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

PETITION - KANGAROOS AND EMUS, PROTECTION FROM HUMAN
CONSUMPTION

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [2.04 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliamenc of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned consumers are against the farming and killing of our native
wildlife especially the kangaroos and emus. Cholesterol has medically and
scientifically been proven to cause horrific decline in quality of health and life
even death in a multitude of cases. This evidence should be enough truth to pass
a law to protect God's creatures. It is our duty morally and patriotically to ask the
appropriate Right Honourable Minister to legislate to protect and stop farming
and killing of kangaroos and emus for human consumption.
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 192 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 180.]

PETITION - NUCLEAR REACTOR OPPOSITION
DR EDWARDS (Maylands) [2.06 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned say no to any nuclear reactor large or small and no more
radio active waste from any source, including other States or overseas.
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 614 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 18 1].

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR THE ENVIRONMENT
System 6 Update Program

MR MINSON (Greenough - Minister for the Environment) [2.07 pm]: I am pleased to
be able to advise the House that a program to update the recommendations contained in
the Red Books for System 6 and part of System I is about to begin. Work will be carried
out by the Department of Environmental Protection on behalf of the Environmental
Protection Authority. The conservation through reserves system studies were initiated by
the EPA in 1972 to review Western Australia's conservation reserve system. The EPA's
original System 6 reports, which were endorsed by government in 1984, were the last of
these system studies to be completed.
Mr Thomas interjected.
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The SPEAKER: Order! It is not necessary to make your point four times.
Mr Thomas interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Cockbumn.
Mr MINSON: They cover the metropolitan region and its hinterland, extending from the
Moore River in the north to the Blackwood River and Bunbury in the south and inland as
far as Toodyay and Boddington. A portion of System 1 covering the southern end of the
coastal plain from Bunbury to Dunsborough is also being considered in the current
update, because it is a continuation of the same natural region as System 6 and is facing
similar development pressures. The original System 6 report allowed the EPA to
establish a set of general recommendations and principles for conservation. These were
consistent with the level of knowledge on the conservation, recreation and landscape
values of the region at the rime they were prepared. However, over the past 10 years
there have been major improvements in this knowledge base, and it is now time to revisit
and update these reports.
The EPA has used the general recommendations in the original System 6 report to raise
several significant issues. One of these is the role of the community in managing local
bushland reserves - an area significantly under-recognised until now. In recent years
volunteers, including those recruited through the Department of Environmental
Protection's eco-plan program, have been working to protect, if not manage, many of
Perth's special conservation areas. As there is clearly strong interest and desire by many
in the community to be involved, I am keen to see this role recognised and encouraged in
the updated System 6 recommendations. The update will not revisit recommendations
for conservation reserves in state forest areas or the coastal marine environment. This
has already been done under CALM's forest management plan 1993-2003 and the
recently released report by the marine parks and reserves selection working group. I
envisage that many non-government groups will be involved in the update.
The Department of Environmental Protection is looking to liaise with all key groups
during the program; in fact, many have already been contacted and informally briefed.
This program has my total support. I view it as a significant step in the process of
improving the quality of life for the people in this region and meeting our conservation
obligations. I therefore commend the System 6 update program to Parliament as an
important conservation initiative deserving broad support from both sides of the House.
Mr Speaker, I table a version of this statement which contains information about
boundaries and so on.
[See paper No 643.]

M[NISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR HOUSING
l-omeswesr, Right to Buy Scheme

MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Housing) [2.10 pmj: I make a brief ministerial
statement regarding the first year of operation of Homeswcst's Right to Buy scheme.
ilome ownership in Western Australia has steadily declined since 1986, and this is a
matter of some concern to the Government. Home ownership can help guard against
poverty in old age; it can help relieve pressure on public housing agencies; and it can
help provide a safe, secure and stable environment for families. Consequently this
Government strongly supports home ownership, and is committed to providing families -
particularly low and middle income families - with every possible support to buy their
first home. A demonstration of this commitment was the launch on 18 December last
year of the H-omeswest Right to Buy scheme.
Right to Buy allows long term Homeswest. tenants to buy the home in which they are
living at a discount from current market value. The maximum discount is $20 000 and
the average to date has been $18 300. To 25 November 3 837 tenants - about 10 per cent
of Homeswesc's clients - applied to purchase their home. Eight hundred and two
contracts were signed, and 567 settlements took place - 324 in the metropolitan area and
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243 int the country. The average sale price is around $76 190. Homeswest has raised
over $43m from these sales, all of which will be used to buy or build new rental stock.
The target of 750 sales during the first year of Right to Buy will be exceeded, but will not
be doubled as had been thought earlier. I regret that because of higher interest rates a
smaller proportion of the 3 837 tenants who wish to purchase their homes will be able to
do so. Having said that, this in no way lessens the success of Right to Buy. The bottom
line is that 567 families who a year ago could expect to continue to rent in the years
ahead are now home buyers with both pride and equity in their own home; another 235
families have signed contracts, and will soon be living in their own home; and as more
families qualify under the length of tenancy provisions, or through increasing their
incomes to the point at which a home loan can be sustained, more will join the ranks of
home owners.
Given the benefits of Right to Buy I was surprised to find the scheme criticised by one or
two social policy lobby groups on the ground that it reduces Homeswest' s available
rental stock. This criticism cannot be sustained, and in this regard it is important to
understand the type of buyer, and the difference between rental stock and available rental
stock -

Dr Watson interjec ted.
Mr PRINCE: - which the member for Kenwick does not understand.
The typical Right to Buy purchaser is a long term tenant. That tenant is employed, but is
on a low or moderate income, so he or she is generally not in a position to purchase a
property on the open market. Being employed they are paying full rent to Homeswest, so
generally have great difficulty in saving a deposit. Their housing options are to continue
paying full rent to Homneswesx, with security of tenure, or pay even more rent to a private
landlord without security of tenure. The latter is not a realistic option, so without Right
to Buy they effectively have no option other than to stay in the Homeswest home they
have rented for at least five years. Clearly their home is not available rental stock; it is
their home of at least five years, and they can stay there.
Homeswest cannot replace five $ 100 000 homes sold at a $20 000 discount with another
five $100 000 homes without finding an extra $100 000. What Homeswest can do is
release $400 000 by selling Five $ 100 000 homes at a $20 000 discount to sitting tenants -
homes which are not by any definition available rental stock - and replace those five
unavailable homes with four homes which are immediately available for rental to needy
families on Homeswest's waiting list. Far from decreasing available rental stock, Right
to Buy is increasing available rental stock while assisting families to achieve the dreamn
of home ownership. I commend the scheme to the House.

[Questions without notice taken.J

MOTION - TIME MANAGEMENT SESSIONAL ORDER
MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [2.48 pm]: I move -

That the following items of business be completed up to and including the stages
specified at 12 midnight on Thursday, 8 December 1994 -

Freedom of Information Amendment Bill - all remaining stages;
Lotteries Commission Amendment Bill - all remaining stages;
Hale School Amendment Bill - all remaining stages;
Marine and Harbours Amendment Bill - all remaining stages;
North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Amendment Bill -
all remaining stages;
Health Services (Quality Improvement) Bill - all remaining stages;
Hospitals Amendment Bill - all remaining stages;
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State Supply Commission Amendment Bill (No 2) - all remaining stages;
-and
Occupational Safety and Health Legislation Amendment Bill - all
remaining stages.

