only time that a reduction in productivity
occurred was in 1980-81 and 198 1-82, when the Liberal Party was in power. During the
years of a Labor Party Administration, consistent increases in productivity were achieved.
The number of people employed by the Water Authority - including the relevant component
of the Public Works Department - has consistently declined and the number of people
serviced by the instrumentality has increased, flat organisation has a work force of which
the State can be proud. Now that the Minister is concentrating on the debate, I ask whether it
is intended to reduce the work force through redundancies at the Water Authority. It is
unnecessary to increase rates or decrease the number of people employed at that body, as it
has an efficient work force which provides good service to the community.
MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) (9-42 pm]: Having listened to the debate
this evening, I worry about the conscience of the Opposition. How can members opposite
make the statements they have? Their comments reflect unfairly on Mr Les McCarrey. No-
one in Western Australia would question the integrity of that gentleman. The member for
Pilbara may laugh; why does the member not say something about him?
Mr Graham: People have been saying it for days and weeks on end.
Mr LEWIS: The member is in cowards' castle and he questions Mr McCarrey's integrity.
Mr Graham: I am in the same place as you.
Mr LEWIS: Mr McCarrey served the State honourably with the utmost integrity over many
years. serving Governments of various persuasions. I become very angry when I hear the
Leader of the Opposition impugn that gentleman's integrity.
Mr Kierath: It is true to her character.
Mr LEWIS: Indeed. It disgusts me. The true reason that Burke got rid of Mr McCarrey was
that he was too honest. He was the classic public servant. lHe said to the then Premier and to
the Treasurer, "What you're proposing is not honourable or right; you shouldn't do it." They
did not want to hear such honesty and did not want to hear a man of integrity telling the
Government what it should not be doing. That is the truth and members opposite know it.
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Burke shafted him! Burke sacked him! Members opposite can use all the euphemisms in the
world, but that is the truth.
Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: As this man of integrity would not bend to the wishes of a corrupt Government
of the day -

Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: You were a corrupt Government, and members opposite know it. We have
been through the royal commission and the previous Government was found to be corrupt.

Point of Order
Mr RIPPER: The member for Applecross has used the word corrupt in relation to members
of this House. That is an unparliamentary term. If che member wishes to make comments of
that nature, he should move a substantive motion to criticise members involved.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I heard the member refer to a "corrupt Government", and not to
anyone in particular. The member has a good point of view.
Mr RIPPER: I am not canvassing your ruling, Mr Deputy Speaker, on the matter of the
words you quoted. However, the member did follow up that reference by pointing to
particular members on this side of the House and saying, "You were corrupt."
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I did not see anyone pointing at anyone.

Debate Resumed
Mr LEWIS: It was a very good ruling too.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I indicate to the Minister that he is also canvassing the
ruling of the Chair. He should return to the motion.
Mr LEWIS: We had an honest man as the Under Treasurer and he would not bend to the
wishes of the corrupt Government; it has been clearly found to be corrupt by the royal
commission.
Mr Kobelke: What did it indicate?
Mr LEWIS: That the Government of those days was corrupt.
Mr Kobelke: Can you quote a reference?
Mr LEWIS: How many times do I jolly well have to say it? Members opposite, as a
Government - the ALP Government - were corrupt! Do members opposite want to hear it
again?
Mr Kobelke: You can say it as often as you like, but it does rnot make it true!
Mr LEWIS: Mr McCarrey stood up to that Government and said, "You cannot do that." He
was then told that he had to go.
Several members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: Mr McCarrey is a gentleman; an absolute gentleman.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Interjections made when members axm not in their seats
are highly disorderly.
Mr LEWIS: No person in this State is more qualified to carry out an audit of the State's
finances than Mr McCarrey. However, as soon as he brought down his report - before the
ink was dry - the Leader of the Opposition was impugning his character claiming it was not
an independent inquiry. Were members opposite impugning his character? Was the member
for Belmont impugning his character? Members opposite are so biased and guilty about
what they wreaked on this State.
Mr Ripper: The bias was in the composition of the commission. Using members of the
Liberal Party fundraising committee is biased.
Mr LEWIS: Members opposite are so guilty!
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Mr Ripper: We pointed to the bias well before the report was published.
Mr LEWIS: The public of Western Australia has put the Leader of the Opposition aside and
said that her claim is nonsense. No-one outside this lousy Opposition has said that Mr
McCarrey is not an honourable person and questioned his integrity. Not one person in the
media, not anyone in a letter to the editor, has got on the bandwagon of this rabble which has
tried, with abject failure, to impugn the character of Mr McCarrey. With that aside, let us
accept the necessity for that audit. Will any of those in the Opposition question the necessity
for that audit?
Mr Kobelke: Of course we do.
Mr LEWIS: The State was going beautifully; everything was sweet. The Opposition is now
saying that there was no reason to audit the State. Everything was going well, everything
was rosy. The State was rolling on to another $12b or $13b debt. Every year, the then
Government would just rack up the debt by another S400m or $500m, call it consolidated
revenue arid then balance the Budget. Those opposite are unashamed in their approach.
They are absolute ignoramuses and commercially illiterate.
Mr Ripper: You are socially irresponsible.
Mr Minson: You are also irresponsible. We go broke.
Government members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The odd interjection is quite acceptable, but when we
have a tirade, particularly from members on my right, it is not acceptable.
Mr LEWIS: Four months into Government those opposite are like the impetuous 17 year old
boy on his first date: They cannot wait.
Mr Kobelke: For what?
Mr LEWIS: It is unacceptable that those opposite are so impetuous, They are blasting off all
their shots at once. They cannot wait to see the play. They think they have all the
knowledge, but they have zero- Do members know why those opposite have zero
knowledge? It is because they cannot read a set of accounts. That is their fundamental
problem; in their 10 years of Government, those opposite have never been able to read a set
of commercial accounts. That is why this beautiful State of Western Australia that had a
stable economy has a debt that has gone from $3.3b to $11l.7b. Yet those opposite throw out
their chests and think they have done a good job. The public of Western Australia can see
through them and can see that the Leader of the Opposition's cre~dibility is going downhill
very fast. They can see that every time the Leader of the Opposition opens her mouth she
tells a great fib.
Last night I was watching the news when it came out that the SGIC-SGIO was in trouble
because it could not pay the claims that were aggregated against it. The Leader of the
Opposition, quite bold faced, told the most absolute public untruth that I have ever heard in
my life. She said, "We left the SGIC in a very comfortable position." I just could not
believe it. The gross and manifest untruth was absolutely unbelievable to behold. I have
some respect for the member for Balcatta; he was chairman of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee. When he starts ranting and raving I wonder whether he
knows what this is all about.
Mr Kierath: He understands what it is all about.
Mr LEWIS: I think the Minister is right.
Mr C.J. Barnxett: I think he is the only one who displays any conscience.
Mr Leahy: It must be a riveting debate.
Mr CiJ. Barnett. They have the full team.
Mr LEWIS: The Z team.
Mr Minson: They always leave the Chamber when it becomes uncomfortable.
Mr C.L Barnett: I have always said that when the member for Northern Rivers and the
member for Peel are rising up, we are in big trouble.

618



[Tuesday. 29 June 1993] 1

Mr LEWIS: On the accounting day in 1988, 30 June, the SGIC had a cash excess of $84.8m.
On 30 June 1993 projected - that is. tomorrow - there is a deficiency of $300m.
Mir Kierath: In other words. they have done in over $300m, nearly $400m.
Mr LEWIS: Those opposite have successfully blown $384m in five years.
Mr Kierath: That is $60m a year.
Mr LEWIS: It was not because of a decision by the SGIC; it was by direction of the
Government.
Several Government members interjected.
Mr LEWIS: The other interesting thing is that those opposite had these really smart property
deals with their mates: The Andersons; the Bonds; the Connells; the Wesnilha Squares; and
the Central Parks. The SGIC-SGIO has had those property values written down by $245m, a
quarter of a billion dollars. The total losses in those five years is $699m on the balance sheet
of this State Government agency. Yet the former Premier, the Leader of the Opposition,
says, "They are comfortable and we left them in a very sound financial position."
Mir Kierath: It has not helped us if they left them in a bad financial position.
Mr LEWIS: The Leader of the Opposition gets up here today and says. "What the
Government is doing is wrong and it does not have to be done." The facts are, as the Premier
explained to the Cabinet yesterday, that the SGIC is insolvent, flat is not what the
Government has said; that advice is signed by Mr R.E. Cohen, Chairman of the SCIC. The
Chairman of the SOIC has spelt out the position in chapter and verse. It is not the
Governiment saying this. The Leader of the Opposition and all her lackeys have got up here
today and tried to justify -

Mr Bradshaw: The unjustifiable.
Mr LEWIS: That is right; to justify the unjustifiable. I wonder where their honesty and
integrity is and how they can come into this place and make such statements. I refer
members to the transport issue and Transperth. The wayward member for Eyre, who has not
been heard of for four or five years, all of a sudden has found his voice. He did not make a
speech in this place for four years.
Mr Kobelke: That is nonsense.
Mr LEWIS: He did not make one speech in four years and now he talks about Trmnsperth
and how the Government has increased fares. The fact is that Transperth cost this State
$198m in last year's Budget. With the commissioning of the northern suburbs railway we
are looking down the barrel of a deficit of a quarter of a billion dollars, without any
adjustment for fares, for 1993-94. That is $250m to subsidise Transperth. Do members
know what is the fare box return on the electrified railway about which the Government
pushes out its chest and of which it is so proud? It returns 9V in every dollar cost; that is, it is
subsidised 91 per cent. However, the Opposition says that the Government should not
increase fares. Do members opposite know what it costs to run the Transperth buses? They
return 22V in every dollar; they ame subsidised 780. The aggregate subsidy is 84.5 per cent.
The fare box return is 15.5 per cent; that is 15.50 in every dollar spent on public tranisport in
Western Australia. When I was the Opposition spokesman for transport I visited Transperth
and asked what they were doing because they were being irresponsible. I told them that I
had looked at their budget papers for the past two or three years and that they should resign.
They asked me why. I asked them how they presided over such a disaster. They told me that
it was because the Government directed thenm. They said that year after year they had
recommended fare increases, but the Government would not let them impose the increases.
The hypocritical members opposite come into this place and have the temerity to accuse the
present Government of doing what had to be done. It was the right and proper thing to do. I
cannot believe that members opposite can say that by adding $4.739m to the fare box - in
other words, taking the fare box from $36.6m to $41.36m, which is an 11.9 per cent
increase - the Government has done the wrong thing. Members opposite have no credibility.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [10.03 pm]: I support the amendment. I will confine my
remarks to the third part which alludes to the magnitude of increases in charges brought
down by this Government and the fact that it has concealed the relationship between those
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increases and its plans to privatise various Government services. The Government in the
past has indicated its interest in privatisation.
Mr Trenorden: So have you.
Mr KOBELKE: The member should let me continue. The worry is that chat interest in
privatisation is not rational, but is driven by a hard line ideology which sees some advantage
in privatisation, irrespective of the facts. The McCarrey report seems to be set up to be used
for chat purpose. The Minister for Planning, in crying to elicit some form of interjection from
membhers on this side of the House, asked whether we should have a new report with a new
Government coming into office. However, the figures and positions put forward in the
McCantey report were already on the public record. On that basis no need existed to spend
half a million dollars or more on the report.
Obviously the Government wished to do so, and that may have been for at least two reasons.
Firstly, it may have seen a report such as this as a good way of heaping some blame on the
previous Government for the problems which it sees it has inherited. At the end of its term
any Government will have made mistakes and will have made decisions which an incoming
Government will use to try to embarrass it. That is politics; we on this side of the House can
live with that. That was obviously one of the intentions of the Government in
commissioning the McCarrey report. Secondly, its other motive may have been to create a
smokescreen behind which it could increase various taxes and charges for irs own purposes.
From what the House has heard so far, it is not clear what those purposes might be. It may
be that the Government has cried to put together a war chest to enable it to embark on other
initiatives, or it may be so that it can put money into certain instrumentalities as part of its
privatisation program. We can only guess at these things at present from the various
utterances we have heard from the Government.
I turn now to the proposal of crying to blame the previous Government through the McCarrey
report. There is no going beyond the fact that mistakes were made by the previous
Government; those mistakes have been accepted. However, it does this State no good to try
to exaggerate the problems which may have arisen from those mistakes. It is about time that
the members who now occupy the Government benches reassess their position to see that
what may have been a viable tactic in Opposition to discredit the then Government does not
serve them or this State now that they are in Government. A Government must stand up for
this State. It must be willing to show what its advantages are for people investing and doing
business in this State. It must also be willing to show what are the strengths of this State. To
overstate the problems and the weaknesses does nothing to the advantage of this State and
does nothing for this Government.
The Leader of dhe Opposition pointed out earlier that the Government's stance - its
overreaction on this issue - has played into the hands of the Federal Government. I support
that with a few quotes from today's The Australian which alluded to a report produced by
Access Economics. The article stated in part -

State government Budget deficits will fall significantly in coming years even without
any change to existing policies, a survey by a consultancy firm, Access Economics,
has found.
The Access Economics report, State Budget Prospects 1992-93 and 1993-94. says
that the States' Budget shortfalls (their net financing requirements) reached a peak of
$1.8 billion in 1991-92 but will fall to $4.1 billion in 1993-94 with no change to
policies.

Thai applies to Australia as a whole and the questions I have asked indicate that Access
Economics' perspective is particularly true of Western Australia. If this Government were to
continue the existing policy of the previous Government a fall would occur in the net
financing requirement. That is something which the present Government does not want the
public to understand; it would be coo reasonable a position for it to wish to take up. It wishes
to exaggerate and mislead the position on our State's financial situation; however, the
independent report from Access Economics indicates the true situation.
By adopting such a false position the Government has played into the hands of the Federal
Government because the Federal Government is saying that it has been a good manager and
the States have been poor managers and, therefore, it is crying to throw greater responsibility
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back onto the States. This report and many others indicate that that is not the case and that
although some States have major problems, the States as a whole at present can look forward
to a lower need for debt financing. Western Australia in particular is in that situation. On
the other hand, according to the figures -

..the Federal Government's Budget deficit will rise from $16.4 billion this financial
year to $17.7 billion next year if there is no change to policies.

The States are going in the right direction on debt financing but the Commonwealth at
present is not, and it wishes, therefore, to place a greater financial burden on the States. The
Premier's complete misrepresentation of the facts has simply assisted the Commonwealth in
its arguments and he has not stood up for the interests of the State. As much as members
opposite might like to misrepresent and exaggerate the situation there is certainly recognition
by members on this side of the House that management of State debt is a serious matter and
one which should be considered in a rational and thorough way.
Several members intejected.
Mr KOBELKE: As I indicated earlier, various reports indicate that this State is well
positioned compared to most of the other States. The need to gain political advantage means
the Government is prepared to ride roughshod over the facts and use them selectively for its
purposes. A classic example was on the presentation of the McCarrey Report of the
Independent Commission to Review Public Sector Finances. The best phrase the Premier
could use following the release of that report is. "The State is broke." The Premier had to
back-pedal because the chief author of the report, Mr Les McCarrey, said he would not
support that phrase because it was not accurate that the State was broke. We have a Premier
who is very keen to emphasise "Western Australia". He is trying to mimic his father and to
build on to his father's myths and legends by standing up and fighting for Western Australia.
When the Premier has the opportunity to stand up for the State and present to the community,
nationally and internationally, a true image of the State, he is happy to seek a little political
advantage by saying this State is broke.
Mr Cowan: It is. and you did it.
Mr KOBELKE: The Deputy Premier's pathetic interjection indicates why the people of this.
State clearly judge that there is a lack of evidence of leadership in the Government. While
the Premier was overseas the Deputy Premier tried hard, and I admire him for it, to bring
together the rabble opposite, but he found it a difficult task. The Deputy Premier is a man of
considerable standing, particularly in football circles, and at that time he told me that he
would do his best to get his team to kick a few goals. I advise him that Ron Barassi has it
made because he has a better chance of getting the Sydney Swans into a working unit than
the Deputy Premier has of getting the coalition Government into any sort of form. The
Sydney Swans won last weekend and perhaps this Government will have a win soon - it has
not had many wins yet.
Mr Cowan: It has not lost one yet.
Several members interjected.
Mr KOBELKE: While there may be some minor political advantages to this Government in
tryig to paint a certain picture of the Opposition and dragging this State down there is a
downside to its approach. It is selling the State short by painting a poor image of it to
international investors. It is also failing to promote the real advantage the State has. It
reflects quite clearly on the lack of leadership in this State. Real leadership requires a form
of credibility so that people will understand the direction the Government is taking. They
may not agree with the Government, but they should respect the decisions it is making. The
fact is that the people of this State do not see any clear leadership in this Covernment
because it has failed to rationally approach the issue of State debt. it has failed to be honest
in the way it has presented the figures and the reasons for its recent decisions. It has simply
raised a smokescreen through the use of the McCarrey report. It has used the report to paint
a picture of this State's debt and to make certain decisions Without basing its actions on the
facts contained in the report. I am not suggesting that any of the figures contained in the
report are inaccurate. Some members opposite have tried to misrepresent the statements
made by members on this side of the House. Members of the Opposition are saying that this
report comes from a particular direction.
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Several members interjected.
Nit KOBELKE: All we are saying is that the assertions contained in the report are very
much distorted in order to paint a particular picture. They reflect a bias on the part of the
authors. The authors of the report have used the facts which are on the public record to paint
a picture concerning the State's finances to allow the Government to make decisions so it can
proceed in the direction it wishes to take. It is a piece of propaganda. I am not disputing the
figures in the report, but they have not been used properly. The authors of this report have
used the financial statistics of this State in the seine way as a drunk uses a lamp post in the
middle of the night. He clings on to the lamp post for support: The Government, like a
drunk clinging to a lamp post, is using these statistics for support, not for illumination.
On page (vi) of the introduction to the McCarrey report the authors are obviously trying to
catch people's attention by using certain figures. The report reads -

Total liabilities of the State public sector (excluding financial institutions) were $17.8
billion at 30 June 1992, of which gross debt amounted to $11.3 billion and the
liability for unfunded superannuation and other staff entitlements $5.0 billion.