Nine Bills are subject to time management in what should be the last week of sitting for
the Legislative Assembly. In addition, it is the Government's plan to deal with four other
pieces of legislation - the Loan Bill, the Appropriation (Consolidated Fund) Bill (No 2),
the Taxi Bill, and the Voluntary Membership of Student Guilds and Associations Bill.
That is a substantial legislative program with some 12 pieces of legislation to be dealt
with. However, I make the point that one of the items - the Occupational Safety and
Health Legislation Amendment Bill - has already had 10 and a half hours of debate so far
in this House, and will receive further time for debate during the course of this week.
Mrs Henderson: How much?
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: It is entirely up to members opposite how much time they choose to
allocate to it now. To deal with 12 pieces of legislation is a substantial work load. I
remind members who will cry foul that in 1992 during the last three days of the sitting,
the Labor Government dealt with 26 Bills, including the Budget Bills, freedom of
information and other major items of legislation. Time management has worked
successfully. I know that people have a philosophical opposition to it but it has worked
to the betterment of the Parliament.
I bring to the attention of members also that the point of application of time management
is midnight on Thursday. At some time during Thursday, according to how we are doing
with the legislation not subject to time management, which includes the Budget Bills and
other legislation to do with student guilds, a decision will be made regarding whether we
will sit exceedingly late on Thursday or adjourn and sit on Friday. I foreshadow that we
may sit all day on Friday.
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [2.51 pm]: The Opposition opposes, in principle, the use of
the guillotine, as we always have and always will whenever the Leader of the Opposition
moves the motion on a Tuesday. We oppose the use of the guillotine because it is
contrary to the traditions of the House and in breach of the spirit of the recommendations
of the royal commission, and ignores the important role of Parliament to scrutinise the
work of the Executive. The use of the guillotine assumes that the role of the Parliament
is simply to pass legislation that the Government puts before it, but Parliament has a
much broader role.
In recent months we have seen something of a paper tiger in the guillotine. It has not
been of serious, practical concern because what has been subject to the guillotine could
have been achieved by negotiation and agreement with the Opposition anyway.
However, last week the guillotine was applied in a practical fashion, and debate on the
firearms legislation - a very important law and order measure - was cut off after only 45
minutes. The member for Balcatta, the shadow Minister for Police, was prevented from
moving an amendment which would have strengthened that Bill. The Government could
have been more flexible last week on the matter because I do not believe the Leader of
the House can point to any Bill debated last week on which too much time was spent.
We come to this week's guillotine: We will handle nine Bills, and that is a heavy load in
itself, but two other Bills must be passed this week; that is, the Loan Bill and the

ppprato Bill dealing with capital works. In the Government's schedule of
legislation, debate on those Bills will Occur before debate on many Bills subject to the
guillotine So we have a de facto guillotine on these other two Bills not listed in the
motion. Not only will these other Bills be debated before we come to the Bills the
subject of the guillotine, but also substantial debate is scheduled on additional Bills that
need not be passed this week - prior to those that allegedly have sufficient priority to face
the guillotine. I refer here to the Taxi Bill and the Voluntary Membership of Student
Guilds and Associations Bill. The voluntary student unionism Bill is a controversial one
and the Opposition will resist it vigorously.
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In view of the otherwise heavy legislation load, I ask the Government to take that Bill off
the agenda. Do not proceed; leave it, because it is a Bill which will disrupt the
management of the House this week.
As well as the legislation to be debated before the guillotine comes down, two reponts of
committees will be the subject of about one hour's debate each during Thursday morning.
So it is not only the number of Bills on the guillotine list that is a matter of concern to the
Opposition but also the amount of other business to which the Government is giving
priority. I expect this week the guillotine will restrict proper parliamentary debate of this
important legislation. I ask the Leader of the House to exercise some thought and show
some flexibility and extend the timne available for debate if he does not want a breakdown
in the relationship between the Government and the Opposition in this place. The
Opposition reserves the right to cancel pairs again, if it feels that the application of the
guillotine has restricted proper parliamentary scrutiny of the legislation.
As I have said on a number of occasions, the weekly guillotine is not the change to
Parliament that is required. Reforms are required in Parliament, and they are the sorts of
reforms foreshadowed by the royal commission. Question rime should be extended to 45
minutes. Today only a small number of questions were asked. At least 15 questions
should be asked and answered, to the extent that the Government is able to answer.
Standing orders should guarantee private members' time. It should be restored to the
allocated time made available by previous Governments.
We should have a right of response to brief ministerial statements so that the Minister for
Labour Relations cannot get away with his daily charade of ministerial statements. There
should be parity of numbers on key committees such as the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee, and this place should be televised.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) 12.56 pm]: The
Opposition opposes the imposition of the guillotine for two reasons, the first of which
was outlined clearly by the member for Belmont. That is, the guillotine is antithetical to
the principles of this Parliament. It works on the assumption that arbitrary rules can be
applied to the debate on particular legislation.
The whole point of having a Parliament, particularly in the Committee stage, is that it
allows the details of any Bill to be subject to the examination of the Parliament to see that
when the legislation finally goes through it will contain no loopholes, it will deal with
every possible aspect of the problem, and we will not need to return sometime later to fix
the problems. That is the essence of the legislative process. There can be nothing more
inconsistent than to arbitrarily apply a ruling that legislation must go through by a certain
time. That is the general argument.
The specific argument relates to the Bills that the Leader of the House has put on the list
and the Bills he has nor put on the list. My first complaint is about one of the Bills on the
list - the Hospitals Amendment Bill. That Bill was brought into this Parliament last
week. It deals with three specific issues of concern we have about the health system.
The first will be the change in the powers of hospital boards, which may have a very
significant impact on community health services in this State. The second change will be
to allow parts of the health system to corporazise their activities.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You have already debated that.
Dr GALLOP: I am mentioning what they are. The third one deals with the incorporation
of the Medicare Agreement into state legislation. The legislation was introduced in
Parliament last week. We are told that the Opposition has every right to talk to the
various interest groups, and to study the legislation very carefully before it passes
through this place, but we find it is on the guillotine list.
MrT CIJ. Barnett: You told us last week that you were ready to deal with it.
Dr GALLOP: I spoke to the issue last week, and if members had listened they would
have heard me say clearly that we needed time to consider whether the Bill did the things
it said it would do.
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That relates tp what is on the list. What is not on the list is the legislation relating to the
voluntary membership of student guilds and associations. The Government has indicated
that it wishes to have it debated on Wednesday. What sort of time management is it to
take one of the Bills - which is contentious, and which we will oppose - off the list for the
guillotine but to put others on the list and then to put on for debate first that Bill dealing
with the voluntary membership of student guilds? The Leader of the House will find that
it is a contentious issue -

Mr CJI. Barnett: It was at the request of the Leader of the Opposition.
Dr GALLOP: The Leader of the Opposition denied that when he spoke.
Mr C.). Barnett: He did not.
Dr GALLOP: I will negotiate that issue with the Leader of the House, because the Bill
should be taken off the Notice Paper altogether.
This was always going to happen. The Leader of the House has tried to indicate that he
has been managing the business of the House very appropriately, but we have always
known chat the crunch for a Leader of this House comes when there is a build-up in
legislation; that is when his true credentials as a parliamentarian and as Leader of this
House are fully exposed. What we see here is an absolute impossibility for the
parliamentary process.
One of the Bills that will be subject to time management was introduced last week. Does
the member for Collie think it is fair for this Parliament to debate a major piece of health
legislation that was introduced only last Thursday?
Dr Turnbull: I point out that during the whole time that I sat on the other side of the
House, many of your speakers wasted time. During the time of the previous
Government, there was a lot of give and take -
Dr GALLO)P: Indeed there was; not a truer word has been said. I will look for the
member for Collie's support when we move to delay the debate on the Hospitals
Amendment Bill.
[The member's time expired.]
DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [3.01 pm]: Mr Speaker, I have consistently opposed this
time management motion, as you may have noticed, and I have been very aware of the
need to not take up too much time in debate when we have been pushed by Government
sources, but I cannot let today go by without making some comments, this being our last
sitting week.
Mr Johnson interjected-
Dr CONSTABLE: I hope it is. Without going through all of the reasons I oppose this
motion, it is worth making the point that one of the overarching fundamentals of our
parliamentary system is that the people whom we represent have a right to have their
views heard through their members of Parliament. There are occasions when I feel very
sorry for members on the Government side because I know many of them would like to
speak on Bills but find that they are unable to do so because of time management. There
is no question in my mind that every Bill needs to be debated fully, and particularly
during the Committee stage we need a full explanation so that, as the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition said, we do not make mistakes the first time with the result that the Bill
has to come back to the Parliament again.
A constituent of mine said to me recently, "You would not run a business the way you
run Parliament", and I said to him, "I hope not, because if you did you would go broke."
Parliament is not a business. It is a place where we are meant to take time, and it does
not matter if we take a bit of extra ime if we get things right the first time. I think the
answer is that perhaps we should take mare time rather than try to squash all we want to
do into the traditional time spent here on Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays.
There is no question that one would expect, as we have seen in the last two years, a new
Government to have a lot of legislation, and perhapsit would be better if we sat for more

8621



weeks or for four days a week. We could perhaps learn same lessons from the Federal
Parliament, which no longer takes breaks for lunch or dinner but sits through that time.
Mr Kierath: They guillotine everything.
Dr CONSTABLE: I am talking about the hours it sits , not the use of the guillotine. On a
sitting day when we start before lunch, we take two and a half hours for lunch and dinner
combined; if we sat through that time, we would use our time more efficiently.
The SPEAKER: Order! Would members cease their cross-Chamber conversations.
Dr CONSTABLE: The Federal Parliament does not sit beyond 8.00 pm because of its
more efficient use of time. Those things could be looked at by the select committee
which is looking at parliamentary procedures because they would enhance the use of time
in this place.
I agree with the comment of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that it is time we
looked also at question time, which certainly is not long enough when Ministers take 10
minutes, or more, to answer questions from their side and often take no more than a few
seconds to answer questions from the Opposition side. Having said that, I compliment
the Leader of the House because since September things have gone more smoothly.
However, that is not only because of his time management. I think there has been more
cooperation fmom the House during that time.
This will be a difficult week, as has already been pointed out, and it is a tall order for this
House to cover the legislative program that has been set down. I make one comment
about the Hospitals Amendment Bill: In New South Wales, Bills lie on the Table of the
House or ame available for 28 days after they are introduced and before they are debated,
and we should look at that sort of procedure here also.
MR BLOFFWITCH (Geraldton) [3.05 pm]: I agree with the member for Floreat that
the hours sat by the Federal Parliament are far more attractive than the hours that we sit
here, remembering that the ]Federal Parliament Sits for four days a week and that the latest
it sits is 8.00 pm. The reason that the House of Representatives is able to do that is very
simple: Every Bill is time managed. It is not a situation where the Leader of the House
says, as does our Leader of the House, these Bills will be debated and these Bills will be
time managed; every Bill is time managed.
Those Bills that are considered difficult - I am sure that the committee that will examine
parliamentary procedures will look at that matter - are sent to a committee to be debated,
and when those Bills come back into the House, the time management is virtually nil
because discussions have taken place and decisions have been made.
I listened to the hypocrisy of the Leader of the Opposition when he said that the
Opposition is fundamentally opposed to time management and to the guillotine. Let us
go back to 30 March 1989 when the then Government guillotined financial Bills and the
first and second readings of the PTCL Bill. I think we are all aware of that. In the next
sitting week, the then Government, again through a guillotine motion, passed the P[CL
Bill through all stages. There are many examples of what was done by these members
opposite who are so opposed to the guillotine:
The Address-in-Reply was cut off, and the then Government used its numbers to curtail
debate on the Daylight Saving Bill. Members opposite have the hide to say to us that
they stopped doing that The reason they stopped doing that was that four of their
members became Independents and would not support that sessional order. Not only will
I support this motion, but also I will urge the Leader of the House to make more Bills
subject to time management in order to get through this House those Bills which deserve
to be law in this State but will not come up for debate this time because they are not
subject to time management.
[The member's time expired.]
Question put and a division taken with the following result -
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Ayes (30)
Mr Ainsworth Mr Johnson Mr Prince
Mr CJ. Blarnett Mr Kierath Mr Shave
Mrfllakie Mr Lewis Mr W.Smnith
Mr Board Mr Marshall Mr Strickland
Mr Bradshaw Mr MeNee Mr Trenorden
Mr Court Mr Minson Mr Tubby
Mr Day Mr Nicholls Dr Turnbull
Mrs Edwardes Mr Omodei Mrs van de Kiashorsi
Dr flamnes Mrs Parker Mr Wiese
Mr House Mr Pendal Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)

Noes (22)
Mr M. Earnett Mr~rill Mrs Roberts
Mr Brown Mrs H-allahan Mr Taylor
Mr Catanwa Mrs Henderson Mr Thomas
Dr Constable Mr Kobelke Ms Warnock
Mr Cunningham Mr Marlborough Dr Watson
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Mr Leahy (Teller)
Dr Gallop Mr Riebcling
MT Graham Mr Ripper

Pairs
Mr Cowan Mr Bridge
Mr Osborne Mr D.L. Smith

Question thus passed.

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Resumed from 27 October.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [3.12 pm]: The Freedom of Information Act camne into
operation on 1 November 1993, despite having been passed the previous year by the then
Labor Government. The Labor Government was criticised for the time it took to
introduce that legislation. That criticism clearly had some basis, but I have heard no
criticism as to the genuine steps by the then Government to bring forward legislation that
would be effective; that is, legislation that would provide an avenue for people to access
a whole range of documents and information which previously they had not had an
opportunity to access. During our time in government from 1983 to 1993 a range of
other measures were put in place to provide access to personal files. We could not
continue with the situation in the 1970s and 1980s where the personal files of, say, public
servants were not available to them. That was remedied during the 1980s. The move
towards freedom of information in the closing months of the Labor Government was a
welcome step. We have very good quality legislation compared to similar legislation
around Australia. As freedom of information legislation exists generally in States and the
Commonwealth, one must look at its effectiveness and whether it provides an
opportunity for people to gain the information they seek. I read last week a report
indicating the need to review this legislation to ensure it is more effective, particularly
relating to other States which have had legislation for some time. In some cases we
found that Governments have moved through administrative means, such as increasing
charges and costs, to undermine the effectiveness of their freedom of information
legislation.
The Bill before us makes a minor change with respect to a clause in schedule 1 of the
Bill, but the underlying issues go beyond what appears to be a minor change. The Bill
amends section 14 of schedule I of the Freedom of Information Act 1992, which is
entitled "Information protected by certain secrecy provisions". It gives a special
exemption to sections in the Acts which control the Equal Opportunity Commission
under the Equal Opportunity Act 1984, the Legal Aid Commission under the Legal Aid
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Commission Act 1976, and the Parliamentary Commissioner under the Parliamentary
Commissioner Act 1971. Those specific exemptions relate to documents which may
contain information that should remain confidential. My remarks will largely centre on
the Parliamentary Commissioner, because he has tabled a report in. which he wrote on
this issue. I have before me a copy of the annual report from the Commissioner for Equal
Opportunity, and I can find no mention of this clause. I do not know if the Attorney
General knows of one, but I have looked through it and certainly cannot find any
reference to the amendment. The Legal Aid Commission's annual report has not yet
been tabled, so I am not awar of whether it has any concerns. The Attorney General has
indicated these organisations support the amendment, because in the schedule a sunset
clause, section 14(3), reads -