These facts are generally correct as far as I know, but they certainly provide a distorted view
of this State's finances. No mention is made in this part of the report - it is hidden in other
parts - that the State's net debt is $9.4b. It is much better to use the higher figure - which is
accurate, but it is not the net debt. The State holds money in reserve in different forms.
Assets which are readily available bring the net debt to $9.4b, but there is no mention of' it
here because it might lessen the propaganda effect. A calculation of the State's assets is very
difficult, but they have not been mentioned in the report. The best estimate of built assets I
could obtain from public servants some time ago was in excess of $20b. This report does not
want people to know that if this State were really broke and there were a total net debt of
$9.4b, the Government could sell off half the schools and hospitals under its privatisation
program and the total net debt would be cleared. I am not talking about other less tangible
assets. I agree it is difficult to put a figure on those, but it puts them in the context that the
$9.4b State debt is manageable and not a problem for the State. If members do not wish to
accept my perspective they should read other reports to which members on this side of the
House have alluded because they indicate what a fair and reasonable estimate of this State's
debt is and that it does not have a problem.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! We have been proceeding very well but the member for
Balcatta keeps interjecting from another member's seat. I draw his attention to that.
Mr KOBELKE: The first section of the report draws a comparison of the Western Australian
Government's financial position with that of other Governments in Australia. It very quickly
moves to comparing Western Australia with Queensland and I accept there are good reasons
for doing that. However, they do not wish to compare Western Australia with all other States
because that may just prove to be too favourable. They would much rather set up an analysis
which compares the two leading States of Australia and, therefore, will highlight any
supposed deficiencies in this State's economy. That is a very biased way of presenting the
picture of this State's finances. This report comes from a particular and one-eyed view of
how our economy should be run. It comes from the stable of the Institute of Public Affairs.
The booklet entitled "Reform and Recovery", which was put out by the IPA in March 1993,
states at page 65 that, "Queensland's Public sector sets the most appropriate benchmark
against which Western Australia's fiscal policy can and should be set and assessed."
Underneath that statement is a table which compares the fiscal performance of the Western
Australian and Queensland Governments, Lo and behold, we find in the NicCarrey report
exacdly the same approach. Whole sets of words in the McCan'ey report have been lifted out
of the "Reform and Recovery" document presented to this Government by the IPA as a
policy which it could adopt, given that it had no policies of its own that were integrated or
thought through.
The McCarrey report is particularly narrow. it simply looks at comparisons and figures
which everyone knows have certain holes in them which have to be rectified if they are to be
the basis of a proper comparison between States. Page 14 of the Report of the Independent
Commission to Review Public Sector Finances states -
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The Grants Commission's comparative data show ... that while Western Australia's
average expenditure over the last five years relative to the national average is
fractionally below standard, it was, in nearly all areas, well above Queensland.

Again, it is driving the hard line that States' Budgets should be cut. We have done well. It
begrudgingly recognises that we are below average; however, we axe not doing as well as
Queensland because it has a lower public sector budget. The report continues -

While there may be some difference in the standard of services provided in
Queensland, it is a reasonable assumption that some part of the lower cost of service
delivery arises from greater efficiency in the use of resources.

That is an incredibly bald assumption. There ame no figures to support it. The McCarrey
commission does not really want to buy into the fact that it is common knowledge that
Queensland has a lower level of service. If this State is to be taken down to a lower level of
service, if we are to deprive Western Australia of the service it presently enjoys, then the
Government can come out and say that, but that is clearly the agenda that we find in the
McCarrey report.
The report states at page 15 that -

It would be trite to dismiss such large differences in expenditure as resulting from
lower service standards in Queensland.

Again, we do not really think, the report is saying, that the lower standards in Queensland are
what it is all about. It tacitly acknowledges that there are lower standards, but it would like
to have us believe that Queensland is more efficient. However, if it is more efficient, why
not compare Western Australia with all other States? Why not look at the areas where we
lack efficiency and can improve and at the areas where we are highly efficient? This
particular narrow view of what we should be doing is interested only in the numbers. It is
not interested in the people of this State. I hope this Government will take more interest in
and more care of the people of this State.
Opposition members: Hear, hear!
MR LEAKY (Northern Rivers) [10.23 pm]: In speaking to this amendment I will confine
my contribution to the areas where the proposed water increases will impact upon 163 small'
businesses in Carnarvon. I am referring to the growers of Carnarvon. The Minister for
Water Resources attended a meeting in Carnarvon three or four weeks ago, at which he said
to a number of growers, including the shire president, 'Trust me. There will be no problems
with water." The Minister is aware of the dilemma facing Carnarvon at the moment. He is
aware that because we have not had a river for the last 12 months, there is a probability of a
third cut in the amount of water that will be available to growers.
Mr Omodei: What do you mean by a probability? The committee has not met yet.
Mr LEAHY: it is a probability, and the Minister knows it. The committee will meet within
two weeks and will almost certainly recommend a third cut. Against that scenario, this
Minister calls the water tariff increase a small "reasonable" increase, which he says will
generate jobs. The small "reasonable" increase is $1 095 for a small business in Carnarvon.
How will that generate jobs? Each of those 163 small businesses, comprising mainly a
husband and wife and perhaps one or two children, who work on a plantation for 14 or 15
hours a day, seven days a week, will be slugged about $1 000 extra a year. Is that a
"1reasonable" increase?
Mr Oxnodei: The constituents in my electorate pay for the whole lot of theirs.
Mr LEAHY: They do not. Those people in Carnarvon will cop a 10 per cent increase. The
Minister's constituents will cop a 3.4 per cent increase. Those growers do not make windfall
profits. They grow fruit and vegetables, with no marketing protection, unlike many other
parts of the rural sector. They send their produce to Perth and receive the market price,
which, as the Minister knows, varies greatly. They provide for a niche market in Perth and
also create much needed export income for this State, from an area comprising little more
than 1 000 hectares. or smaller than the average farm in the south west. This sector of our
economy produces revenue of $42m. How many farms in the south west can come up with
that?
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Mr Omodei: What did your Administration do for the growers of Carnarvon?
Mr LEAHY: Our Administration put down mare bores and spent more money than the
Minister can imagine. Our Administration was accessible. The people we are talking about -
the Minister's constituents, not mine; most of them vote Liberal - cannot even get through to
the Minister.
Mr Omodei: I will send a copy of your speech to the committee.
Mr LEAHY: I will send it to all of those 163 families, and they will be talking to the
Minister, because they will not enjoy the $1 095 per year increase in water charges that the
Minister claims is a "reasonable" increase. How many people here would say that is a
reasonable increase and claim it will create jobs? It will lead to a loss of jobs.
Mr Omodei: Do you know how much a kilolitre they pay for water?
Mr LEAHY: They pay about 14g per kilolitre. or $ 10 000 a year. for their water. How many
others pay that? These growers are working in an area where the desert extends to the sea.
which receives one quarter of the rainfall received in Perth and has twice the evaporation
rate. They do that very efficiently. They grow in an environment where no-one else has
been successful and they provide cheap fruit and vegetables for Perth. They do not make
windfall profits.
I turn now to the normal domestic consumers in the north west. The Government has said
that the increase will be only 10.98 per cent. If that is not bad enough, where will it impact?
The fixed charge, which is normally paid by the residential landlord, will increase by three
per cent. However, the tenant - whether that be a pensioner or a person who is trying to
scrape a living on a low income - will have a 22 per cent increase for the 400 kilolitres of
water for which he or she pays. The Government claims that is fair because the increase
across the board is 10.98 percent.
Mr Omodei: What a load of rubbish!
Mr LEAHY: They are the Government's own figures - an increase from 34.7c to 41.80 a
kilolitre for the 400 kilolitres. I am not a mathematical genius, but it is a 22 per cent increase
for the normai family person. The Government has the temerity to say that these are
reasonable increases by an authority which made a $90m profit last year! It is an
extraordinary increase!
Mr"Bloffwitch: If those growers paid the same price for one kilolitre of water as my
constituent growers do they would have something to complain about.
Mr LEAHY: I have pointed to the amount of money paid and the reasons for it. The
member's electorate has a rainfall much higher than that of Carnarvon. The majority of
growers in Carnarvon will face a difficult situation as a result of this savage increase. I urge
all members in this House to support the amendment.
MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [10.30 pm]: You will notice, Mr Deputy Speaker, that I have
returned to my seat.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The member would not have been recognised otherwise.
Mr Kierath: He is a noisy scrub bird.
Mr CATANIA: At least I cannot be called Pinocchio, big nose.
My speech tonight revolves around -
Mr Bloffwitch: You supported the 20 per cent reduction for small business people.
Mr CATANIA: I support any reduction for small business people. That is no problem.
However, my speech revolves around the McCarrey report as a document which considers
the State's finances, the basis of which has allowed the Government to make decisions which
increased certain charges, particularly water charges. I turn to the area in the report dealing
with State debt. The first passage states -

The rating agencies report that their reduction in the credit ratings resulted from three
main factors:

the State's rising debt burden over the last few years and projections of future
borrowing requirements;
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the deterioration in the State's budgetary position largely resulting from the
slowdown in economic activity;
and the additional financial burden imposed on the State's finances as a result
of capital obligations to the State's financial institutions.

That is the McCarrey report of June 1993. On page 17 of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee document of 3 December 1992 on State debt it states -

In January 1992, Moody's Credit Rating Agency downgraded Western Australia's
credit rating from Aaa to Aal. This took WA from having the equal highest credit
rating among the states to the second highest. There were three main factors in this
downgrading:
(1) the state's rising debt burden over the last few years and our (Moody's)

projections of future borrowing requirements;
(2) the deterioration of die state's budgetary position, largely resulting from the

slowdown in economic activity, and,
(3) the additional financial burden imposed on the state's finances as a result of

capital obligations to the state's financial institutions.
That is word for word! The wording of the MeCarrey repont is not different. Did the
Government pay that man for his performance? He was paid $500 000 to produce this
document.
Mr Shave: There is more to come.
Mr CATANIA: Is there? I hope he does not plagiarise other reports as he did with this
document. The McCarrey report contains nothing new. Was he paid on performance?
Mr Shave: There is more to come.
Mr CATANIA: The Government has based its decision on that report by McCarrey which
deals with the State's debts. As my colleague, the member for Nollamara stated, we do not
doubt the figures contained in the report. We doubt that the Government should pay so much
money for it. Had we done that in Government the current members of Government would
have jumped up and down. The Government has paid $500 000 to tell us what we already
know. We did not need another report.
The McCarrey report states clearly -

In December 1992 the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee tabled a
detailed report on State debt. That report considered in depth the various measures of
debt and examined the growth in borrowings since 1980 together with the major
contributing factors.
The Commission does not u-averse all of the ground covered by the Public Accounts
Committee, however our terms of reference require us to review the several
assessments of State debt and advise on the most appropriate measure of debt.

In other words, the McCarrey report has not examined this area as deeply as did this
Chamber's Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. An amount of $500 000
has been paid to three biased commissioners. Was McCarrey pulled out from Sir Charles
Court's antique cupboard? These are the sorts of conclusions he reached in this report.
Mr Kierath: This is unbecoming of you.
Mr CATANIA: It is not. The Government must make decisions based on informed sources.
is that not true?
Mr Cowan: For the last 10 years we have not seen that.
Mr CATANIA: I am glad the Deputy Premier said that. All we hear is the word 'last".
'When will the Government tell us about the future? Why does not the Government tell us
what it wI do tomorrow; why does it not say that it will fire more people? It will increase
more rates. It will not tell us about tomorrow because it thinks no-one is interested.
Mr Cowan: Of course people are interested. If we borrow money we must pay it back. You
weren't prepared to pay it back.
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Mr CATANIA: The report contains information and figures about which we already know.
We should consider the fin dings of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee.
That committee's summary of findings is different from the information contained in the
McCarrey report. I will indicate the distortion in the situation. The Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee was an independent committee comprising one Independent
member, two Government and two Opposition members, Its findings on the State debt were
that -

Despite this increase, Western Australia remains a mid-level debting state and
remains highly-rated. reflecting its inherent financial strength, its rapidly developing
resource-rich economic base, and Australia's tight system of fiscal federalism, which
constrains the states' capacity to spend and borrow.
Theme has clearly been a slow-down in the rare of increase of debt in the second half
of the 1980s. The greatest increase was between 1980-85, when per capita borrowing
increased by 33 per cent. The increase between 1986-91 was only 2 per cent.
The increase in debt is largely attributable to the extensive capital expenditure
undertaken during the 1980s ...

That is the conclusion of the independent report presented to this House by the Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee, That is the committee that has been used as a
referenice by the McCanrey report. That is the report for which the Government paid
$500 000 so that it would reach a different conclusion. The different conclusions were
reached for the Government's reasons, so that it could increase charges. Why does the
Government not tell the truth? It paid its bloody males for this report and now members
opposite want to give us all this rubbish. Tell us the truth! We do not want to hear any
garbage. We are sick and tired of it. All we hear about is yesterday.
We should listen to Moody's opinion about the State. A statement is made about this State,
the one that members opposite say is broke and the one whose reputation they want to kick in
the rear. Moody's stated that the State's rapid rise in debt has been the result of a rapid
increase in population and economic growth in the last decade. The statement means that
this State is financially sound. Under the Government's instruction, its termns of reference,
Mr McCarzey has distorted the facts. There is no disputing that. McCarrey has used the
independent report of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee, which cost
the Government nothing, for his own reasons.
Mr Shave: Are you saying that other report cost nothing to produce?
Mr CATANIA: Did it cost $500 000? Did it cost $5 000, $10 000 or $20 000?
Mr Shave: You are in dreamland; it cost a lot more than that I do know you get nothing for
nothing.
Mr CATANIA: The McCarrcy report makes an unsubstantiated statement about
superannuation.
Ms Shave: How much has it cost the people of Western Australia for the mistakes of Peter
Dowding, David Parker and Brian Burke?
Ms CATANIA: Why does not the Government look at tomorrow - that is what people want -
not yesterday?
McCary states that Western Australia has the highest unfunded superannuation liability on
a per capita basis of all States. In 1987 the then Labor Government made a change to the
Government superannuation scheme so that participants could take lump sum payments.
That reduced the unfunded liability of the State from an estimated $9b in 1991 to $4.6b, and
today the liability is $5b. if the Labor Government had continued under the scheme that
existed under the Liberal Government, the unfunded liability in the year 2003 would have
been $20b; so, yes, this State would have been broke. Members opposite should look at
those sorts of facts, not the garbage they have been pumping out in the last few days. An
article in today's The West Australian headed "Laundry saves $13,000" quotes the owner of
the laundry as saying -

"In real terms this allows us to employ another half a person. .
Mr. Clayton expects that as business picks up he will employ more people.
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It is not the Government's discount on charges that will allow this small businessman to
employ more people. Directly beneath this article, referring to water and power charges, an
article headed "Water, power cuts tipped to affect jobs" states -

lobs would be lost in some areas of the WA Water Authority as part of the efficiency
gains needed to pay for a cut in water rates for small business, authority chief
executive Wally Cox said yesterday.