This clause and section 8 (3) expire one year after the commencement of section
10.

This Bill commenced on I November 1993, and twelve months lacer that exemption no
longer applies. Therefore, the Attorney General has brought in legislation to extend that
by one year. I will say more later of the problems we have with this one year extension.
We support the amendment, although a great deal that goes with it should be brought to
light, because the processes have not been followed in the way one would expect when
reviewing this sunset clause. In her second reading speech the Attorney General gave the
reason. She said -

The reason that such exemptions were included in the Act in the form of a sunset
clause was so that the operation of the exemptions could be examined at the time
of the sunset - one year after the commencement of the Act - to see if the
exemptions have operated in an equitable manner, and to consider whether the
retention of the clauses is appropriate.

From what the Attorney General has said I understand she has consulted those three
organisations and received support for the amendment, but this exemption and the fact it
has a sunset clause has not been reviewed. One hoped there could have been time to
undertake a more wide ranging review to see whether the sunset clause should be
extended by two years. because the whole Bill will be reviewed when it has been in
operation for three years. Another option may have been to extend it further. If there
had been a thorough review, the conclusion may have been reached that this sunset
clause in subsection (3) was no longer needed and that these exemptions should remain
as part of the Act. One could reach a range of possible outcomes, but we have here really
a bandaid treatment. The Attorney General has not had time to undertake the expected
review, and so we are extending the sunset clause by an additional year. This time next
year we will most probably be considering a further amendment to cover this schedule,
so that we may fix the problem. One hoped it could have been done now, but obviously
that has not happened. The Attorney General also mentioned in her second reading
speech that she was examining that content. She said -

It is my intention to have all exemption provisions examined in the context of a
review of the Freedom of Information Act to take account of practical experience
obtained since the Act became operational last year.

I accept that; it is very much needed, but no timetable is given in her speech. It is not
clear whether this will fall into just the genera! review after three years of the whole Act.
it would certainly be an avoidance of the Minister's responsibility, if next year we were
simply to come back and again extend this by another year so it may be part of a general
review. The clear intention with this sunset clause is that there should be a review
specific to this exemption under schedule 1, section 14.
Following that review, the Parliament could legislate to either remove the sunset clause
or extend it by some period. The Government has a range of options. We are now
dealing with a stopgap measure because the Attorney General has failed to fulfil her
responsibility, which is to undertake a review of that sunset clause. In the annual report
of the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations which was tabled
in this place a week or so ago, the Ombudsman commented on this exemption. He fully

8624 JASSEMBLY)



[Tuesday, 6 December 1994] 82

supports the exemptions available under clause 14. He wishes these exemptions to
continue, and in that respect he supports the Bill. He also commented chat the exemption
clause has been used by some departments as a vehicle for trying to avoid providing the
information; that is, this clause pmovides an avenue for abuse. The Ombudsman is aware
of that, and he has done the proper thing to ensure the exemption is not abused in that
way. That opens up the balance that we have to establish, and we need such a review to
ensure that the proper working of the Ombudsman continues. Similarly, the Legal Aid
Commissioner and the Equal Opportunity Commissioner need to consider exemptions so
there will be confidentiality of their information. On the other hand, we need to ensure
that under this exemption clause other government agencies are not holding up
documents by saying they cannot be released because they have passed through these
three agencies. That is not the intention, and we need a review of this clause to ensure it
operates to the best effect. In his annual report, the Ombudsman stated -

... the FOT Act contains provisions (clauses l4(l)(c) and (2) which apply
specifically to my office. They were inserted following submissions made by my
office to protect the operation of the secrecy provisions contained in sections
23(1) and 23(l a) of the Parliamentary Commissioner Act (my Act).

A secrecy provision already applies to the Ombudsman. That has not been touched by
this Bill, and it is not being called into question. Papers from the commissioner which go
out to another party or agency could be picked up under the Freedom of Information Act
and become available, so an exemption is provided by clause 14 and they cannot be
accessed unless the department checks with the Ombudsman, who must certify whether
they contain confidential information. Later in the annual report the Ombudsman states -

My overriding concern is that, if the "sunset clauWe were to become operative,
the investigative processes of my office might well be seriously prejudiced. I say
this because my office is different frmm the normal public sector agency in that its
entire operation is based on receiving information and examining cases on a
confidential basis.

The Ombudsman reiterates in his annual report that support for the amendment before us.
He states -

I have made submissions to the Attorney General with a view to having the
".sunset clause" deleted from the FOI Act and await her response. In view of the
serious implications if the sunset clause were allowed to take effect, I have
informed the Presiding Officers of my concern.

The Ombudsman regards the exemption contained within clause 14 of schedule I as vital.
He has stated clearly the reasons for that, so I will not reiterate those matters. He also
took up the problems of agencies being able to use these exemptions for purposes for
which they were not intended. He stated that some agencies were initially seeking to rely
on the clause 14 exemption to deny access to all documents held by them which may
have come from the Ombudsman's office.
The Ombudsman points out that strictly speaking many such documents might have been
caught by clause 14; however, as the Freedom of Information Act expresses the clear
intention that access should be given wherever possible, the Ombudsman has given no
support to agencies wishing to utilise clause 14 unless in his words, "It is quite clear that
the documents are genuinely sensitive." Clearly the Ombudsman is aware of the problem
and he does not wish departments or agencies to use this exemption as an excuse. They
must confirm with him the reasons they are using this clause to seek an exemption, and
he is in a position to oversee that and ensure they are proper reasons. He gives an
example -

... I was prepared to support one department's claim that a report which, if
released, might have endangered the safety of a third party, should be treated as
sensitive and was, therefore, a document to which the clause 14(l)(c) exemption
should apply.

The Ombudsman also states -
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I have also supported a claim for exemption for draft findings prepared in my
office and sent to another agency for comment. Such documents are often of a
sensitive nature as they contain tentative conclusions which may need to be
amended in my final findings. The meason for this is that, once parties named in
the draft have had the opportunity to offer any defence they may wish to put
forward under the "adverse comment" provisions of my Act ... I must
incorporate that information in my final findings. Disclosure of draft findings
without any qualifying material could therefore be very misleading and
prejudicial to persons about whom such adverse comment was tentatively made.

Clause 14 does not provide a blanket exemption to other agencies who perhaps have
documents coming through them from the Ombudsman. Therefore, the Ombudsman
needs to judge the merit of a particular case to ensure that he does require the
confidentiality provisions, and then the exemption is provided under clause 14; that is,
keeping in mind that those documents have moved out of the control of the Ombudsman
and they do not claim the exemption which is a specific exemption to his particular
authority, because they then become a document of the other agency. That is what we
are collecting with this amendment.
As I have indicated Mr Speaker, the Attorney General has fallen down in her job in not
undertaking a review within the required 12 months. We are legislating retrospectively
to apply this exemption. On occasions retrospective application of legislation is
warranted, but it is something we should seek to avoid. The Attorney General has been
embarrassed by the amount of legislation that has come from this Government which has
had retrospective application. I placed a question on notice asking if we could have a list
of all the Hills brought in by this Government which have had retrospective application.
I am yet to receive an answer to that question. The Attorney General clearly must be
embarrassed by the delay in not being able to provide an answer to that question.
We are dealing with an amendment to schedule 1 of the Freedom of Information Act.
That schedule gives a range of exemptions; in fact, clause 14 provides specific
exemptions that apply to the Freedom of Information Act. It is necessary to give one or
two cases of how information has been sought, why that information is important, and
how these clauses have been used to try to prevent access to that information. Although
it may appear that I am digressing from the main import of the Bill, unless I lay out the
case history it will not become clear how these exemptions are applied and whether they
are caught up in the sweep which is mentioned by the Ombudsman in indicating there is
attempted abuse of these exemptions by some government agencies.
The first example - I am glad the Minister for Heritage is here because we have discussed
this matter previously - relates to the heritage agreement on the BankWest property in
Barrack Street. From the public record we know that the Government paid $12m for that
building which is situated on Crown land. In addition, the Government provided a
transfer of the plot ratio from that site in Barrack Street to the Bank West building at the
corner of William Street and St George's Terrace. Although we cannot place an exact
value on that plot ratio, I have previously suggested that it is worth between $15m and
$22m, given that it has recently been sold and we now have a valuation. Further the
Government has committed itself to the demolition costs of the building.

Points of Order

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I take this point of order early in the week because we have a heavy
legislative program. This Bill is to do with an amendment to the Freedom of Information
Act. The member for Nollamara not only is straying from the topic but also is debating
the central city development. Although that might be fascinating, it is a speech we have
beard previously on one or two other matters. I raise this point of order - perhaps a little
technically at this point because we have a very heavy legislative program this week and
all members are keen to deal with a number of Bills - so that more time can be spent on
some of the more contentious pieces of legislation.
Mr KOBELKE: I will be the only opposition speaker in this entire debate. We will not
be taking it to Committee and there is no attempt to waste time. On the specifics of the
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point of order about relevance, we are dealing with an amendment to schedule 1 of the
Freedom of Information Act. That schedule gives 15 bases on which exemptions can be
claimed, and one is being amended. I am indicating how those exemptions have been
used - perhaps I should say abused - and I need to lay out one or two examples which
involve freedomn of information inquiries.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member does not need to continue with his reasons. I take
the point that he is trying to make. That is a question for members about the allocation of
time and speeches that are given. I had a discussion about this matter with officers last
week. On many occasions people have said that other members have said things in
speeches which should not be said. Sometimes the members who complain fall into the
trap the following week. I thought the member for Nollamara was giving an example of
an exemption which was not applied and should have been. While he does relate his
example to freedom of information issues, naturally he will be on track.

Debate Reswoned
Mr KOBELKE: I do not wish to repeat any of the information I was given. I will skint
around it because it has to do with how the Freedom of Information Act is being used,
rather than the substance of the issue. The cost to Government in both money and
forgone value of the plot ratio could be as high as $40m. That is a large amount of
money for this building. BankWest appears to no longer have a use for that building,
which goes from Barrack Street to Hay Street. The bank's key headquarters is in the
major tower on the Terrace and the previous headquarters no longer fulfil that role. That
would suggest that BankWest no longer wishes to continue using the Barrack Street
building. On that basis we could claim that the bank has no use for it. It is not lettable,
which I can substantiate with a reply I received from the Premier to a question I asked
which stated -

What is the total floor space for this building which would be considered suitable
to let should current tenants vacate?

In his response he stated -

In the present market it is unlikely that tenants could be found for the building,
which has an approximate lettable area of 9,600 square metres.

The bank does not own the land. It is Crown land. The land cannot be sold. Only the
building has a net value, if any. I say that because the building was constructed in two
stages: The first stage, the major part, was built in 1959 and is now 39 years old; the
second was built in 1968, making that part of the building 26 years old. In the current
market the building is dated and it would be very difficult to find a commercial use for it.
There are additional problems because the vesting of that Crown land was for the use of a
banking chamber only and it could not be let for some other commercial purpose. The
bank had some liability for the removal of that building, for its demolition and the
additional problems that might be involved in the removal of asbestos.
I address all of those issues because they show that the building has little or no value. It
may be that the building is a liability and the bank would have to pay to have it
demolished and removed. It is not a prime asset so one wonders why the Government
would pay $40m for such a building. The Premier indicated that it has a book value of
$16m. In response to the question to which I have already alluded, he said -

The valuation is confidential, however it was greater than the purchase price.
The Government paid $12m cash and a whole lot more in that plot ratio transfer, yet in
his reply the Premier said that that was less than the valuation. That simply does not
stack up.
I will not go into the details with this example because this debate relates to freedom of
information. I will refer to one article that I picked up from the newspaper in June when
the decision was made about the Legal and General building at 267 St George's Terrace,
across the moad from Parliament House. That building was offered for sale for $4.7m. It
was built in the 1980s and has a lettable area of 3 487 square metres. It is a more modern
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building, is situated on the Terrace and is valued at about $1 300 per square metre. That
is the asking price, although the price thai is received might be considerably less than
that. However, the Premier's answer states that the BankWest building in Barrack Street
is valued at in excess of $12m. With a book value of $16m, it works out to about $1 600
a square metre. That comes to the crux of the matter about why freedom of information
is important. In this Parliament the Premier gave answers that do not match the market
reality. The Premier told us something that was not true. We assume that the decision
was made in some son of good faith because a valuation was provided. The Premier
claims it was given by Richard Ellis in entering the heritage agreement and the purchase
of this property. How do we check out where things have gone wrong? When this
Government says, "We checked it out;, we got a valuation; we paid a price that was under
that valuation"; and when we know the price that was paid, the Government' s statement
simply cannot be true. No-one can believe that a building of that age that cannot be let
can be valued in excess of $12m. On top of that, there is the transfer of the plot ratio.
We therefore seek to use freedom of information to get the facts to find out what is
happening. Are there some other facts to which the Government has alluded which are
worthwhile or are we are being led down the garden path? Are we receiving answers
from the Premier which are untruthful? The Parliament should be able to establish that.
To do that, we must look to freedom of information. When we do that, we find that
under schedule I in the Act there are 15 exemptions. One must go through the hoops of
trying to overcome the arguments presented. In this case I do not yet have the arguments
about why the information may not be available under the Freedom of Information Act,
and we shall see what unfolds. However, one can be subject to delays of 45 days or
longer before being told which provisions of the schedule apply. Therefore, information
required without delay may be held up for 45 days or longer. The Bill contains
provisions which allow that to be done more quickly but I will not go into them at this
stage, as I wish to speak specifically to the amendments to the exemption schedule rather
than the clauses which outline the operation of the Act.
I refer to the case in the newspaper today relating to the sale of land to overseas interests,
particularly a company in Singapore- I provide some details so that it can be seen how
the Freedom of Information Act came into play, because an attempt was made to use it. I
have documents which were gathered under that legislation, and to which these clauses
apply - at least, I assume they apply because the details were not provided in the response
from the Premier's office. I spoke to the Premier informally in this building more than
12 months ago regarding my concern that members of Parliament were travelling to Asia
to sell land. I was concerned, and the Premier said he saw nothing wrong with it. He
thought it was up to Ministers to sell the State by promoting it, and I was led to believe
that he meant also to sell the land. That caused me concern. I put a question on notice to
the Premier to ascertain which Ministers were trying to sell which parts of Western
Australia. I asked the question on 2 November 1993 as follows -