The Government has done nothing. It has given a laundry owner the opportunity to create
half a job and the Western Australia Water Authority will lose 20 in the process. I agree
with small business getting assistance, but not the sort of garbage the Government is trying to
peddle. A headline in the first edition of tomorrow's The Wesr Australian states "Cuts won't
boost jobs". The coalition's election slogan was "Good management, more jobs, hard
decisions". The result of that is half a job gained in a small business and 20 lost in the Water
Authority. The Government has made arrangements to sack people, it is nothing more than a
callous group of people. it says that the way to reduce the debt is to get rid of people. That
is all die Government is doing. That is not good management, more jobs, hard decisions!
The Government does not make the hard decisions, the Government makes the easy decision
and sacks people. Good management is hard to achieve. The easiest thing to do is to sack
people.
Mr Kierath: The only people who have been sacked are those in the previous Government.
Mr CATANIA: My only regret is that we did not offer the Minister a redundancy payment.
We would have had him out of this place.
What did the Labor Government achieve?
Mr Cowan: Nothing!
Several Government members interjected.
The ACTNG SPEAKER (Mr Prince): Order!
Mr CATANIA: This Government advocates better management, more jobs, and hard
decisions, but all it has done is to increase its rates and charges and sack people. Is debt
inherently bad?
Mr Shave: No, debt is good!
Mr CATANIA: Did the Minister for Tourism go into debt to buy one of his hotels?
Mr Shave: I used a credit card all the time.
Mr Cowan: Whatever I borrowed I could always pay back.
Mr CATANIA: That is not what McCarrey says, the person the Deputy Premier puts so
much faith in. He does not say we are broke and can not pay.
Mr Cowan: He says we have to pay it back.
Mr CATANIA: The Deputy Premier will not admit that the easiest thing to do is to blame
the Labor Government, sack a few people and increase the rates. Is that good management,
more jobs, hard decisions? Members opposite should be honest
Western Australia now has an electrified railway.
Mr Shave: Do you support the member for Nollamara who suggests we should sell off all
schools and hospitals to make them income producing?
Mr CATANIA: Was the Minister for Tourism asleep during the address of the memnber for
Nollamara? I have only a few minutes left to speak.
Mr Kierath: That is the most promising news we have heard all night.
Mr CATANIA: The worst thing we have heard tonight is the Minister for Labour Relations
popping up and speaking. This Chamber is poorer for his standing up.
In the time of the Labor Government a debt was built on for infrastructure in the areas of
roads, transport and education, but that occurred during a period of recession.
Mr Shave: Your idea of debt management was to borrow more money.
Mr CATANIA: How much did the Labor Government spend in the Minister's portfolio of
Housing to provide jobs as well as accommodation?
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Mr Shave: Don't you recognise that Homeswest is principally self-funding? It has nothing
to do with the State Government putting money into it.
Mr CATANIA. Infrastructure in water and drainage was built upon. Substantial investment
has been made in public housing and in hospitals.
Mr McGinty: There was an injection of funds by the Labor Government into Horneswest for
programs such as wise choices.
Mr Shave: Most of the funds came from the Federal Government and were internally
funded.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The speaker on his feet has two minutes remaining.
Mr CATANIA: Did we kick in any contribution to housing?
Mr Lewis: There was nothing in last year's Budget - not a jolly dollar.
Several members interjected.
Mr CATANIA: The Minister for Planning should have a good look at thaL
Several Government members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr CATANIA: Would members opposite allow me to conclude? I know they would like to
hear what I have to say. If members opposite based their decisions to increase rates on the
McCarrey report they should think again. It states nothing. On McCarrey's own admission,
his report does not give the Government a reason to take the action it has taken. It does not
give the Government what it wants to achieve; chat is, more jobs and better management. It
is the easy way out, and it does not make the difficult decision.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [ 10.50 pml]: Mr Acting Speaker -
Mr Pendal: You are not going to say nice things about me again, are you?
Mr D.L SMITH: No.
Several members interjected-
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Prince): Order!
Mr D.L. SMITH: Do members want 10 or 20 minutes?
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Cowan: It will sound Like one hour.
Mr D.L. SMITH: Only if the Deputy Premier is in pain and I hope I inflict some.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I do not know what it is about the member for Mitchell
that provokes members to interject. quite so much. However, the poor man had hardly
opened his mouth - I saw a twitch of his face muscles - and everyone on my right started to
interject. Would members please give him at least a couple of minutes before they interject
with a barrage.
Mr Lewis: They call him '60 minutes".
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr D.L SMITH: I begin by departing slightly from the amendment by saying that one
aspect of the review of State Government taxes and charges which will have been well
received by the farming community in the south west is the removal of drainage charges.
The Minister for Water Resources will be aware that it is an issue I have been involved in for
some time. We were successful in abolishing it in Bunbury quite some time ago. It is now
being extended to the rural areas of the south west. However, on the best estimates available
to me, that abolition will cost the State about $1.85rn in lost revenue. It will also mean that
there will be no future income to service the debts incurred in constructing the drainage
infrastructure in the south west. The recommendation for the abolition of drainage rates has
flowed from the report of the Lee committee. I am pleased to say that, some years ago, I
made a submission to the committee, which it adopted. Part of the findings of the Lee
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committee were that if drainage rates were to be abolished, reallocation of responsibility for
drainage in those areas should occur. Basically it was that minor works on individual
landowners' properties would be managed by the landowner or landowners in cooperation
with each other. The secondary drains would be managed by the local authorities and the
major drains and rivers would continue to be managed by the Public Works Department, as it
was at that time.
By abolishing the rates, the Government has made a financial contribution of about $1.85m
each year to those who are subject to them. However, it has not resolved the question of
responsibility. It has abolished the rate and said it will work on the issue of responsibility for
the drainage system in the future. flat is a very unwise situation to be in. If the revenue for
some work is to be abolished it would have been wise to first establish who will have
responsibility for the system in future. It would also be easier to identify the benefit which
will accrue to the farmers. A major part of the responsibility for drainage will in future
possibly fall on local authorities. They will, of course, seek to recoup the cost of that through
their local authority rates. To that extent the increase in local authority rates will offset the
gains achieved by the abolition of the drainage rate. I want to make it clear that I have
always, in principle, supported the abolition of those rates.
Mr Omodei: What about the back payment of unpaid rates?
Mr D.L. SMITH: I hope the Minister for Water Resources will have the strength to convince
Cabinet that all the arrears should be written off.
Mr Lewis: What about the people who have paid? Where is the equity in that?
Mr D.L. SMITH: That is just my suggestion; no doubt the Minister for Planning will have
the opportunity to argue about that in Cabinet.
Having cortfirrned my support for the abolition of drainage rates I must now add chat at a
time when the Independent Commission to Review Public Sector Finances has brought down
a report, and when the Opposition is being accused by members on the other side of wasteful
practices for some time and of putting Western Australia in a parlous state, how is it that the
Government thinks there is enough revenue around to allow that abolition of drainage rates
to occur this financial year? IHow is it that the Government is able to make a gift of $1 .85m
every year to the rural areas in contrast to the hardship being imposed elsewhere?
Mr Cowan: Do you consider the Preston district a gift?
Mr D.L. SMITH: I do not want to dwell on that aspect.
Mr Cowan: Of course you don't.
Mr D.L. SMITH: Apart from saying that I think the abolition is right, it is in contrast with
what has occurred in other areas. The Deputy Premier should identify that on this occasion a
substantial gift is being made to the rural community - the farmers and landowners who pay
these rates - in contrast to the hardship being imposed on other people, as part of the
Government's total package.
The second matter I want to cover in my short contribution ink this debate is the difference in
the way in which this Government treats metropolitan business compared with country
business. As members know, a highlight of the review of electricity and water charges was
the suggestion that a substantial reduction be made in water charges paid by businesses. The
Minister for Water Resources well knows that that reduction will apply only to the
metropolitan area.
Mr Omodei: That is correct.
Mr D.L. SMITH: In contrast, country businesses will have to pay a 3.4 per cent increase in
the amount they pay for their water and an 11.1 per cent increase in their connection bill,
bringing the minimum charge for all meter sizes from $270 to $300. If the inister for
Water Resources is not aware of that, I suggest he check.
Mr Omodei: Is it a fixed charge?
Mr UtL. SMITH: It is the minimum charge. All meter sizes were previously $270 and will
now be $300. Based on the calculations made by the Water Authority that is an increase of
11. 1 per cent. As I said, I want to highlight that this Government is prepared to reduce
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charges for small businesses in the metropolitan area, and, in contrast, in country areas - my
concern is die south west - businesses will pay a 3.4 per cent increase for the cost of water,
which is substantially more than the inflation rate. In the case of the connection fee -

Mr Omodei: They are paying 2.9 per cent plus 0.5 per cent to cover the GLF loan -
Mr DL. SMITH: I will dispute what is the actual inflation rate. In this State I believe it is
approximately 0.9 of one per cent -

Mr Ornodei: We can only listen to what Treasury says, but I suppose you know better.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I would rather listen to what the Australian Bureau of Statistics says about
the inflation rate in this State. I make the contrast that there are preferential reductions in the
metropolitan area and discrimination towards country business where actual increases are
occurring. I do not want to dwell beyond that.
However, I do want to dwell on the enormous taxation burden which will fall on people who
are injured in motor vehicle accidents as a result of a decision which has retrospective effect;
that is, people in the State Government currently have a right to sue under common law
which is unconstrained in the amount they can receive and the amount for which they can sue
for what is commonly referred to as pain and suffering.
One aspect of third party claims is that the amount one receives is not determined by die date
upon which the accident happens, but rather by the daze on which the award occurs. A minor
injured 15 years ago who has now attained his majority and who has sued within the
limitation period can have an award made to him on 30 June and the higher amount of that
award is unlimited and there is no threshold on the amount that can be claimed. However, a
person who has an accident on 1 July will find that three things have changed. Firstly, unless
the award for pain and suffering that that person would have received would have exceeded
$15 000, in the view of the person doing the assessment the injured person would have no
claim at all. If the claim were for an amount between $15 000 and $200 000 for pain and
suffering, the award would be reduced by $15 000. If that person were entitled to an award
in excess of $200 000, he would lose all of the amount over $200 000. 1 ask members to
think about that. Although legislation will not be in force to achieve that until some time in
the future, a person who has an accident on I July who would have received $200 000 or less
by virtue of this Government will be taxed $15 000 on the amount which he would have been
entitled. If' the person were entitled to Slm, he would be taxed $800 000 by this Government
and it will be done retrospectively from the time the legislation is introduced.
A letter from the State Government Insurance Commission was tabled by the Premier. It
states -

A submission made to Cabinet in 1991 relating to Third Party Premium increases
sought an immediate 30% increase followed by a regime of four consecutive 12%
annual increases to achieve a fully funded position by 1997.

The SGIC is saying that if there had been a 30 per cent increase in the 1991-92 year and a 12
per cent increase in each of the four years thereafter, it would have been sufficient to achieve
a fully funded position by 1997. Therefore, if the previous Government had increased it by
12 per cent last year and this Government had increased it by 12 per cent this year, in the
opinion of the State Government Insurance Commission the scheme would have been fully
funded by 1997, which is hardly descriptive of an insurer which is, in the words of the
Premier, "technically broke". More importantly, nowhere in this letter is there any mention
of the need to have a threshold or a cap; that is, not only has the Government this year
increased the amount by more than what is recommended by the agency, but it has
introduced in addition this tax of $15 000 or, in the case of those who would have received
over $I m. $800 000.
Let us look at some of the claims that will be eliminated by virtue of this removal. Pain and
suffering is a loose description of an element of what is known as general damages. As was
said earlier, we are not going to abolish a claim for loss of wages - I presume that means
prospective losses as well as past losses - at the date of assessment. However, pain and
suffering includes things like loss of enjoyment of life, personal embarrassment, and loss of
capacity to do certain things. For instance, a person who is badly scarred might be ashamed
to go out among people. That is regarded as suffering; that is, he suffers the embarrassment
of the scars that he bears. If the scars were, in the opinion of the judge, not worth more than
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$15 000, he would get nothing. If, in the opinion of the judge, his scars were worth
somewhere between $ 15 000 and $200 000, this Government would reduce the award by
$15 000. If a person is married and loses the ability to conceive or father children, again that
would come under the heading of general damages, loosely called pain and suffering and loss
of enjoyment of life. If that person would have received less than $15 000, he would get
nothing at all. If he received between $15 000 and $200 000, he would suffer a reduction of
$15 000. If he is a world class athlete and loves ballroom dancing, fishing, roller skating, or
a number of other things and after the accident is suddenly a quadriplegic and cannot do any
of those things including fathering children, and he is perhaps -scarred and needs assistance
for the rest of his life, which he may find personally very distressing, this Government says
the maximum he can receive for the combination of all of those disabilities is $200 000.
That, in my view, is a totally unconscionable act. It ignores people who, in the worst of the
suffering that a person can imagine, badly need not only the support of family and friends but
also some financial support to help them get through the rest of their lives with a level of
enjoyment that we think we can achieve without the money. This will be done
retrospectively from 1 July no matter how much later the legislation is introduced and,
secondly, without consultation with the public, the Law Society of Western Australia, or
anyone else. It is a measure which, on the face of the letter from the SGIC, was not required
to achieve a fully funded position by the year 1997.
Let us not hear that somehow or other this was justified by what members opposite allege
was the previous Government's performance. Although they mention the Bell shares and a
number of other shares, they do not mention the BHP shares which were part of the package
and from which the SOIC made significant profits. They mention only the losses and none
of the profits that were made from those transactions.
Just as importantly, the abolition of the unfettered right to sue at common law for damages
has been confiscated by this Government without any financial justification for it being
presented to this Parliament and without any discussion with the community. It is totally
wrong for a legal right to be confiscated without at least some public consultation about the
need to do it, the pros and cons of doing it, and how we might ameliorate the situation for
those people I have described. I anm absolutely certain the Attomney General would not have
obtained the approval of the Law Society of Western Australia for this action. It seems that
this Government is prepared to act without consultation. It is prepared to confiscate people's
rights and it is prepared to do that retrospectively and without any financial justification for
doing so. The only people it is interested in benefiting are its rich insurance mates.

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

Ayes (20)
Mr Brown Mrs Henderson Mr Ripper
Mr Catan ia Mr Hill Mr DL. Smith
Dr Edwards Mr Kobelke Mr Thomas
Dr Gallop Dr Lawrence Ms Warnock
Mr Grahamn Mr Marlborough Dr Watson
Mr Guill Mr Mc~iinty Mr Lahy (Teller)
Mrs Haltahan Mr Riebeling

Noes (27)
Mr Ci. Barnett Dr Hames Mr Osborne
Mr Blaikie Mr House Mr Prince
Mr Board Mr Johnson Mr Shave
Mr Bradshaw Mr Kierath Mr W. Smith
Dr Constable Mr Lewis Mr Strickland
Mr Court Mr Marshall Mr Trenorden
Mr Cowan Mr MeNee Dr Turnbull
Mr Day Mr Minson Mr Wiese
Mrs Edwardes Mr Nicholls Mr Bloffiich (Teller)
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Pairs
Mr Taylor Mr Pendal
Mr Cunningham Mr Omnodei
Mr M. Barnett Mr Tubby
Mr Bridge Mrs van de Klashorst

Amendment thus negatived.

Debate (on motion) Resumed
MR THOMAS (Cockbumn) [11. 16 pm]: I will use the Address-in-Reply debate to refer to
a couple of issues which are of concern to me. Before I do, I would appreciate it if you,
Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Ainsworth), would convey my congratulations to Mr Speaker on his
election to that office. I have known Mr Speaker for about 25 years; that is, since he was my
tutor at university. In that time his conservative politics have not been questioned.
Nonetheless, he has conducted himself with honour and will achieve distinction in the office
of Speaker.
The first issue to which I will refer concerns my electorate and the second concerns a shadow
ministerial responsibility I have assumed since the election. The issue confronting my
electorate is the study by the south west area transit steering committee of which I was a
member prior to the February election. Members should consider the background to that
study which was established by the former Minister for Transport, the former member for
Whitford. It included the technocrats from a number of Government departments,
principally Transperth, Westrail, the Department of Planning and Urban Development and
the Main Roads Department. It also included local members of Parliament - the members for
Peel, Rockingham, Fremantle, the former member for Murray and me.
Mr Lewis: A bit biased, was it not?
Mr THOMAS: They were the local members.
Mr Lewis: What about the member for Melville?
Mr THOMAS: There was never any serious suggestion that the railway line would go
through Melville.
Several members interjected.
Mr THOMAS: The member for Melville was not a Government member at that time and it
was not seriously suggested that he should participate in a Government committee. Although
the study was not completed prior to the election, it was one of the most fascinating exercises
in which I have been involved- It was essentially an assessment of whether the south west
corridor of the metropolitan area should be linked with the public transport system which
serves the rest of the metropolitan area.
The public transport system that we have in the Perth metropolitan area now is equal to the
best in the world, and we debated some aspects of it earlier this evening. We have tended to
overlook the high quality of that public transport system, which has centred on our rail
system, and we have tended to overlook the transformation which has occurred in that
system over the last decade.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth). Order! The level of background conversation
from both sides of the House is again getting too high, and it makes it difficult for both the
Hansard reporter and me to hear the speaker.
Mr THOMAS: And for me, Mr Acting Speaker, so thank you.
When the Labor Party came to power in 1983. the rail system was in a parlous state. The
Perth to Fremantle line had been closed, and the Midland and Armadale lines were operating
with aged diesel rolling stock and seemed to have a fairly bleak future. There was a common
view that the Armadale line would have been closed had it not been for the electoral
consideration of the then member for Dale. In any event, the Labor Party was elected in
1983 on a promise of. among other things, reinstating the Perth to Fremantle passenger rail
service. I was involved in the 1983 election, not as a candidate but in some of the campaign
committees of the Labor Party, and I had access to some of the polling data that the party
had. Our polling data showed that the closure of the Perth to Fremantle railway line was a
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significant factor influencing electors in seats which were many miles away - in Whitford
and Joondalup - as to which party they would vote for, voters who presumably would not
actually use that service. That reflects the fact that the passenger rail service is very popular
with the community, and that popularity extends to people who would not directly or
normally use it. The patronage pattern which has been experienced in the last few weeks on
the new northern suburbs railway line indicates that when people have the opportunity to use
such a service, they do so in numbers which exceed the expectations of the professional
planners. I wI come to that matter in a moment.
Not only did the Labor Government reopen the Perth to Fremantle passenger rail service, but
also it electrified the whole system. It bought state of the art technology which improved the
quality and brought the level of service to a level which is equal to the best in the world. It
then made the most significant change to the public transport infrastructure in this city in 100
years and built a new railway line which extended the passenger rail service to the northern
suburbs, where a substantial proportion of the people of metropolitan Perth live.
Mr Cowan: And you did not worry too much about the cost!
Mr THOMAS: I will come to that too.
Mr Cowan: That is good. I will wait with interest.
Mr THOMAS: I am glad, because I will come to that. The three or four decisions that were
made during the years 1983-1993 meant that we had a system serving Perth which was equal
to the best in the world. However, the missing link was the suburbs of the south west
corridor. The south west area transport study was set up to establish how that system could
best be extended to the south west corridor. Within that committee there was fierce debate
between two schools of thought, which could be described as light rail or heavy rail. There
was fierce debate about what were thought to be the planning implications of those two
different technologies. On occasions those debates became very heated and people started to
cast all sorts of aspersions upon the people who were advocates of other schools of thought.
Last September, a seminar was held at the Fremantle Town Hall, conducted by the Australian
Institute of Urban Studies. I was privileged to be invited to present a paper at that seminar.
The Minister for Planning would, no doubt, be aware that the Australian Institute of Urban
Studies is a professional body which includes planners and others who are associated -

Mr Lewis: That seminar discredited your proposition.
Mr THOMAS: I wish the Minister had been there. All the people who participated in that
seminar thought it was a good idea to extend -

Mr Cowan interjected.
Mr THOMAS: I will come to that. it is my speech. I have 30 minutes, and I still have 21
minutes to go. I will address that matter, and while I am at it I might talk about the $44m
subsidy for the country consumers of water services.
Mr Cowan: I will be happy to talk to you about that.
Mr THOMAS: I will come to that when I get to it.
Mr Cowan: It recovers 15 per cent of that investment.
Mr THOMAS: But it happens every year. One only has to build a railway line once.
Mr Cowan: What about its operating costs?
Mr THOMAS: I know that. At that seminar at the Frem anile Town Hall, which was
attended by the best planners and academics and by various people involved in this area, no-
one seriously questioned the wisdom of extending -

Mr Lewis: Martyn Webb did.
Mr THOMAS: I do not think he did. He had the job of summing up at the end.
Mr Lewis: He discredited it.

Mr THOMAS: With al due respect to Mantyn Webb.- and I used to be a student of his - his
summing up was actually gibberish about WA Inc. It had nothing to do with planning. I
noticed when I went through my mail today that the proceedings of that seminar have been
published as a book, and I have put in an order for it, so we will all be able to read it to se

633



whether my recollection of the seminar is accurate. No-one seriously questioned the wisdom
of extending the passenger rail service to the suburbs of the south west corridor.
Mr Lewis: From Fremantle they did. They did not question extending it from Perth.
MrT THOMAS: Different views could be taken.
Mr Lewis: Yes; be honest about it.
Mr THOMAS: I have never said otherwise. I am crying to say that the passenger rail service
should be extended to the suburbs of the south west corridor. There are arguments about
route and about technology, but no-one has credibly suggested chat we should not have a cop
of the range rail system of some form or other.
Mr Lewis: We have not questioned that. We have questioned the timing.
Mr THOMAS: The point I want to allude to next is chat on the very day that the northern
suburbs line was opened, the Minister for Transport in another place made an announcement
which was effectively that the SWAT study and the undertakings which were given by the
then Premier that the system would be extended first to Rockinghamn and then to Mandurah
would be abandoned.
MrT Kierath interjected.
Mr THOMAS: If anything, that announcement guarantees my re-election in 1997; 1 can
assure the Minister of that.
Mr Kierach: It paid for all your mail-outs - not you.
Mr THOMAS: I do not know what the Minister is talking about.
Mr Kierach: The SWAT study resulted in mail-outs to the electorates in that corridor.
Mr THOMAS: I think the Minister is alluding to the fact chat the SWAT study mailed out a
brochure to all the people in the district. It was a tremendous exercise in public information
about seminars which would take place. It contained hard-core information about options
and technology. It asked people what they thought. The Minister might think that should not
happen, but I believe Governments should do that. The advocates of open government
would think it is a good idea. The seminars were conducted by professionals.
Mr Lewis: You set up the whole thing. Be honest!
Mr THOMAS: It was set Up by Professional facilitators; people lie Gerry Cannon. I was
there. I went to seminars in my electorate. They were very informative. Other people were
there, such as the mayor who was a candidate against my colleague the member for
Fremantle, so the seminars were not set up for political purposes. The Government has
shown where it stands on the question of public transport and on the south west corridor. It
has effectively abandoned the SWAT exercise. It will be forever discredited in the south
west corridor.
Mr Lewis: You are discredited. It was political bias.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order!
Mr THOMAS: The Minister for Planning is discredited. If he is playing a part in this he
should be ashamed of himself as the Minister because I will come to the question raised by
the Deputy Premier; that is, costs. When we were considering the various options for the
best rail system for the south west corridor the key matter was patronage predictions.
Professional surveys were undertaken.
A Government member: Don't talk about patronage.
Mr THOMAS: I will, if the member does not mind. Professional surveys were undertaken
by transport planners to estimate the patronage levels for different types of technology, for
different routes, and how they would grow over time given the different population
projections. They used the same methodology as used for planning the rail system in the
northern suburbs. It turned out that they were wrong by a factor of 2:1. Twice as many
people arc using the system as the technocrats originally thought would do so. The reason
was, as can be shown back in 1983 -

Mr Cowan: I know that the member thinks that he has a lot to say but can he suggest that the
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period of operation of the northern suburbs railway is enough time to give a clear indication
of patronage?
Mr THOMAS: It is the only sample we have.
Mr Cowan: Would the member say that is a true sample or does he think the patronage will
taper off?
Mr THOMAS: I will talk about that in a year's time. It is the only sample we have, and so
far it indicates by a factor of 2:1 that the technocrats were wrong. The situation should have
stabilised by now. There will be an initial novelty period as people try out the system and
see what it is like. It will stabilise. By now the novelty should have worn off and people
should be in stable transport patterns. Whether I am right or wrong, in a year we will have a
better sample. It has been running for a couple of months and it shows that twice as many
people are using the system as originally the technocrats thought would be the case. That
means that the fare income is twice as much as they originally thought would be the case.
No doubt the Deputy Premier will say that is still only a small proportion of the cost of
operating the system. However, where the Deputy Premier and others have criticised the
expenditure on public transport as opposed to the expenditure on roads, they misunderstand
because enormous costs are involved in building roads.
Mr Cowan: I understand that it is a $80m deficit every year. We cannot maintain the roads
we have.
Mr THOMAS: The system of funding transport infrastructure in this country is biased
against public transport. The best example was given by Professor Peter Newman when
talking on the radio the other day; he said he was not particularly opposed to the fare
increases. When talking about the public transport infrastructure funding as opposed to
private transport infrastructure funding he said that the northern suburbs freeway was paid
for by a Federal grant whereas we must borrow to build railways. Hence we are left with a
situation where the railway system must be paid for, and the roads are not an impact on the
State. Overall it comes from the taxpayers' pockets one way or another but the system is
biased against the constrction of public transport infrastructure. We need to have vision
which will put in the infrastructure early, because if it is not it will never be built. I hope that
the Deputy Premier might convey these views to his colleague the Minister for Transport in
another place.
Mr Cowan: Provided you convey your views to the Federal Government.
Mr THOMAS: I am more than happy to make those representations to the Federal
Government. Even if the Deputy Premier is opposed to the construction of a decent rail
system in this city, as it seems he is -
Mr Cowan: That is not true.
Mr THOMAS: - he should at least be sufficiently statesmanlike to ensure that the reserve is
left, that the option is there for future Governments to build on. If the land is not reserved
the option will be missed for all time. The fact that we ame able to have a northern suburbs
railway presently is a credit to the late Colin Jamieson, who was a Minister in the Tonkin
Government and responsible for the design of the early stages of the Mitchell Freeway.
Mr Lewis: Come on!
Mr THOMAS: It happens to be the case. I suggest the Minister for Planning ask the
Commissioner for Main Roads. I was not a close friend of Colin Jamieson, I can assure the
member, but I give credit where it is due. It was Colin Jamieson's vision when the Mitchell
Freeway alignment was being designed; it was the Tonkin Government in 197 1-73 that made
sure sufficient land was allocated to ensure the building of a rapid transit system at a later
date. Had that provision not been made the actions of the Labor Government in the latter
part of the 1983-93 period would not have been possible, and the Perth metropolitan area
would have been the loser. I implore the Government. even if it has no intention to build a
railway to Rockingham and Mandurah, by whatever route and technology, at least to ensure
that the option is retained for future generations. If it does not, Perth will be the ultimate
loser.
1 refer now to part of the shadow ministerial responsibility which I have assumed since
election. The former Government went to the election with a policy to appoint a Minister for
12313-
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science and technology. I am disappointed that the Government has not chosen to appoint
such a Minister because it is an important area. Scientific research, apart from its obvious
intrinsic worth, is important to attract new industry and stimulate modem industry and
economic development in this State. We are missing out. Only 6.7 per cent of the national
total of scientific research occurs in Western Australia, although we contribute 9.9 per cent
of the gross domestic product and represent 9.3 per cent of the population. We are missing
out on our per capita entitlement for scientific research. That figure would be even worse if
it were not for the fact that the State Government in Western Australia contributes more than
any other State Government, as I understand it. The State Government of Western
Australia - and remember we are a bit less than 10 per cent of the population - contributes
14.4 per cent of the total scientific research undertaken by State Governments in Australia,
The Western Australian State Government contributes almost 50 per cent more than State
Governments generally. If it was not far an extra contribution by the State Government, our
proportion of that total would be very much less. As a State we must continue to make a
determined effort to redress that imbalance.
Mr Pendal: Your Government seriously ran down the State Observatory service, which plays
an international role.
Mr THOMAS: That is not true, but the Observatory is marginal in the overall scheme of
things such as geological surveys, the Chemical Centre and other organisations.
Mr Bloffwitch: It is an intolerant statement to say it is "marginal".
Mr THOMAS: I have great respect for the Observatory as I have been following its
activities for decades. However, regarding the issues to which I am alluding, it is
nonetheless marginal.
As a State we must redress the imbalance in funding for scientific research, much of which
comes from the Federal Government and, to a lesser extent, from industry. We have an
inherent disadvantage with the allocation of Federal funds in that the personnel and
infrastructure are based in the Eastern States. We have only one of the so-called 'big seven"
universities, and we do not have a major Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research
Organisation headquarters in this State. In the Eastern States the administrators and
researchers live in closer proximity, often in the same cities; a situation we do not enjoy.
Therefore, the tendency exists for the system to perpetuate itself. If we want our share of
scientific research, we must make a positive effort to redress the imbalance. I hope the
Government will agree that this Parliament should adopt a bipartisan approach in this effort.
Australia is the cutting edge of scientific research in many fields at the moment.
Mr Kierath: You have had your go and you messed it up.
Mr THOMAS: During the last decade things improved at a quicker rate than ever before. I
am not trying to scare political points; however, the Minister should look at the last decade.
If he were to move in the scientific community he would find that Mr Mal Bryce and others
are well regarded for their contributions in this area. The Minister should look also at the
Western Australian Technology Park and the contribution made by the State Government to
locating cooperative research centres here. These centrs represent the cutting edge of
applied scientific research in Australia. It is the most advanced level of research and is the
most likely to generate economic spin-offs. We have three cooperative research centres in
this State, of the 52 in Australia, relating to legumes in agriculture, hydrometallurgy and
geomechanics. During the last Federal election the Prime Minister indicated that another 10
such centres would be opened. Applications close in July 1994. On a population base, we
should already have five such centres, and if another 10 are to be established we should have
six in this State. I assure the Government that, with the support of the Opposition and the
scientific community and industry, we could attract three more of those centres to Western
Australia. I have spoken to the research directors at all the universities, and we should be
working together - as they are -to develop top ranking propositions to attract these centres.
A great deal of competition will be experienced for these centres, and only sound proposals
will be successful.
The State Government has an important role to play through the Geological Survey of
Western Australia, the Department of Agriculture, the Department of Conservation and Land
Management, the Observatory and a number of other research institutions. The Government
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must do what it can to facilitate a successful application. We have the expertise in Western
Australia. An inertia leaves Western Australia marginalised, and we must overcome that
legacy. The Institute for Science and Technology at Murdoch University recently published
a paper which I commend to members opposite regarding dhe opportunities in South East
Asia available to the scientific community. We are more advantaged in this respect than
other States, and the State Government must make a concerted effort to ensure we attract
cooperative research centres. The decisions will be made shortly after the application closure
in July next year.
In conclusion, I pay tribute to the former Mayor of Cockburn, Mr Don Miguel. He is not a
political ally of mine; indeed he was an opponent of the member for Fremantle at the last
State election, and formerly a National Party candidate. Mr Miguel has retired from the local
council after serving as mayor for 14 years, as deputy mayor for seven years and a councillor
for seven years before that. I recognise his distinguished contribution to the community.
DR EDWARDS (Maylands) [1 1.46 pm]: As this is the first occasion on which I have
spoken with you in the Chair, Mr Speaker, I congratulate you on your appointment.
The SPEAKER: I am not sure the member will be able to do as well as the previous speaker.
Dr EDWARDS: I will not attempt to compete; unfortunately, you were never my tutor.
The SPEAKER: Or fortunately.
Dr EDWARDS: I shall refer to an issue of major concern in the community with which I
have worked during the last few years, then I shall refer to a number of issues relevant to my
electorate.
During the last few years I have been concerned with the issue of family and domestic
violence. For two and a half years I was the Chairperson of the Statewide Domestic
Violence Advisory Council. Domestic violence is a serious matter. Unfortunately, people
do not always talk about it, and it remains largely hidden. However, it is quite common; it is
claimed to occur in one in three to one in eight families. The consequences of this problem
can be dire. Initially it may reveal itself as verbal abuse or something similar, but this leads
to physical abuse and problems such as murder. We have had murders in this context in
Western Australia, and the figures have increased steadily. Domestic violence is the most
common form of assault in Australia. The police and teaching hospitals report the
prevalence of this type of assault in hospital casualties. Gradually people are talking about
this matter and are seeking help.
In 1987-88, 40 per cent of homicides occurred within a domestic context; last year that figure
had risen to almost 50 per cent. The victims are normally women and children, and generally
homicide follows a long history of abuse within the family. Evidence indicates that warning
signs have not been picked up by people who should recognise them, and no intervention
takes place to prevent the situation developing. Unfortunately, in many murder cases
spouses are in the process of leaving the family home in which the murder occurs. This is a
serious problem within society which remains hidden, arnd we should all do something about
it.