(1) Have Ministers or officers representing the Government undertaken as a
part of their duties on any international trip the promotion of the sale of
land or projects which would involve a degree of foreign ownership of
land in Western Australia?

(2) If yes, who were the Ministers or officers?
(3) What were the dates of the overseas trips?
(4) What particular projects or parcels of land were promoted?

The Premier replied on 30 March 1994 - some five months later - to the effect that he
would not tell me. His reply stated in part -

Government travel is already detailed in quarterly reports for Parliament. As
there is no impropriety in Government representatives encouraging economic
development through foreign investment, there is no justification for the
Government to allocate resources to providing details concerning every
discussion which may rake place during such trips.

8628 [ASSEMBLY]



[Tuesday, 6 December 1994]162

It is clear that the Premier experienced same embarrassment from my question on notice.
I was simply asking which Ministers attempted to sell land overseas. I was very much
aware of the program in which the Department of Land Administration was selling
technology in Vietnam, but that is a different matter. I knew Ministers were travelling
overseas to sell that system. The program was started under the previous Government
and had been well advertised. People knew what was involved. However, no-one knows
what is involved with the Ministers travelling overseas to sell parts of Western Australia.
The Government has not made a statement outlining the benefits to be gained by selling
land overseas, or indicating whether projects are being carried around Asia by Ministers,
in the hope of attracting some investment involving the sale of land. The reply from the
Premier, five months after I asked the question, indicated that he did not want to answer
the question. Clearly he was embarrassed.
The Premier travelled to Singapore on 27 February 1994, 1 understand on government
business, and returned to Perth on Wednesday, 2 March. The Freedom of Informiation
Act was used to try to obtain the Premier's itinerary of meetings while in Singapore. The
reply from his department provided an outline of his engagements, but with specific
exemptions. For example, at 4.30 pm on Monday, 28 February he had a meeting with
"blank', attendees were Jane Longton and Jack Gilleece, venue and contact "blank". We
are not allowed to know who attended the meeting which was about the official business
of this State. On the following Wednesday the Premier returned to the Hyatt Hotel at
9.35 am and at 9.45 am had a meeting. The details are blanked out, and stamped on the
document is "Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet exempted under Freedom of
Information Act 1992". A further meeting that afternoon is blanked out, with a similar
notation. The department states that it is exempted from releasing that information and,
therefore, it falls back on these clauses in the schedule to the Act. How can these matters
be exempt? It may be inconvenient for the Premier or a Minister to reveal whom they
have met at various times, and perhaps at times they want confidentiality. However, we
are concerned that the Government has not stated its objective with respect to the sale of
Western Australian land to Singaporean interests. The Premier has met with people and
tried to hide the names of those persons. That obviously breeds suspicion. Where is
accountability? Clearly there is none from this Government in this matter. How do we
know whom the Premier met or what is being cooked up? We must go to authoritative
journals outside this State. I refer to the Singapore Business Times of 9 November 1994
and the Straits Times of 10 November 1994, from which we can learn the interests to
whom the Premier has been speaking. Where is accountability?
Where is the Westminster parliamentary system going, if we cannot obtain answers in
this Parliament and use the forms of this Parliament to obtain answers to simple
questions? No-one is suggesting any corruption or wrongdoings in Ministers' trying to
promote this State. If the sale of land is involved, people will accept that if it is done up-
front, and the people in this State are advised of the Government's objectives. The
Ministers and Premier can then promote it. No statement has been made to this effect,
therefore, people will be suspicious. If there is nothing wrong with what the Government
is doing, why does it hide it from the light of day? Why is the Government so concerned
that it must blank out parts of the Premier's itinerary? Why did it take five months to
answer a question on notice? Is it because we are back in the WA Inc days? Is it because
the Government is dealing with Temasek Holdings, a totally Singaporean Government
owned entity, which does not have the normal reporting procedures of public companies?
Is it WA Inc in reverse? Is the Government going offshore with WA Inc dealings? The
matter raises a range of questions which bring the Government into contempt. Surely the
Government should have learnt that if it is not open and accountable to the people of this
State, they will think it is hiding something and then tales will run in every direction. If
the Government is to be accountable, it is essential that the information be provided.
That is where the Freedom of Information Act becomes involved, and the abuse of it
undermines that which we are attempting to achieve. We hope that, through freedom of
information, Ministers will realise they should use the parliamentary system and that they
cannot continue to hide information and rely on the exemption clauses in the Bill as an
excuse for not releasing information. Those exemptions are in the schedule and establish
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their own case history as they are applied here in Western Australia. Similar legislation
exists in other Stares which we can look to for other examples of how these exemptions
apply. We can also see the decisions made in other jurisdictions about the definitions
contained in these exemptions. A system of semi-judicial case law is, being developed on
which we can judge whether these exemptions can be claimed. As that develops, this
Government must become accountable.
The two cases I have given today indicate that the Government is trying not to be
accountable. However, the intention of this Freedom of Information Act is to give people
a right to gain access to information. This amending legislation specifically provides for
an extension to the sunset clause for another year. That will take it to November 1995.
By that time we could quite likely have a different person in the office of Attorney
General or another Minister responsible for this Bill. That being the case, we may
complete the review so that we can decide whether this exemption should be a permanent
part of the Act, a sunset clause could remain, or another modification could be made to
ensure the section works.
Exemptions are provided to the Ombudsman, the Equal Opportunity Commission and the
Legal Aid Commission to ensure that the confidentiality of their documents is not
jeopardised and their proper workings may continue. That work has not been done. The
clear intention was that it be completed within 12 months and it has not been done.
Extending it for another year is just a stopgap measure. We hope the Minister
responsible, whoever that may be next year, will ensure that the review is not just a
matter of letters between the three agencies and the Attorney General, but actually takes
up the wider implications of this exemption.
I have given those two examples to indicate that exemptions can be claimed in a range of
areas. We must be sure those exemptions are being claimed in the spirit of the Act and
not simply to avoid disclosure. The Opposition supports the Bill and hopes that within
12 months legislation will be introduced that will fix this matter more permanently, rather
than provide a bandaid solution.
DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [3.56 pm]l: In listening to the previous speaker I was
reminded of what happened when this Bill was introduced arnd debated in 1992, in the
days before time management. I seem to remember we spent at least two, maybe three,
weeks in Committee because it was a very important Bill with a great deal that needed to
be examined, debated and explained. In a number of cases quite heated debate occurred
and there were some interesting occasions when both the Opposition and the Government
voted against three Independents. The divisions were unusual, to say the least.
The history of freedom of information in this State has been very slow. I think in 1982
the Opposition at the time, under Mr Burke, promised that freedom of information
legislation would be one of the first things introduced when Labor came into government
in 1983. Of course it was not. It took until almost the dying days of the Labor
Government in 1992 to introduce and debate such a Bill. The people in this State waited
a long dyne through the dark days of the 1980s and the WA Inc years when, if we had had
freedom of information and more open and accountable government, we may not have
got into some of the trouble this State got into. In 1992, I think, this legislation was
welcomed by many people. It was legislation that the then Opposition had asked for
during those long 10 years. Bill H-assell, as Leader of the Opposition and as the member
for Cottesloe, had on many occasions pushed the then Government to introduce the
freedom of information legislation. It was welcomed by all, but at the time I felt there
were some problems with it and a number of issues that needed re-examination in the
next year.
I have no trouble supporting this amendment. It is essential and if it takes a little longer
to look into this matter, that is quite within the bounds of what we should be doing with
freedom of information. It allows the opportunity for the Equal Opportunity Act, the
Legal Aid Commission Act and the Parliamentary Commissioner Act to continue to be
exempted from providing freedom of information during the next year. At the end of that
extra year, I imagine this Bill will come back again. I urge the Attorney General, in that
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time, to examine a number of issues that should be examined and brought back for
further discussion, and perhaps amendment, at that time.
One of those issues which should be examined is costs. The cost of $30 to retrieve and
search for information may be excessive. I would like an examination of the actual cost
that an agency or department incurs in searching for information. I sincerely request the
Minister ask the Information Commissioner to consider that during the next 12 months so
we can see whether those costs are excessive.
Mr Kobelke: We had a case where the department was going to charge in excess of $50
for a junior staff member to make a search, until we pointed out that the regulations did
not allow that.
Dr CONSTABLE: It may well be in certain unusual circumstances that costs do exceed
$30 an hour. I suggest that in most cases a level I or level 2 clerk will be searching for