Some economic costs have now been worked out. For instance, in Australia conservatively it
costs a million dollars to treat 20 victims of domestic and family violence. This cost
obviously includes policing, hospital and medical payments, social security and housing. An
even greater cost is the effect on the families involved. They have higher levels of stress,
they are more likely to have psychiatric problems, more likely to abuse drugs, more likely to
have miscarriages and more likely to be seeking help for a whole range of problems that
mask what really goes on. The situation is spelt out in today's newspaper where it states that
up to 50 per cent of children in these circumstances develop post-traumnatic stress disorders
and 50 per cent of their parents will suffer depression and other psychiatric problems.
The article also makes mention of the good work that has been done in Western Australia,
particularly in establishing programs for children who have been victims of domestic
violence. The effect on children is the most profound. Children grow up believing that
domestic and family violence is the way in which to resolve any conflict. They see that and
then perpetrate it within their families so there are cycles from one family to another. We
will need a generational change to break the cycle within the children, to stop violence from
occurring within our society.
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Members might ask why it happens. It continues to happen because of our attitudes towards
it. Most people regard violence within a family as a very personal matter and as something
in which outside agencies should not intervene. When a problem can end up with innocent
victims being murdered, we must intervene. Some of the common myths and beliefs are:
Men can use physical violence against women and chat is okay; if a man is violent that is
okay; women either ask for it or have done something to deserve it. If we speak to the
women who have been victims, particularly over a period of time, we find it often comes as a
totally unpredictable event and out of the blue. In fact, people cannot pinpoint anything that
triggered the incident; rather, it is a behavioural pattern that is repeated.
It is true to say that when we look at the figures for assault, sexual assault and murder we see
that women and children ane safer on the streets than they are in the home. Their risk in the
home is greater than their risk from strangers.. That is the crux of the whole problem. It is
very hard to believe that families can be the source of so much trouble, that families and
intimate relationships can result in these sorts of problems.
In the past 20 years or so we have seen quite significant changes. For instance, in Western
Australia 17 years ago there were no women's refuges. Currently there are nine in the
country and 18 in the metropolitan area. I do not think women's refuges are the whole
answer to the problem but at least they provide a safe haven where women and children can
go in a crisis situation and escape murder and very serious assaults. We need to make sure
that that program stays, is improved and becomes more relevant. Other changes that have
occurred include reforms to the sexual assault laws that came into effect in 1986. One of the
interesting aspects of that change was to recognise that sexual assault can occur within
marriage.
A new system of restraining orders has also been instituted. Currently in Western Australia
3 000 restraining orders are issued per annum, mostly against people in a relationship or for
some sort of domestic attack. This system is far from perfect and should be tightened up
and, particularly, it should respond more immediately to those who need it in a hurry. I hope
this Government will take up this issue and make those sorts of changes.
Men have also become involved in the area in a number of ways. For instance, theme is an
organisation called Men Against Sexual Assault which has done much to raise consciousness
of the issue. The institution of counselling services for men is a good idea. The notion of
counselling services for men is greeted by some women as being negative. I believe if men
ame identifying that they have a problem, we should make those services available. For those
who arc seeking help, this service assists.
I raise the issue because I was disappointed not to hear in the Governor's speech that family
violence legislation was proposed. During last year a discussion paper was worked up
outlining some family violence legislation that would have drawn together many of the
powers that the police and other agencies already have. It intended to draw them together in
a way which clarified the powers and made the problem easier to tackle. It was not that
something new was proposed but rather that the existing protocol and procedures be
strengthened to ensure that all agencies worked together rather than working in opposition to
each other.
Critical to the legislation is the recognition that, if we really want to change things in the long
term, we need the involvement of the criminal justice system. That is, we need to say an
assault is an assault, no matter where it occurs, irrespective of whether it occurs within the
four walls of the home or somewhere else, such as a park. By having a pro-arrest policy for
domestic violence, theme is evidence to show that behaviour has changed because people see
that, although they might not acknowledge that their behaviour is wrong, other people do and
it is treated in a similar vein to other criminal activity. The crux of the legislation is more
towards arrest, rather than mediation and negotiation. Part of the proposed legislation is a
section that would tighten up restraining orders and make them more effective for the people
who were seeking them.
It is a serious problem and one that is causing unnecessary death and destruction in our
society. The positive side is that there has been a shift in attitudes and in the provision of
services. I think we will need a whole generation before we see a major change in this area,
but there are some signs that it is starting to happen. For instance, recently there has been
public outcry in Australia, New Zealand and some European countries about the comments
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from judges and oilier figures to victims in this area. I hope that gradually we will get this
attitudinal change. I urge the Government to pick up this issue. I also urge the Parliament to
pick it up as a bipartisan issue. It is so serious, so profound, that we all need to work together
to try to bring about change.
I now wish to comment briefly on an issue that is of concern to my electorate: The closure
of the Midland Railway Workshops. The history of my electorate, which covers Maylands.
Bayswater and Bassendean, is one where the workers have tended to work either for the
railways or in the railway workshops. In fact, the old people have tales of what it was like to
work them and the young people, many of whose families have worked theme for generations,
also work there.
It is doubly disappointing that the Liberal Party policy before the last election was to re-
equip the Midland Workshops - it said that it would employ 850 people - to guarantee the
long-term future of the workshops, to co-locate an institute of heavy engineering at the
workshops and to invite the private sector to co-locate at the workshops. We can understand
that the people in my electorate are very disappointed about this change. They ame fearful of
what will happen when the workshops close. They are fearful of the effects on thefr families.
Like everybody else, they rely on a wage earner to make sure that they can live.
With the profile of my electorate, changes like this and the increase in fares will have an
impact on the families who live there. In Maylands, 30 per cent of families earn less than
$8 000 a year and only 10.6 per cent earn more than $30 000 a year. It really is a low
socioeconomic area. It has a high proportion of people who do not own cars and, with the
electrification of the trains, that is visible in the number of people on the stations in my
electorate. The stations are so crowded that people can hardly get on the trains in the
morning. The trains are used constantly in peak hour. The passenger service attendants talk
of other ways for usage: The after nine o'clock shoppers, the lunch time shoppers and the
waves in the afternoons with school children and people coming home from work.
In my electorate the increases in fares will be about 12 per cent, but this is really 12 per cent
too much for the people who live there. Given their economic status and the fact that 30 per
cent of households do not have cars, they awe forced to rely on public tranisport. I have
already had complaints to my office suggesting that the fare increase is a disincentive to use
the public transport system.
At the other end of my electorate in Bassendean, where more of the railway workers live,
trains are used to get to work. A huge crowd of people arrives at the workshops by train. In
that area there is disappointment at all these decisions. Perhaps I will be a Cinderella and
conclude my remarks at this stage.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Marlborough.

Housse adjourned at 12.01 am (Wednesday)
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

HOSPITALS - NORTHAMPTON
Closure - Women in Remote Areas Commitment

1. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
How does the closure of Northampton hospital meet the Government's
commitment to address the needs of women living and raising children in the
more remote areas of the State, given the distance between Northampton and
Perth?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
The Northampton hospital will not be closed. The health needs of women and
children in the Northampton area will continue to be met by health services
based in Northampton, Geraldton and Perth.

HOSPITALS - NORTHAMPTON
Closure - Mid West Funding and Services Promise

2. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
How does the closure of Northampton hospital tie in with the Government's
pre-election promise to ensure that -

(a) hospitals throughout the mid west region have adequate funding to
keep up to date with the latest medical trends;

(b) hospitals throughout the mid west region can provide accident and
emergency services and maternity services?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
The Northampton District Hospital will not be closed.
(a) Hospitals in the mid west and Gascoyne. health region will receive

adequate funding to enable them to keep up to date with medical
services appropriate to the health needs of the communities they serve.

(b) The restructuring of services proposed for the hospital will have no
impact on the provision of accident and emergency services and
maternity services by hospitals in the region. Under the proposed
restructuring Northampton District Hospital will continue to accept
low risk maternity patients and will continue to provide a 24 hour
accident and emergency service.

HOSPITALS - NORTHAMPTON
Closure -Effect on Obstetrics Program, Rural Medicine Program Under Local General

Practitioner
3. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

What will be the consequent effects on the -

(a) newly introduced obstetrics program;
(b) rural medicine program under the local general practitioner
from the proposed closure or downgrading of the Northampton hospital?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply-
The Northampton District Hospital will not be closed. The restructuring of
services proposed for the hospital will -
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(a) Complement the domiciliary midwifery program in Northampton -
assuming it is this progrm to which the member refers in his question.

(b) Have minimal impact on the training received by medical students and
junior medical practitioners attached to the Northampton general
practice from time to time.

HEALTH SERVICES - MID WEST, GASCOYNE REGION $6 5M FUNDING
Additional Funding - Northampton Hospital Rationalisat ion, Dongara and Kalbarri

Additional Services Funding Assistance
4. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

In regard to the Minister for Health's announcement in April 1993 of a $6.5nm
health package to boost health care services in the niid-west/Gascoyne region
over the next five years -
(a) how much of the $6.5m boost can actually be counted as additional

Government funds going into the region:
(b) has the rationalisation of services at the Northampton hospital helped

fund the additional services at Dongara and Kalbarri?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
(a) An injection of $3 305 000 of additional Government funds will be

going into the region. The balance of funds will be redirected from
within the region in accordance with changing health service needs.

(b) Yes, at Kalbairi, but it should be recognised the multipurpose health
centre proposed for Kalbarri will provide services to Kalbarri residents
who would formerly have received services at Northampton.

HOSPITALS - NORTHAMPTON HOSPITAL
Inpatient Holding and Observation Facility, Short Term Restriction

5. Ms TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
With respect to the changes under consideration for Northampton hospital, is it
proposed that the hospital will be restricted to a limited short tern inpatient
care holding and observation capability of not more than 48 hours after which
the patient must either be discharged or transferred to a regional facility?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
The restructuring of services proposed for Northampton District Hospital
includes a 48 hour inpatient holding and observation facility. It is the
intention that only those patients with lesser medical conditions who will be
discharged within 48 hours will be admitted to the hospital.

HOSPITALS - NORTHAMPTON HOSPITAL
Staff Decrease, Alternative Employment

6. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
With changes to Northampton hospital proposing to decrease its budget by
$350 000 and staff by about 12 full time equivalents how many of the staff will
be offered equivalent employment in alternative jobs in the Northampton area?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

Discussions air continuing with those staff members of Northampton District
Hospital whose employment may be affected by the proposed restructuring of
services. Alternative employment possibilities are an important part of these
discussions. To date no firm decisions have been reached.
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HEALTH SERVICES - NORTHAMPTON FACILITY
Commtunity Health Services Board, Establishment Proposal

7. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) Is ic proposed to establish a community health services board to oversight the

operational policy and performance of the proposed multipurpose health
facility in Northampton?

(2) If yes, what will be the role and responsibility of the Northampton Hospital
Board?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

No.
MEDICAL PRACTII ONERS - CHIROPRACTORS

Patients Referral, Medical Board of WA, Statutory Directions
9. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

(1) Is the Minister aware of the statutory based directions given by the Medical
Board of Western Australia which state that any medical practitioner in
Western Australia who refers a patient to a chiropractor or indeed associates
with a chiropractor could be subject to a complaint under the Medical Act
1894 for improper conduct in a professional respect?

(2) If so, will the Minister require the board to withdraw this direction and, if not,
why not?

(3) If not, will the Minister apprise himself of the issue and require the board to
withdraw this direction?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) No, 1 am not aware of any such directions. I would be grateful if the
member would table a copy of such directions, if he has one, and if
not, the basis upon which he has concluded that such directions exist.

(2)-(3)
Not applicable.

HEALTH SERVICES - REGIONAL CENTRES
Specialists, Incentive Program

10. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) What special incentive programs to attract specialists to regional centres has

the Government put in place or intend to put in place?
(2) What regional centres have been or will be targeted for these programs?
(3) What has been the success or otherwise of these programs if indeed any of

them have been implemented?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
(1) The Minister for Health has established a committee to inquire into

resident regional rural specialist services. The committee is chaired by
Mr Val Lishman, general surgeon, Bunbury. The committee has been
asked to address issues associated with the provision of resident
specialist services and will report to the Minister by November 1993.
The establishment of the committee is consistent with the announced
WA Government health policies, June 1993. Health regions in rural
Western Australia have for some time provided some incentvs for
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the establishment of visiting or resident specialist services to meet the
health needs of their communities.

(2) The targeting of any incentives will be the subject of recommendations
from the inquiry into resident region rural specialist services.

(3) Not yet implemented.
HOSPITALS - SHORT STAY SURGERY UNIT

Current Staus; Imnplementation Delay
1. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

(1) What is the current status of the proposed short stay surgery unit designed to
reduce hospital waiting lists?

(2) Why has the implementation of the unit been delayed?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply-
(1) At the time of the 1992-93 Budget, the then Minister for Health

announced a $30m investment program which included $10m in 1992-
93 to fund the setting up of a short stay surgical unit. No specific
funds were ever provided'by the previous Government for such a
purpose. In November 1992, the then Commonwealth Minister for
Health, Housing and Community Services, Mr Howe, announced at a
press conference at Royal Perth Hospital that the Commonwealth

would provide funds to support the short stay surgery unit. A number
of requests to formally approve these funds have so far remained
unanswered by the Commonwealth Government. Despite this setback,
the Government is strongly committed to increasing the quality,
efficiency and safety of short stay and endoscopic surgery in Western
Australia and has adopted a number of strategies to achieve this. The
following steps have so far been taken -

* An advisory board comprising acknowledged leadens in
endoscopic surgery, representatives of the relevant colleges,
and representatives of the teaching hospitals has been formed
and has already met on five occasions. The board has
proposed the setting up of an institute of endoscopic and
developmental surgery which will take responsibility for
training, setting of standards and evaluation of new surgical
technologies. The Health Department believes that this
proposal is valuable and is obtaining legal and other advice on
the best way to establish this institute.

* The department advertised in November 1992 with a view to
purchasing or leasing an existing facility for use as a short stay
surgery unit. After an exhaustive search, no suitable premises
have been found. The only option remaining is to commission
the building of a purpose designed facility. I have asked the
department to prepare a specification for such a facility for my
consideration.

* As well as the creation of a freestanding SSSU, the
Government is also committed to increasing the efficiency,
quality and safety of existing short stay and endoscopic surgery
programs. In March, this Government provided additional
funding of $1.1 Im to major metropolitan public hospitals for
this purpose.

(2) Like many announcements made by the former Government prior to
the election, that was without any foundation in fact. There had been
no allocation of funding either by State or Commonwealth. This
amounted to a cruel hoax on the public who believed that such funds
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had actually been found. Despite die lamentable state of finances left
by the wastage and irresponsible behaviour of the previous
Government and although no specific moneys were set aside by the
previous Government for die enhancement of short stay and
endoscopic surgical programs, I explained above that this Government
has provided $l.l1m in additional funding to major metropolitan
hospitals. As pointed out above, the proposed short stay surgery uni
is only one of a number of strategies designed to increase the
efficiency, quality and safety of short stay and endoscopic surgery.
While the swting up of the short stay surgery unit has been delayed
because of unavailability of suitable premises, the other strategies have
gone ahead.

HOSPITALS - ENDOSCOPIC SURGERY
$10m Funding

12. Mr TAYLOR to die Minister representing the Minister for Health:
Of the $10m set aside to boost endoscopic surgery -

(a) how much has been allocated;
(b) to which hospitals and what facilities have the funds been allocated-,
(c) if any funds have not been allocated, why have they not been allocated?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

As indicated in the reply to the previous question by the member for
Kalgoorlie, the amount of $10mi referred to was never actually identified for
allocation or set aside by the Lawrence Government. At the rime of the 1992-
93 Budget, the then Minister for Health announced a $30m investment
program which included $l10n in 1992-93 to fund the setting up of a short
stay surgical unit. No specific funds were ever provided by the previous
Government for such a purpose. In November 1992, the then Commonwealth

inister for Health, Housing and Community Services, Mr Howe, announced
at a press conference at Royal Perth Hospital diat the Commonwealth would
provide funds to support the short stay surgery unit. A number of requests to
formally approve diese funds have so far remained unanswered by the
Commonwealth Government. Because of this, any programs aimed at
enhancing endoscopic surgery must be funded from within die existing Health
Department budget. I will answer the three parts of this question in the light
of these circumstances.
(a) $1.1 Im has been allocated to short stay and endoscopic surgery

programs in the current financial year.
(b) Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital -

Equipment to increase the quality and volume of laparoscopic and
short stay surgery - $200 000.
Osborne Park Hospital -
For completion of capital works and provision of equipment for an
endoscopic surgery suite - $80 000.
The Eastern Metropolitan Region -
Upgrading of endoscopic surgical equipment in Royal Perth Hospital
and die setting up of a regional urology service at Swan District
Hospital - $250 000.
The Southern Metropolitan Region -
Recommissioning and equipping of an existing theatre for day surgery
and conversion of a ward to a day surgery ward - $250 000.
King Edward Memorial Hospital -
Purchase of endoscopic equipment to replace outdated or worn
equipment in current use - $250 000.
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Princess Margaret Hospital -
Purchase of equipment for endoscopic surgery - $80 000.
Total $1 110000.

(c) As I have pointed out above there was never an identified budget from
which to allocate any funds for this program and it was just a cruel
hoax on the public which I assume was for the purpose of electoral
advantage. 1 refer the member to my answer to question 11.
HOSPITALS - PERTH DENTAL HOSPITAL

Eligible Patients, Payment for Treatment, Changes
14. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

(1) Has the Government implemented any changes to the way in which eligible
patients (including Pensioner Health Care Card holders) are able to pay for
treatment at the Perth Dental Hospital?

(2) If so, what are the details of the changes and why were they implemented?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

TETANUS - BOOSTER INJECT'IONS, OVER-USE PREVENTION
15. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

With reference to the recently reported study on tetanus boosters in the
Geraldton-mid west region what action, if any, is planned to try to prevent the
overuse of tetanus booster injections in Western Australia?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
Discourage any community based promotional program for booster doses of
diphtheria/tetanus vaccination in adults unless clear indications exist that a
large proportion of adults are not protected. This matter has also been
referred to a committee of the National Health and Medical Research Council
to examine the issue of booster doses in adults.

RUBELLA - IMMUNISATION FOR BOYS. INTRODUCTION PLANS
16. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

Given the recent findings of the National Health and Medical Research
Council when and how will Western Australia move to introduce rubella
immunisation for teenage boys?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply-
Rubella immunisation for teenage boys has already commenced in Western
Australia. Instead of only rubella vaccination being offered to girls, as from
this year the combined measles/mumps/rubella vaccination will be offered to
both boys and girls through the normal school based program conducted by
Health Department staff. In addition, such vaccination may also be obtained
from general practitioners, who have been advised about the program and
provide the vaccine at no cost.

RUBELLA - IMMUNISATION FOR WOMEN BORN OVERSEAS
17. Mr TAYLOR to th 'e Minister representing the Minister for Health:

How does Western Australia intend to deal with the issue of imnmunisation for
women born overseas, especially in some Asian countries, who it would
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appear are more at risk of contracting rubella during pregnancy because they
may not have had access to immunisation programs?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

This is being dealt with as follows -

(I) Such migrant women identified on arrival are offered rubella
vaccination;

(ii) attention of general practitioners has been drawn to the need to
ascertain the need for rubella vaccination in these women; and

(iii) information material targeting these women will be distributed in these
community groups in addition to die use of ethnic radio programs.

IMMUNISATION - CHILDREN, MANDATORY CHECKING REQUIREMENT
18. Mr TAYLOR to dhe Minister representing the Minister for Health:

Will there be or is there to be a requirment for mandatory checking of
children's immnunisation status?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

No.
BREAST CANCER - SCREENING PROTOCOL, CURRENT STATUS

19. Mrt TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
What is the current status of the proposed protocol for breast cancer screening
in Western Australia as put forward by the Australian Medical Association and
die Royal Australian College of General Practitioners?

Mr MINSON replied:
Thie Minister for Health has provided the following reply-
Thte Australian Medical Association and the Royal Australian College of
General Practitioners have agreed to ensuring that women ame clearly
informed about their choice available to return to their general practitioner for
counselling and referral to a specialist centre of their choice, or being directly
referred for assessment at cents selected by the screening program.

MAMMOGRAPHY UNITS - EASTERN GOLDFIELDS SCREENING SERVICES
20. Mr TAYLOR to the inister representing the Minister for Health:

What progress, if any, has been made in the extension of the mobile
mammography screening services into the eastern goldfields?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

The mobile mammography service will be extended into the goldfields region
approximately September/October 1993.
HOSPITALS - KING EDWARD MEMORIAL HOSPITAL

Staff Nwnber Changes. Engineering and Maintenance Division
21. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

Over the past five months what changes in terms of staff numbers have been
made to the engineering and maintenance division at King Edward Memorial
Hospital?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply-
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The staff were reduced from 44 to 40 through the abolition of four boiler
attendant positions when the hospital installed unmanned boilers.

HOSPITALS - COUNTRY
Multifunctional Health Centres Restructuring

22. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(I) How many and which country hospitals in Western Australia will be

restructured into multifunctional health centres?
(2) What are the expected benefits to hospital users of such changes?
(3) What are the anticipated costs or savings accruing to the Health budget as a

result of such changes?
(4) How many jobs will be lost or people offered redeployment as a result of such

changes?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
For the member's information it is important to define "multipurpose health
centres" and the "multipurpose services" concept.
Multipurpose health centre

This initiative basically aims at co-locating and integrating a range of
health care and aged care services under the one roof. Services such
as community health, general practice and aged care are often
accommodated with acute health care services. However, the
management and funding of these services remains separate and there
are limited opportunities to shift resources across the various
programs, particularly for Commonwealth funded services.

Multipurpose health services
This initiative is being tiialled with 15 pilot sites across Australia
following decisions by the Australian Health Ministers Council and
the Australian Health Ministers Advisory Council. The concept
involves the pooling of both State and Commonwealth funds,
including hospital, nursing homes, home and community care,
Medicare and pharmaceutical benefits, community and dental health.
This allows an incorporated auspice body to direct resources and
activities in accordance with a plan detailing the demonstrated health
needs of the community. This means all the services are under single
management responsibility and all program constraints are removed,
with accountability being for the total range of services rather than
each separate component. The States have negotiated that
accountability will be through State regional offices. Western
Australia hopes to have three pilot sites. The most advanced pilot is at
the Dalwallinu District Hospital. A number of rural communities have
expressed an interest in participating in the program.

(1) Two hospitals, Goomalling and Northampton District Hospital, are
advancing restructuring towards a multipurpose health centre. It is
anticipated other hospitals in consultation with their communities will
be exploring the option of developing multipurpose health centres.

(2) Hospital users can expect to access a broader range of health services
that are more relevant and more effective in meeting their
demonstrated health service needs. Hospital users generally will have
more equitable access to health services closer to their place of
residence. There are considerable benefits to small rural communities
adopting the multipurpose services concept and further discussions
with be held with communities over the coming months to explain the
concept.
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(3) It is anticipated that recurrent savings of up to $645 000 can be
achieved and redirected by satisfying the health service needs of the
community through the development of multipurpose health centres.
In the case of Northampton, funds will be redirected to support the
development of a multipurpose health centre in the growing coastal
community of Kalbarri. Additional capital costs are expected in the
structural upgrade and modifications, including maternity and accident
and emergency areas.

(4) The proposed multipurpose health centre at Northampton will include
a reduction of 12 full time equivalents from the current staffing
complement. These employees will be offered redeployment.

HOSPITALS - COUNTRY
Muftifuinctional Health Centres Restructuring

23. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the inister for Health:
What discussions or consultations have taken place between the Minister and
relevant unions, including the Australian Medical Association, in terms of
restructuring country hospitals with multifunctional health centres?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply-
The Minister has not personally discussed the restructuring of country
hospitals with multipurpose health centres with relevant unions. However, the
Australian Health Ministers Council accepted recommendations from the
National Rural Health Task Force to proceed with the development of the
multipurpose health services concept, incorporating the need for discussions
with unions to be undertaken by State based departmental officers. The
development of multipurpose health services had been discussed on numerous
occasions by departmental officers with the rural health reference group. This
group has broad community and consumer representatives and health
professional associations, including Rural Doctors Association, Australian
Medical Association, Australian Nursing Federation, Council for Remote
Area Nurses, WA Centre for Remote and Rural Medicine, WA Municipal
Association and others. The group has expressed its general support of the
multipurpose services concept.
Similarly, the development of the multipurpose services concept was strongly
supported by recommendations of the National Rural Health Conference held
in Armidale, New South Wales, in February 1993. The report of the
Parliamentary Select Committee on Country Hospitals and Nursing Posts also
included within its key recommendations the need to develop multipurpose
health services in small rural communities. More specific consultation by
departmental officers has occurred with relevant unions on the proposed
restructuring of the Northampton District Hospital.

HOSPITALS - COUNTRY
Multifunctional Health Centres Restructuring

24. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the inister for Health:
What discussions or consultations have taken place between the Minister
and/or his department and local general practitioners regarding the
restructuring of country hospitals into multifunctional health centres?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
Departmental officers have held discussions with the Rural Doctors
Association, representing country general practitioners, on the development of
multipurpose health services and multipurpose health centres. These
discussions were part of wider discussions with rural health stakeholders on
the development of the multipurpose services concept in small rural
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communities. Departmental officers have also held discussions with the local
general practitioners in Goomalling and Northampton on the proposed
restructuring of health services in these communities.

HEALTH SERVICES - NATIONAL RURAL HEALTH UNIT
Matching Federal Funding, Government Agreement

25. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) Has the Western Australian Government agreed to match the Federal funding

in this State for the national rural health unit announced by the Federal
Government in February 1993?

(2) If not, why not?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1)-(2)
Yes. The Australian Health Ministers Advisory Council incorporating
representatives of Federal, State and Territory Governments has
agreed to increase its support to the proposed national rural health unit
to $500 000. This includes a contribution from Western Australia.
AHMAC further decided that the National Health and Medical
Research Council should undertake a fresh selection process and invite
expressions of interest for the operation and running of the unit.

PSYCHIATRIC EMERGENCY TEAM - DEMAND FOR SERVICES STATISTICS
26. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

(1) Will the Minister provide statistics on the level of demand for the services of
the psychiatric emergency team that was established in 1992?

(2) What is the annual cost for the provision of the team?
(3) What geographical area does the team cover?
(4) What is the level and extent of liaison between the team and the Police

Department?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply-
(1) The psychiatric emergency team was established in February 1989.

During 1992, the team registered 8 400 contacts of which 2 330 were
new contacts.

(2) The cost for the provision of the team during 1992-93 was $785 300.
(3) From 9.00 am to 5.00 pm each weekday the team works in cooperation

with the eight metropolitan community psychiatric clinics to provide
an emergency service. After hours and on weekends the team
provides emergency psychiatric services for the whole of the
metropolitan area.

(4) Involvement with the police occurs at a number of levels -
At the individual client level - police assist the team and the
team assist police in dealing with people who appear to be
mentally ill. The team is also called to see people in police
lockups and police stations.

* Education of police - the team is involved in police education
at both the formal - cadet raining - and informal - advice -
level.
Liaison - regular, formal liaison visits are held between the
emergency team and the Police Department.
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NURSING HOMES - BROOME
Frail Aged Full-time Provision, Current Situation

27. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing dhe Minister for Health:
What is the current situation regarding the provision of a frail aged full-time
nursing home in Broome?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

The Kimberley region's aged care assessment team is based in Broome and is
currently assessing prospective individuals who may fit the criteria for
placement in nursing home accommodation. Recent assessment determined
that the number was approximately six people who require increased respite
care as minimum if not permanent care either immediately or in the
foreseeable future. The planning consultant commissioned by the Health
Department of Western Australia to propose a master plan for the
redevelopment of Broome hospital has been requested to incorporate a
residential care facility in the design. The outcome of the Broome
community's submission to the Commonwealth Department of Health,
Housing and Community Services will be monitored. It is unlikely that the
Commonwealth would compensate establishment of a co-located facility in
Broome without a rationalisation of the Numbala Nunga Nursing Home in
Derby. This matter is the subject of discussion at the present time.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY - MUNGARI, HEAVY
INDUSTRIAL PARK PROPOSAL

Environmental Management Program, Progress
29. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister for the Environment:

What progress has been made in meeting the Environmental Protection
Authority's requirement for an environmental review and management
program for -
(a) collection of background environmental data including sulphur dioxide

levels, noise levels and ground and surface water quality;
(b) conservation of native flora and fauna at Mungad., in the form of a

landscape master plan;
(c) cumulative environmental impact studies where appropriate;
(d) periodic reporting of monitoring results and conseqjuential changes to

environmental management
on the Western Australian Land Authority's proposals for the development of
a heavy industrial park at Mungari, south west of Kalgoorlie. reported on by
the EPA in March 1993?

Mr MINSON replied:
The environmental conditions for the Mungari Industrial Park. which reflect
the recommendations of the Environmental Protection Authority in bulletin
675, have yet to be finalised. Therefore, no progress has been made on the
anticipated environmental management program. I anticipate that the
conditions will be completed shortly.

SCHOOL BUSES - NORTHERN SUBURBS AND 992 SERVICE
Withdrawal of Special Buses Complaints

36. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
How many complaints have the Minister, the Department of Transport and
Transpertb received since the withdrawal of numerous school special buses to
the northern suburbs and the 992 service were announced?
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Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

Thirty letters of complaint were received regarding the changes to the school
services in the northern suburbs. Transperth. in consultation with the various
schools, has amended a number of bus services to address the concerns of
complainants. Twenty-four letters of complaint were received regarding the
withdrawal of route 992. Transperth has since made a number of amendments
to the operation of the replacement bus services and no further complaints
have been received. However, Transperth will continue to monitor both
situations to ensure customer satisfaction. The Department of Trasport has
not received any complaints regarding changes to school services in the
northern suburbs or route 992.

CREDIT ACT - PROSECUTIONS FOR BREACHES
38. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister representing the Minister for Consumer Affairs:

(1) Which companies or individuals were prosecuted for breaches of the Credit
Act 1984 in the last five years?

(2) What penalty was imposed in each case?
Mrs EDWARDES replied:

The Minister for Consumer Affairs has provided the following reply -
(1)-(2)

Successful prosecutions are as follows -

1988-89
Rohanna Pty Ltd (Skipper Mitsubishi, Victoria Park)
Fine $500 with costs $27.20.
1989-90
Nil
1990-91
Belmont Finance - two charges
Fines $1 200 total with costs $48.40.
1991-92
Metro Motors Pty Ltd
Fine $750 with costs $232.20.
1992-93
Stephen Waddington, Bedford - two charges
Fines $200 total with costs $35.29.
Aut 9 Pty Ltd (Selected Cars, Melville)
Fine $200 with costs $535.20.

1-AEMOPI-ILIAS INFLUENZA TYPE B (1MB) - CH-ILDREN
Infections; Deaths; Brain Damnage Statistics

41. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) How many children in Western Australia have contracted haemnophilias

influenza type b (Hib) in each of the past five years?
(2) How many of those children died from Hib?
(3) How many other children suffered brain damage or other serious side effects

as a result of Hib?
(4) Does the Government intend to offer free or subsidised Hib vaccinations to

children in at-risk categories who are not eligible for the existing free Hib
immunisation program?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
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(1) Cases
1988 57
1989 68
1990 71
1991 65
1992 52
1993 (YTD) 10
Total 323

(2) Deaths
1988 2 - both meningitis
1989 4 - all m~eningitis
1990 1 - meningitis
1991 2 - I meningitis, I epigluttitis
1992 1 - meningitis
Total 10

(3) Evaluation of sequelac is ongoing as leaning difficulties may not
appear until schooling has started. Based on 1984-1990 data, the
sequelac are -

Aboriginal Non-Aboriginal
Death 14% 3.5%
Serious disability 27% 2.2%
Mild disability 20% 7.4%
Apply these rates to 1988-
1992 meningitis 61 % = 32 cases 13. 1% = 20 cases

(4) There is no commitment to extending the age range for vaccination,
although the matter is under discussion with the Commonwealth
Government. However, the year to date decline supports the Health
Department's assertion that the current strategy will bring the disease
under control in two years.

PREMIER AND CABINET, MINISTRY OF - CONSULTANTS
Employment Statistics

77. Dr CONSTABLE to the Premier:
(1) How many consultants have been employed by the Department of the Premier

and Cabinet since the State election?
(2) Who are these consultants?
(3) For what purpose have they been engaged?
(4) For what period have they been engaged?
(5) What remuneration is each of them receiving?
The answer was tabled.
[See paper No 158.]

CONSUMER AFFAIRS, MINISTRY OF - FUNCTIONS TRANSFERRED TO
MINISTRY OF JUSTICE

79. Dr WATSON to the Minister representing the Minister for Consumer Affairs:
(1) Ame any functions currently the province of the Ministry of Consumer Affairs

to be transferred to the proposed Ministry of Justice?
(2) If so, what are they?
(3) If so, which Statutes currently administered within the Consumer Affairs

portfolio would be administered within the Justice portfolio?
(4) How many positions - full-time equivalents - would be tranisferred?
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Mrs EDWARDES replied:
The Minister for Consumer Affairs has provided the following reply -

(1) Yes.
(2) Small Claims Tribunal

Commercial Tribunal
Retirement Villages Dispute Tribunal
Strata Titles Referee

(3) Small Claims Tribunals Act 1974
Commercial Tribunal Act 1984
Part 4 of the Retirement Villages Act 1992
Part VI of the Strata Tides Act 1985

(4) 10OFTEs.
CONSUMER AFFAIRS, MINISTRY OF - OCCUPATIONAL LICENSING

BOARDS
Support Plans

80. Dr WATSON to the Minister representing die Minister for Consumer Affairs:
(1) Does the Minister plan to continue providing support for occupational

licensing boards within the Ministry of Consumer Affairs?
(2) If not, why not?
Mrs EDWARDES replied:

The Minister for Consumer Affairs has provided the following reply -
(1) Yes.
(2) Not applicable.