that information. The fee of $30 an hour seems to be an excessive amount to charge if a
fairly junior member of staff is searching for the information.
Another area deserves close scrutiny by the Attorney General herself; she will recall
during the Committee debate in 1992 1 moved an amendment which would have waived
charges for members of Parliament. It was an interesting debate and I recall her saying at
that time that members of Parliament have many ways, especially through the workings
of Parliament, to get information. I think she intimated that question time was one of
those times we could seek and get information. However, on many occasions questions
are asked and not fully answered. For members of Parliament to pay for information
when it is their job to have information in order to go about their business, is an extreme
measure. The argument by both the Opposition and the Government in 1992 was a
"floodgate" argument that members of Parliament would assist their constituents to get
information about themselves free of charge. I did not buy the argument at the time and I
still do not. However, I suggest the Attorney General might think about an amendment
in the future that will cover members of Parliament seeking information, but will protect
the system against members of Parliament's so-called abusing it. It would be something
like: "A charge may be waived if the applicant is a member of the Legislative Council or
Legislative Assembly of Western Australia and is making the application for the
purposes of performing his or her duties as a member of Parliament and not on behalf of
an individual constituent."
In the past year no-one has asked me to assist them by getting information in this way. I
have certainly suggested to a handful of constituents that they might like to seek
information on their own behalf and have encouraged them to do so when they have not
understood that they could do so. However, it is quite outrageous for members of
Parliament to be subject to these charges. I ask the Attorney General to consider that in
the future. It may be worthwhile contacting other jurisdictions in which this restriction
does not exist to see whether members of Parliament seek information on too many
occasions for constituents rather than for their own work as members of Parliament.
Another area I think deserves attention and some research in the next year is the transfer
of applications. This would occur when a particular department or agency from which a
person was seeking information had some information and transferred that application,
together with the documents that it had, to a second agency. That second agency is
required to supply only the original documents found in the first agency. There should be
a procedure whereby the second agency is required to inform the applicant that there are
other documents that might be of interest to that person or are related to that person's
application, flat is an important matter. The then Minister, Hon David Smith, took up
that matter during the debate in 1992 and said that he would ask the Information
Commissioner to monitor that situation to determine whether an amendment was
required in the future. I seek the Attorney General's cooperation in looking into that
matter over the coming months.
Another matter that requires some attention is time limits. There is a 45 day time limit
after an application is received for the information to be supplied or an extension of time
to be requested from the Information Commissioner. There is no sanction for non-
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compliance with that time limit. I have looked at a number of articles about this matter
aver the past year, particularly one from the Victorian Law Institute, which said that
agencies - it implied deliberately - were not allocating sufficient resources for freedom of
information applications and that many were failing to deal promptly with those
applications, yet there was no sanction or punishment for those agencies which did this. I
suggest perhaps we should consider imposing some sanctions. I am not sure what would
be an appropriate sanction, but perhaps those agencies which fail to comply with the 45
day time limit can be reported in the commissioner's annual report so that we could see
the behaviour of various departments and agencies in that regard.
New Zealand recently introduced legislation to extend the principles of FOI to banks,
private hospitals and other corporations. This is new ground to be broken in this country.
I do not think any jurisdiction in Australia has taken F01 into the private sector. In my
constituency work, people often come to me with complaints about insurance companies,
banks and private hospitals, to name a few, and it would be interesting for us to examine
whether we could look at moving some aspects of POT into the private sector. Given that
the public sector is required to fulfil an P01 obligation, there are certainly some
organisations in the private sector which should do the same. I say that particularly
because it is in the interests of individual citizens to be able to have access to their
records from private hospitals, insurance companies, and so on.
A major area of importance in P01 is record management practices. I would like to see
ongoing research on this matter so we can be informed, again perhaps through the
commissioner's annual report, about how record management practices are being
developed. This is important particularly given the rapidly changing technological
climate, where a lot of information is kept on computer disk. We have seen the appalling
example of a whiteboard being used and being erased so that information is not kept. We
must continually examine the way in which records are kept in order to ensure full
records are kept. There is always the possibility under PCI legislation that departments
and agencies will fail to keep full records because they are afraid that they may one day
receive an FOT application, and if the information is not there, it cannot be provided.
Record management practices and the full recording of information should be uppermost
in our minds when considering this matter.
I compliment the commissioner on her first report. I ant sure the first few months in her
job were not easy because this is complicated legislation that involves all government
departments and agencies, and the setting up of the procedures for P01 must have been
extremely complex and time consuming for the commissioner and her staff. I put on
record that I have heard only good comments about the work of the commissioner and
her staff, and a number of people have reported to me in that way. A number of lessons
can be learnt from the annual report, and F believe agencies which do not comply with
FOT - there was a fair number of them in the first few months - should be named in
forthcoming reports so that we are aware of those departments and agencies which are
not fulfilling their obligations.
Another point which is worth making is that where an agency or department refuses
information and the POT process goes the full length and through all of the steps, an
applicant may incur enormous costs, particularly if the application ends up in court. If
the court rules that an agency has withheld a document improperly, that agency should
pay the court costs of the applicant because it was through no fault of the applicant that
the case went to the court. I support this Bill - it is essential that we support this Bill for
the next year - and I look forward to this matter returning to the Parliament in a year
when we can perhaps discuss some of these other issues and look at other amendments.
MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Attorney General) [4.06 pm]: I thank members
opposite for their comments, particularly the member for Floreat, who identified some
positive items in regard to future changes. This is a new piece of legislation, which has
been difficult to put into practice because of the number of departments and agencies
involved and the changes that have had to be made to ensure that P01 does occur. There
is still a lot to be learnt. It was believed the 12 month sunset clause for the amendments
which cover those three agencies was not sufficient to enable a proper review to be
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conducted, and although a review of the operation of the Bill is due to occur in three
years, the commissioner has identified in her report some changes that she would like to
see made. The member for Floreat mentioned some other factors which should be
considered, and I amn aware of a range of other areas which may also need to be
considered. Therefore, next year we will consider a wide range of issues in regard to the
operation of this Freedom of Information Act in an endeavour to ensure that it works
effectively and that everyone is committed to ensuring that it works effectively. That
will be of assistance to those agencies where difficulties are occurring, such as the fact
that they have not been able to comply with the time line. I do not think the reason that
they have been unable to comply with the time line is that they are deliberately seeking to
delay. I know the time it can take to deal with what may be regarded as a small and
uncomplicated request, because a large amount of material must be gone through to
identify the material which has been requested, and there is also the question of costs. It
is a complex area. We must ensure that it is far more user friendly for both the applicants
and the providers. The commissioner and I will obviously work on that mailer and bring
back to this House any recommendations for change.
Mr Kobelke: Can you give us some indication of the format that will be followed in the
review that you are undertaking, particularly in respect of any public phase?
Mrs EDWARDES: The review has not been identified in any formal sense, other than
whether to do away totally with the sunset clause on these three agencies, or whether to
extend it for a further 12 months. The commission supports a permanent exemption, and
we need longer than 12 months to consider that properly. In doing that we will pick up
other mailers that the Ombudsman wants to look at. We will look at that in the new year.
Mr Kobelke: The Attorney General alluded to a review of wider matters than just a
specific clause.
Mrs EDWARDES: They have not been identified further than this statement, and in my
discussions with the Information Commissioner, the Ombudsman, the Director of Legal
Aid and the Commissioner for Equal Opportunity when I have said that we will look at
what should be put in place for a proper review in the new year. When it has been
identified, I will inform the member.
Mr IKobelke: As the Attorney General and the Minister responsible could you set out
publicly some sort of program for the review?
Mrs EDWARDES: I will be happy to do that, because the review will be conducted in a
public way to have some public input on aspects, particularly the user friendly side of the
application. I thank members opposite for their support.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Third Reading