DISABILITY SERVICES - GOVERNMENT PSYCHOLOGIST FOR
INTELLECTUALLY DISABLED, BUNBURY AREA

82. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:
When will people with intellectual disabilities who live in and near Bunbury
be provided with the services of a Government psychologist?

Mr MINSON replied:
The commitment for service delivery in country areas is to provide
psychological services to people with an intellectual disability and their
families in the most flexible and appropriate way within current resources.
The south west divisional office of the Authority for Intellectually
Handicapped Persons has utilised the services of private practising clinical
psychologists living in the south west as well as using visiting psychologists
from its Perth office. This financial year - 1992-93 - the south west office has
accessed the services of four private, practising clinical psychologists,
engaged one psychologist on a sessional short term contract and had a number
of visits from a Perth based psychologist.
People with an intellectual disability are referred to. or can access these
services. Individuals and families are assisted to pay for these consultations
either in part or in full, depending on medical coverage. In 1992-93
approximately $17 000 was expended on either family rebate or contricting of
psychological services. This approach enables individuals and failes to
access psychological services locally and to have a greater choice of
practitioner. In addition, consistent with Government policy, other people
with disabilities should be able to access the normal array of community
services. Use is made of generic agency psychology services such as school
based psychology services, Department for Community Development and the
psychiatric services team.
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY - INCINERATOR, FELS PAR
ROAD, WELSHPOOL

Ministerial Inqzury Terms of Reference and Impact
85. Dr WATSON to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Have the terms of reference for a ministerial inquiry into the Felspar Road,
Welshpool, incinerator and its impact been drawn up?

(2) If not, why not?
(3) If so, what are they?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) The terms of reference for this ministerial inquiry am currently being prepared

and I expect to announce them and the composition of die inquiry in July
1993.

(2) In preparing the terms of reference L, and my staff, have consulted with many
people, including the Environmental Protection Authority and interested
members of the community. This process has taken longer than expected and
I am aware of the need, for several reasons, to proceed with this inquiry.

(3) Not applicable.
EDUCATION MINISTRY OF - "FOUNDATIONS FOR THE FUTURE; AN

EDUCATION AND TRAINING BLUEPRINT"'
Sta ts ad Programs

90. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Parlianmentary Secretary representing the Minister for
Education:

What is the status of the document "Foundations for the Future; an Education
and Training Blueprint", released in July 1992 by the Lawrence Labor
Government and the programs therein?

Mr TUBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -
This document has no status. The programs therein may be reviewed in light
of the current Government's policy.

INDUSTRY AND EMPLOYMENT TRAINING COUNCILS - AMALGAMATION
INTENTION

91. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for
Education:
(1) Does the Government intend amalgamating a number of industry and

employment training councils?
(2) If so, what is the Minister's timetable?
(3) Which industry and employment training councils are to be affected?
(4) What is the advice from the State Employment and Skills Development

Authority to the Minister on this matter?
Mr TUBBY replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -
(1) The Minister has appointed a committee chaired by Dr Robert Vickery

to review the education, employment and training portfolio, with a
view to reducing overlap and duplication in functions, removing
inappropriate competition, and simplifying and making administrative
arrangements more cost efficient. As part of this review, the
operations of the State Employment and Skills Development Authority
will be reviewed, pursuant to the requirements of section 43 of die
SESDA Act. The industry employment and training council
framework will be examined in this context. The review committee's
report is yet to be frmalised.
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(2) Not applicable.
(3) This will depend on the outcome of the review currently being

conducted.
(4) No formal advice has been provided to the Minister by SESDA on this

matter.
EDUCATION. MINISTRY OF - RURAL EDUCATION REVIEW

95. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for
Education:

(1) What are the terms of reference for the rural education review?
(2) What are the total projected costs of the review?
(3) Of the total projected costs, what amount constitutes -

(a) consultancy fees;
(b) travel expenses;
(c) cost of support staff;-
(d) any other costs?

(4) Who formulated the terms of reference for the review?
(5) What are the names of the people carrying out the review?
(6) When does the Minister expect to receive a report on the progress or outcome

of the review?
(7) When does the Minister expect the review to conclude?
Mr TUBBY replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) Terms of Reference
(a) To determine if, and to what extent, educational outcomes for~

students at primary and secondary schools in rural areas are
inferior to their peers in metropolitan schools.

(b) To examine factors which might inhibit school learning for
rural students, with particular reference to -

the needs of teachers in rural schools;
stability of staffing in murai schools;

*curriculum and learning resources at rural schools;
*the availability of and access to support services in

rural districts;
*diagnostic services and remedial and enrichment

programs available to rual schools;
*social factors in rural communities; and
*educational and vocational aspirations of rural

students and their families.
(c) To recommend initiatives to promote equal educational

outcomes for rural students.
(2) A budget for the review is being prepared.
(3) Not available. See (2) above.
(4) The terms of reference were formulated within the office of the

Minister for Education.
(5) The review will be carried out by a committee chaired by Hon Derrick

Tomlinson, MLC. Other members will be appointed after consultation
with'the Ministry of Education, the Catholic Education Office, the WA
Office Of Higher Education, and Edith Cowan University.
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(6) The committee chairman has been asked to present a report by March
1994.

('7) March 1994.
TAFE - PEEL COLLEGE, LAND PURCHASE

105. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Parliamentary Secretary representing dhe Minister for
Education:

Has the Government honoured its election promise to immediately proceed
with die purchase of land for a technical and advanced education college in
Peel?

Mr TUBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -
I assume the member is referring to technical and further education. The
Government is committed to honouring its election pledge to establish a
TAPE college in the Peel region. I remind die member that her announcement
in January that a suitable site had been identified in Fiegerts Road,
Ravenswood, stated that negotiations would begin subject to various
assessments by Government authorities. Those assessments have been
proceeding and the Minister for Education recently received a report from
engineering consultants commissioned by the Building Management
Authority to examine such matters as site characteristics, development costs
and environmental aspects.
Following receipt of the engineers' report, the Minister has instructed die
Department of Employment, Vocational Education and Training to proceed to
die next assessment stage which involves referral to the Environmental
Protection Authority. During the term of the previous Government, die EPA
imposed a moratorium on drainage and clearing in the Peel-Harvey catchment
area. Therefore the TAPE proposal must satisfy the conditions laid down by
the EPA before development of the Fiegerts Road site can proceed- The
Minister has been advised that die EPA assessment process can be expected to
take around eight months to complete.

BATAVIA WRECK - DISCOVERERS' REWARD
Budget Source

106. Mrs HALLAH-AN to the Minister representing the Minister for the Arts:
From which budget will Mr Hugh Edwards, Mr Max Cramer and Mr David
Johnson be each paid a $25 000 reward for their part in the discovery of die
Batavia wreck?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
The Minister for the Arts has provided the following reply -

The Parliamentary Select Committee on the Disposition of Batavia Relics
recommended diat these rewards be made as an ex gratia payment by the State
Government. The Government has agreed that they will be paid and will be
included as part of the Budget discussions and would probably be made from
die Miscellaneous Services Program as an "act of grace" payment.

STATE THEATRE COMPANY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - CLOSURE
Funding Details

107. Mrs HALLAHAN to die Minister representing the Minister for die Arts:
In reference to the Minister's media statement of I I March 1993 in which die
Minister says "funds will be made available immediately to organisations
prepared to re-employ technical staff and performers" displaced as a result of
die closure of the State Theatre Company -

(a) What was die balance of funding set aside for die State Theatre
Company at the time of its collapse;
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(b) how much funding has been redistributed and to what companies;
(c) how many performers and technical staff have been employed as a

result of extra funds being redirected to these companies?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:

The Minister for the Arts has provided the following reply.-
(a) The grant to the State Theatre Company for 1993 was to have been

$750 000. Of this, $187 500 was paid to the company prior to its
ceasing operations. The balance of funding is $562 500.

(b) The Minister for the Arts has approved funding as follows -

Hole in the Wall Theatre Company 7758
Acting Out 34546
Black Swan Theatre Company 6159
Perth Theatre Trust137
Deck Chair Theat Company 3686
Perth Theatre Trust Money and Friends grant 30 000
Guarantee against loss 50000

(c) Staff re-employed using the remainder of the money that would have
been allocated to the State Theanr Company are listed below -

Seven technical staff;
Two administrative staff.

In addition nine actors were employed by the Perth Theatre Trust for
the production of Money and Friends that was to have been
undertaken by the State Theatre Company. An invitation for
companies to apply for further funds for productions has been
advertised.

FIILM INDUSTRY - REVIEW
Government Process

109. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for the Arts:
What is the process the Minister has now embarked upon following the
successful review of the film industry by the Lawrence Labor Government?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
The Minister for the Arts has provided the following reply -

The film review committee report has been released and the film industry
requested to provide responses to the report by 2 July 1993. The
implementation of recommendations will be announced following the closing
date for responses. Some doubt has been cast on the success of the review by
significant comments disagreeing wish is conclusions, including from within
the committee itself.

CONSUMER AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF - REGIONAL OFFICES, CLOSURE
DECISION

114. Mr D.L. SMITH to the Minister representing the Minister for Consumer Affairs:
(1) When will a decision be made to close or not close the regional offices of the

Department of Consumer Affairs?
(2) What criteria will the Minister use in making this decision?
Mrs EDWARDES replied:

The Minister for Consumer Affairs has provided the following reply -
(1) In the near future as part of the budgetary process.
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(2) Considerations will include potential savings, priority in terms of
future directions for the portfolio and the availability of satisfactory
alternative arrangements for service delivery.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY - ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES
Honouring of Comtmirmenrs

135. Mr MCGINTY to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) Did the Government release a comprehensive set of environmental policies on

13 January 1993 for the 1993 State election?
(2) Does the Government intend to honour all of these commitments within the

current term of Government?
(3) If not, why not?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) I have, since assuming the office of Minister, been assessing the policy

commitments and receiving advice on them. Many policy initiatives have
already been announced or progressed to implement these commitments.

(3) Not applicable.
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT - INDEPENDENT INQUIRY REPORT

137. Mr McG~INTY to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) Is the Minister aware of the report of the independent inquiry into the

Environmental Protection Act 1986 which was conducted last year?.
(2) Is the Minister aware of the coalition's promise to be guided by this report in

any amendments it intends to propose to the Environmental Protection Act
1986?

(3) Wben will the Minister announce his views on the report of the independent
inquiry into the Environmental Protection Act 1986?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1)-(2)

Yes.
(3) 1 will report to Parliament in the near future on this review and how the

Government intends to proceed in this regard.
SELECT COMMITTEES - AIR POLLUTION INQUIRY, ESTABLISHMENT

PROMISE
138. Mr MeGINTY to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Did the coalition promise to establish a select committee to inquire into air
pollution in Western Australia?

(2) If so, when will this committee be established and what will be its terms of
reference?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1) In the coalition's "Environment - 1993 and Beyond" policy paper a

commitment was made to establish a select committee.
(2) This matter is under consideration. [n the meantime [ have requested the air

quality consultative committee to meet, consider and advise on Perth's haze
problem and smog potential. Other issues will be considered in due course.

N]NGALOO MARINE PARK - FITZGERALD RIVER NATIONAL PARK
Oil Erploradion Permits, Ministerial Approval - Environmental Assessments

146. Mr McGINTY to the Minister representing the Minister for Mines:
(1) Has the Minister approved permits for oil exploration in the Ningaloo Marine

Park?
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(2) Was this proposal referred to the Environmental Protection Authority for
assessment before die permits were issued?

(3) If not, why not?
(4) Has the Minister approved permits for exploration in the Fitzgerald River

National Park?
(5) If so, were these referred to the EPA for assessment?
(6) If not, why not?
Mr CJ. BARNETT7 replied:

The Minister for Mines has provided the following reply -
(1) No, but existing permits which include parts of the Ningaloc Marine

Park were granted by previous Labor Governments.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) Environmental assessment is undertaken on specific exploration

proposals so that protective conditions relevant to the proposal are
tailored to the type of work, the particular methods and equipment
used and the specific locality within the concession.

(4) No.

Not applicable.
LAND - SHENTON PARK BUSHLAND

Scientific Evidence, National Trust,
148. Mr McGINTY to the Minister for Planning:

(1) Did the Minister publicly criticise the scientific evidence presented by the
National Trust in regard to the Shenton Park bush land?

(2) Did the Minister publicly question the credentials and value of the evidence
from these scientists?

(3) Was the scientific evidence prepared by two senior scientists from the
Western Australian Museum?

(4) Who were the advisers to LandCorp who gave him different advice?
Mr LEWIS replied:
(1)-(4)

To what "scientific" evidence does the member refer?
ROADS - FREMANTLE EASTERN BYPASS, REINSTATEMENT IN

METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME
Roe Freeway, Construction into Hampton Road, Fremantle

149. Mr McGINTY to the Minister for Planning:
(1) Does the Minister intend to reinstate the Fremantle eastern bypass road in the

metropolitan region scheme?
(2) Does the Minister support the construction of the Roe Freeway into Hampton

Road in Fremantle?
(3) When does the Minister expect that these roads will be constructed?
(4) Is the Minister concerned about the social disruption which these roads will

cause?
(5) If so. what will the Minister do to mitigate this social disruption?
Mr LEWIS replied:
(1)-(2)

Yes.
(3) At this stage to be determined on the basis of future need and funding.

659



660 [ASSEMBLY]

(4) Yes.
(5) Take this matter into account at the design stage.

PASTORAL LAND TENURE - CHANGES
151. Mr McGINTY to the Minister representing the Minister for Lands:

(1) Is die Government considering a new formi of land tenure for pastoralists?
(2) Is it correct to say that less than 500 pastoralists currently bold leases over

nearly 40 per cent of the land in Western Australia?
(3) When do their current leases expire?
(4) What form of tenure is the Minister proposing to introduce?
(5) What is the proposed timetable for this change of tenure?
(6) Will any new conditions be applied to pastorallists as a result of this change of

tenure?
(7) If so. what conditions?
Mr LEWIS replied:

The Minister for Lands has provided the following reply -

(1)-(2)
Yes.

(3) 3OiJune 2O15.
(4)-7)

No decisions have been taken on the final form of pastoral land tenure
arrangements. However, the Government is committed to providing
secure tenure which will be included in the proposed Land
Administration Bill. I am hopeful that the Bill will be brought before
die Parliament lacer this year.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT - INDEPENDENT INQUIRY
156. Mr McGINTY to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Was an independent inquiry conducted into the Environmental Protection Act
1986 last year?

(2) Has the Minister studied the recommendations of this inquiry?
(3) . If so, does the Minister intend to implement these recommendations?
(4) If not, why not?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) An independent advisory committee reported to the then Minister for the

Environment in October 1992.
(2) Yes.
(3) 1 will report to the Parliament in the near future on this review and how the

Government intends to proceed in this regard.
(4) Not applicable.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - DEBT LEVELS
Interest Expenses

166. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Energy:
(1) What has been the level of the Scare Energy Commission of Western Ausura

debt in each year since 1975?
(2) What has been SECWA's interest expenses as a percentage of total

expenditure in each year since 1975?
The answer was tabled.
(See paper No 159.]
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BEENUP POWERLINE - MANJIMUP-BEENUP ROUTE VIA PALINGS AND)
CORONATION ROADS

cost
170. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Energy:

What is the estimated cost of the proposed 132 kv transmission line from
Manjunup to Beenup via Palings and Coronation Roads?

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:
$12.5m - December 1990 dollars. Route length is unchanged from the
original proposal.

ABROEHOS ISLANDS CONSULTATIVE COUNCIL - RETENTION
173. Mr HILL to the Minister for Commerce and Trade:

(1) Will the Government retain the Abroihos Islands Consultative Council?
(2) If not, why not?
Mr COWAN replied:
(1) Yes. The current Abrolbos Islands Consultative Council was appointed for a

two year period expiring 31 December 1993.
(2) Not applicable.

REGULATION REVIEW PANEL - RETENTION
175. Mr HILL to the Minister for Commerce and Trade:

(1) Will the Minister give a commitment to maintain the regulation review panel
established by the Lawrence Labor Government?

(2) If not, why not?
M-r COWAN replied:
(1) 1 propose that the regulation review panel convened by the Small Business

Development Corporation will continue to function for the time being. Its
ongoing role will be subject to the usual scrutiny of performnce evaluation
and relevance.

(2) Not applicable.
SMALL BUSINESS - ACCELERATOR PACKAGE

176. Mr HILL to the Minister for Commerce and Trade:
(1) Is the Minister aware of the "Accelerator Package" introduced by the Minister

for Small Business in the Lawrence Labor Government?
(2) Will the Minister support small to medium enterprises in Western Australia

by continuing with the implementation of the strategies outlined in the
package, viz -

(a) granting a Government subsidy for proprietors to take part in the
business health assessment program which identifies critical strengths
and weaknesses of their business to evaluate the financial impact of
their future strategies;

(b) providing a training package to educate recipients of redundancy
payments on what is involved in starting and running a business;

(c) staging a small business opportunities expo to create awareness of
viable self employment opportunities in small business:

(d) raising awareness of the protection afforded small business retail
tenants and landlords by the Commercial Tenancy (Retail Shops)
Agreements Act 1985;

(e) creating a small business management incentive scheme to encourage
small business operators to improve their management skills;
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(f) providing an incentive for students/graduates of tertiary institutions to
undertake research and business planning on behalf of small business?

Mr COWAN replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) (a)-(b)

In place.
(c) Completed.
(d) Deferred pending amendments to the Act
(e) Deferred to 1993-94.
(0) In place.

ABROLHOS ISLANDS - MARINE PARK OR AQUATIC RESERVE.
DECLARATION ACTION

Vesting Changes
177. Mr HILL to the Minister for Commerce and Trade:

(1) What action, if any, has been taken to declare a marine park and/or aquatic
reserve at the Abroihos Islands?

(2) Does the Government intend changing the vesting of the islands in the
Abrolhos Islands group?

Mr COWAN replied:
(I) The Government has recently received, and is considering, the Abroihos

Islands Aquatic Reserve final report from the Abrolhos Islands Consultative
Council which recommends the gazettal of an aquatic reserve for the State
w aters of the Houtman Abrolbos Islands and the implementation of an
integrated fisheries management plan for that aquatic reserve.

(2) The Houtman Abroihos Islands are currently vested with the Minister for
Fisheries. Any future changes to that vesting will be consistent with the
recommendations of the Abroihos Islands planning strategy final report -
January 1989 - and following full public consultation.

McCARREY COMMISSION OF AUDIT - COMMTITES, GOVERNMENT
WORKERS OR CON SULTANCIES, EMPLOYMENT

Stare Energy Commission; Minerals and Energy Department: Resources Development
Department

178. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Energy:
(1) What committees, individual Government officers or consultancies have been

directly involved in working for the McCarrey commission of audit in so far
as it covers the operations of the -
(a) State Energy Commission;
(b) Department of Minerals and Energy;
(c) Department of Resources Development?

(2) What tasks, guidelines or terms of reference were given to direct this work in
each case?

(3) What were the fees or cost involved for each of these?
Mr CJ. BARNETT replied:
(1) I do not have the information requested by the member. The appointment of

consultants and members of committees was entirely a matter for die
commission. I am advised that the commission intends to publish a list of
consultants and persons who served on committees in the second volume of
its report.
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Not applicable.
PLANNING - CENTRAL MIDLAND TASK FORCE

Establishment Purpose; Members; Meetings; Cost
186. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Planning:

(1) For what purpose was die Central Midland Task Force established and what
are its terms of reference?

(2) When was die Central Midland Task Force established?
(3) Who are the members of the Central Midland Task Force and in what

capacities are they involved as members of the task force?
(4) How many meetings have been held to date of the task force?
(5) Who is supplying the administrative and support services to the task force?
(6) What is the estimated cost of the task force?
Mr LEWIS replied:
(1) To examine land use options for the Midland Westrail Workshops site. The

task force's main terms of reference -

(i) To plan the future use of the workshop site, to create long term job
opportunities in the Midland area; and

(ii) to plan for development of the workshop site to be integrated with the
Midland strategic regional centIre.

(2) 3 May 1993.
(3) Mr Eric Lumsden representing the Shire of Swan Council.

Mrs June van de Klashorst MLA representing the Swan Hills electorate.
Chief Executive Officer or his senior representative of the Department of
Planning and Urban Development.
Chief Executive Officer or his senior representative of Westrail.
Chief Executive Officer or his senior representative of the Department of
Commerce and Trade.
Mr Michael Chartres representing the Midland District Chamber of
Commerce.

(4) None.
(5) The Department of Planning and Urban Development.
(6) Provisional budget is $40 000. Additional costs may result from the necessary

heritage and environmental studies. Final costings for these are not yet
available.

PLANNING - PERTH CENTRAL AREA
Government-Perth City Council, Close Cooperation Uindertakting

187. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Planning:
Given the statement by the Minister on 26 February 1993 that the Minister
would examine ways to achieve close cooperation and interaction between the
Government and the Perth City Council in determining future planning for the
Perth Central area, what actions has he taken in order to fulfil this
undertaking?

Mr LEWIS replied:
Established a ministerial liaison committee for the Perth central area.

PLANNING - PERTH FORESHORE
Master Plan, No Further Delays, Minister's Decisions

188. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Planning:
Given the Minister's statement of 24 February 1993 that "it is vital that long-
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term planning for future development of the Perth Swan River foreshore
continues" what decisions has the Minister taken to ensure that a master plan
for the Perth foreshore is prepared without further delay?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The matter is currently the subject of determination by Government and has
been referred to the ministerial liaison committee for the Perth central area.

PLANNING - PERTH METROPOLITAN AREA
Special Ministerial Council, Meetings

189. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Planning:
On 12 April 1993 the Minister for Planning announced the formation of a
special ministerial council to examine future urban planning needs in the
Perth metropolitan area.
(1) How many times has this council met?
(2) What are the results of any deliberations or decisions taken by the

council?
Mr LEWIS replied:
(1) Twice.
(2) Across Government commitment to the coordination of planning and

development for Western Australia.
LAN DCORP - HEPBURN HEIGHTS

Residential Lots. Sale
190. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister representing the Minister for Lands:

(1) How many residential lots does LandCorp propose developing for sale at
Hepburn Heights?

(2) What are the dates for the auction or sale of these residential lots and how
many are to be released at each offering?

(3) What was the average cost to LandCorp of developing each residential lot at
Hepburn Heights?

(4) Why was the advertised ballot of home lots at Hepburn Heights cancelled and
replaced by sale by public auction?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Lands has provided the following reply-
(1) 257.
(2) First release 10 July 1993 - 60 lots. Release arrangements for the

remaining lots have yet to be determined.
(3) $44 000 per lot including land.
(4) To allow more land to be retained as public open space without

affecting the overall net return on the project.
LANDCORP - WESTERN AUSTRALIAN LAND AUTHORITY

Mission Statements and Objectives
192. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister representing the Minister for Lands:

(1) Can the Minister provide mission statements and objectives for both the
Western Australian Land Authority and LandCorp?

(2) If these remain unchanged from that existing under the previous Government,
does the Government have any intention of changing these mission statements
or objectives?

(3) If changes are proposed, is it intended to provide any form of public
consultation on such changes?
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Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Lands has provided the following reply-

A revised mission statement for the Western Australian Land
Authority, trading as LandCorp, is proposed. However, it is in part
dependent upon the finalisation of a review of its structure and
operations.

(3) The mission statement will reflect statutory requirements, broad
Government policy relative to the Western Australian Land
Authority's activities and the recommendations of the board of the
authority charged with responsibility for the day to day operations of
the authority. It is not normal practice to invite comment on such
statements.

LANDCORP - JANE BROOK LAND, PURCHASE REQUEST
193. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister representing the Minister for Lands:

(1) Has LandCorp expressed an interest in purchasing land in the area of Jane
Brook?

(2) Did the Minister reject or fail to approve a request by LandCorp to purchase
land at Jane Brook?

(3) If yes to (2), then what were the measons for this decision?
Mr LEWIS replied:

The Minister for Lands has provided the following reply-
(1 )-(2)

Yes.
(3) The Minister considered it inappropriate for LandCorp to acquire

further broadacre holdings given that its operations are under review
and the extent of its future involvement in the residential market has
yet to be determined.

PLANNING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT OF -CITrY
OF STIRLING , WORK IN MAYLANDS

Gramt Proposal
196. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for Planning:

(1) Is the Department of Planning and Urban Development proposing a grant to
the City of Stirling for work in Maylands?

(2) What is the nature of this gramt?
(3) What is the purpose of this grant?
Mr LEWIS replied:
(1) No.
(2)-(3)

Not applicable.
GOVERNMENT EMPLO)YEES SUPERANNUATION BOARD - PENSIONS FOR

WIDOWS, NEW LEGISLATION
Widows a/ Members Less Than 55 Years; Widows Who Manry Members After Turning 65

252. Mr THOMAS to the Minister representing the Minister for Finance:
(1) Is the Government intending to introduce legislation that would give the

Government Employees Superannuation Board discretion to grant pensions to
widows of members who are less than 55 years of age and provide pensions
generally for widows who marry members of the scheme after they turn 65?
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(2) If the Government is intending to introduce such legislation, when will it do
so and will there be provision for retrospectivity, for widows who are currently
being unfairly denied benefits?

Mr COURT replied:
The Minister for Finance has provided the following reply -

(1) The Government proposes to introduce legislation to -
provide for the payment of a pension to a widow who is under
55 years and remarries. Under the current arrangements the
pension is suspended until the widow turns 55 years of age;
generally confer a pension upon any widow who marries a
pensioner before he attains the age of 65 years. The
Government Employees Superannuation Board is to be given
the discretion to deny a pension where the board is satisfied
that the marriage is not of a bona fide nature. Under the
current arrangements, a widow is not entitled to a pension if
she was under 55 years of age at the time of death of the
pensioner, and
confer upon the Government Employees Superannuation Board
the discretion to grant a pension to widows under the age of 55
who marry a pensioner after he attains the age of 65 years and
the board is satisfied that the circumstances of the case warrant
such action.

(2) The legislation, to be introduced in the current session of Parliament,
will not have retrospective effect but will apply to all existing and new
cases from the date of the proclamation of the Act.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - 300 MW COAL
FIRED POWER STATION PROPOSAL
Private Sector Sale, Ministerial Statement

261. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Energy:
In relation to the Minister's statement that he is considering a State Electricity
Commission of Western Australia funded 300 MW coal fired power station to
be sold to the private sector after completion -

(1) What is the proposed timetable for such a station?
(2) Would such a station be built with the capacity to add another 300

MW unit?
(3) How do the construction costs of a 300 MW station compare, with

those of a 600 MW station?
(4) How do the operating and maintenance costs of a 300 MW station

compare with those of a 600 MW station?
(5) How would it be possible for the price of coal delivered to a 300 MW

station to be the same as or cheaper than coal delivered to a 600 MW
station from a new mine?

(6) Would not any future purchaser of the power station have to charge a
power tariff that allows for a return to investors and sufficient revenue
to pay interest on borrowings?

(7) What would be the impact of SECWA funding on its debt reduction
and tariff reduction strategies for the 1990s?

(8) What would be the impact of SECWA funding on the State's overall
borrowings and capital expenditure program?

(9) What would be the impact of SECWA carrying the financing and
construction risks on the State's credit rating?
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(10) Would not a 300 MW station simply replace ageing and redundant
capacity and would not add to the State's ability to atat major
industrial and commercial base load power consumers?

(11) How would such a project impact upon Asca Brown Boveri's mandate
from SECWA and the position of other companies who bid for the
right to build, own and operate a 600 MW station?

Mr C.J. BARNETIT replied:
These matters are all under consideration and a decision will be made in due
course.

PREMIER AND CABINET MINISTRY OF - SAUNDERS, MR DON
Staff, Political Beliefs and Ethnic Origins. Emnployment Discussions

269. Dr LAWRENCE to the Premier
After the State Election, were some staff in the Department of Premier and
Cabinet asked about their political beliefs and ethnic origins by Mr Don
Saunders in discussions about their future employment in the department?

Mr COURT replied:
Not to my knowledge.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

TAXES AND CHARGES - PUBLIC TRANSPORT FARES, INCREASE
Water, Sewerage and Drainage Rates, Increase

37. Dr LAWRENCE to the Premier:
(1) Can the Premier confirm that one-way tickets and multirider fares to Perth

fmom the suburbs of Padbury, Hillarys, Hamerslcy, Carine, Kalaniunda,
Gosnells, Maddington and Spearwood will increase by about one-third?

(2) Can he also confirm that domestic water rates will jump by 10.07 per cent in
the metropolitan area, I I per cent in the country north zone and 7.92 per cent
in the country south zone?

(3) How does he reconcile those increases with his claim on Sunday that public
transport fares would increase by only 11.9 per cent and water, sewerage and
drainage by 3.4 per cent - the great con?

Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(3)

If the Leader of the Opposition puts the question on notice I can provide the
specific answer.

Several members interjected.
Dr Lawrence: You have to be kidding. You have not answered a question yet.
Mr COURT: I will provide a detailed answer if the question is put on notice. If the

Opposition wants a detailed briefing, it can have that as well.
Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: Members opposite are ridiculous if they think I can, off the top of my

head, remember five pages of Transperth fares.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! There is too much noise coming from the Opposition. The

question has been asked and Opposition members should allow the Premier to
answer it.

Several members interjected.
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The SPEAKER: Order! It is most offensive for members of the Opposition to
interject at this stage and I urge them not to do so.

Mr COURT: The avenage increase in water, drainage and sewerage charges is 600
per week, per family, or $30 a year.

Dr Lawrence: Tell the people in the northern suburbs chat.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition should stop her carping. Transperth will

raise $4.8m. Approximately 400 000 households are in the metropolitan arra
and it works out to about $12 per household. Electricity charges will not be
increased. The Opposition is living in fantasy land if it calculates the
increases at $500 per annum, per family.

STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE COMMISSION - FINANCIAL POSITION
38. Mr McNEE to the Premier:

(1) In light of the announcement concerning third party insurance and the
associated special levy, will the Premier outline to the House the State
Government Insurance Commission's financial position?

(2) Furthermore, can the Premier inform the House whether there has been any
worsening of the State Government Insurance Commission's financial
position in the past year due 10 the absence of corrective measures under the
previous Administration?

Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(2)

1 do not see members opposite taking credit for the State Government
Insurance Commission's financial position today, and let us look at what has
taken place. On 30 June 1988 there was a surplus of funds in the compulsory
third party fund of $85m. Today there is a deficit of $300m in that fund.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: The SGIC invested an amrount of $466m in Rothwells Ltd, Spedley

Securities Ltd and Bell Group Ltd. Of that $466m the SGIC lost $450m.
That is the situation. Let us keep going. The former Government also got the
SGIC to buy a whole lot of properties -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! There is too much interjecting from the Opposition and in

particular from the Leader of the Opposition. 1 call on her to desist from her
repeated interjections. The Premier has been asked a question and he should
be allowed to answer it.

Mr COURT: The former Government also forced the SOIC to take certain properties
and as a result of that the SGIC has written off $245m in its property values.
The SGIC has been forced to sell its assets over the past three years in order to
meet its claims. It has now reached the point at which it has run out of assets
that can easily be sold to meet its claims for next year. This Government has
inherited a situation which is an absolute disgrace.

Dr Gallop: Show us the figures.
Mr Ripper: Table them.
Mr COURT: I will table a letter dated 28 June from the Chairman of the SGIC which

spells out all the figures and the situation in which the former Government left
us.

Dr Gallop: Members of poor working families you will never care for.
Mr COURT: Do members opposite want me to read the letter in full?
The SPEAKER: Order! I address my remarks to the member for Victoria Park. It is

disgraceful to interject as he did, and even worse to continue as he did in a
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voice that would do credit to a barker at a medieval fair. I will take action in
either of two ways: I will call question time to a bait or take action against
individual members. Question time is basically considered to be for the
benefit of the Opposition but Opposition members are not giving the Minister
answering the question a fair go. I do not intend to continue in this way any
longer. I am not in this Chair to shout order 50 or 60 times a minute.

Mr COURT: Ibis matter was well and truly understood by the farmer Government
last year, and the member for Victoria Park and the Leader of the Opposition
made a decision not to face up to this problem, even though they had received
professional advice. I seek leave to table two letters - one from Mr Cohen,
which explains the problems and the figures, and another signed by the now
Leader of the Opposition referring to the 12 per cent increase recommended
for 1992-93.

Leave granted.
[See papers Nos 160 and 161.]
Mr Ripper: Will you table the figures?
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Belmont has asked that question four times.

Once is enough.
Mr COURT: Mention was made of struggling families. All I can say is chat the

current Leader of the Opposition and her colleagues should apologise to all
those struggling families for what they have done.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Question time will now cease.
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