Leave granted topee forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mrs Edwardes (Attorney General), and transmitted to
the Council.

LOTT'ERIES COMMISSION AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Resumed from 2 November.
MR KOBELKE (Nollarnara) [4.12 pm]): I am not the lead speaker on this Bill. The
Opposition is attempting to assist the passage of the legislation through this Parliament.
We understand there will always be a need in the last week of the parliamentary sitting to
ensure that a large number of Bills are dealt with.
Mir C.J. Barnett: Are you supporting this Bill?
Mr KOBELKE: I am not the lead speaker. Does the Leader of the House want me to
take five minutes or half an hour? The Leader of the House is a bit touchy. I tried to
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assist him by cutting short my speech;, now he is saying we should get ourselves
organised. We have an invitation from the Leader of the House to drag things out. He
cannot have it both ways if he wants the cooperation of the Opposition with the passage
of Bills he currently has under the guillotine. From the outset the Opposition has
indicated that it will assist in getting a reasonable number of Bills through in this last
week of the sitting.

Mr C.J. Barnett: The member for Nollamara has no idea what this Bill is about.

Mr KOBELKE: The Leader of the House wants to be picky, and take up the issue of
whether the Opposition is prepared because I am not the lead speaker on this side. I have
suggested as an introduction to speaking on the Lotteries Commission Amendment Bill
that the Opposition is assisting with the passage of the legislation. That is why I gave an
undertaking on the last Bill that the Opposition would not move into Committee, which
would not have made much sense given the brevity of the Bill, and Opposition members
would not debate the third reading. We were then in the situation where this Bill was
brought on a little earlier than we thought. The Opposition will deal with the legislation
the Leader of the House has outlined in his program, and we hope to do that without any
undue delay. It is totally inappropriate for the Leader of the House to suggest that
somehow the Opposition must have all its speakers lined up on all of those Bills ready to
slot straight in. The Opposition will take up the issues contained in the Lotteries
Commission Amendment Bill and we will be handing over to the speaker who will be
doing that
Mr C.J. Barniett: It is a good Bill. It guarantees funding at the right level for sport and
art. It removes an anomaly in the Act. The Bill was supported by your side in the upper
House; it went through in about 10 minutes. If the member for Nollamara says he
support the Bill, that will be fine. He can support it. He can trust us.
Mr KOBELKE: The Leader of the House has caught me at a weak moment. I will
accept his assurances as to what the Bill contains. It is not a Bill I am versed in; it is one
for another speaker to speak on.

MR RIPPER (Belmont) [4.15 pm]: I would love to debate this Bill.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Are you the lead speaker?
Mr RIPPER: I am not the leadspealcer. Although I would love to debate this Bill had I
had an opportunity to read it and the second reading speech, this Bill is the responsibility
of the spokesperson for racing and gaming on our side.
Mr Tubby: Your predecessor, the former member for Annadale, used to get up and
speak at great length on any legislation that came before us on a minute's notice.
Mr RIPPER: I will manage if the member for Roleystone will give me half a chance. I
suggested to the Leader of the House that the Bill should be put off momentarily to allow
our shadow Minister to make his comments. However, the Leader of the House said that
he does not intend to do that, and we must proceed with the Bill despite the temporary
absence of the relevant shadow Minister, who no doubt believed that the previous order
of the day would take somewhat longer than it has. That is not a promising way for the
Leader of the House to begin what is likely to be a difficult week.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I could be more tolerant, but we are an hour and a quarter into the week
and the Opposition does not have its speaker here for the Hill we are dealing with.
Mr RIPPER: The Leader of the House could be more tolerant. I can understand his
argument that he wants to get through the business, but the Leader of the House usually
profits from cooperation with the Opposition.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: Just say you support the Bill. You did in the upper House.
Mr RIPPER: I am not the person who can speak from the point of view of the
Opposition on this matter; it is the responsibility of someone else who is a good
contributor to debate in this House, who has occupied senior positions on both sides of
the House and who is no doubt not present here only because of a misunderstanding
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about the progress of business in the House. Given the circumstances the Government
should be prepared to compromise. Since the Government is not prepared to
compromise, the Opposition is placed in a difficult position. What will happen is that the
Opposition will refuse to compromise with the Government at a later stage.
Mr CiJ. Banett: Are you ready to debate the Hale School Amendment Bill?
Mr RIPPER: We should be ready. The person speaking on the Hale School Amendment
Bill is a minute away from the House.
Mr C.I. Barnett: We will seek leave Co bring forward the Hale School Amendment Bill
and come back to this Bill when the Opposition finds its shadow spokesman.
Mr RIPPER: I fully accept this is an embarrassing position for the Opposition to be in.
Mr Shave: You ame a constant embarrassment.
Mr RIPPER: After question time that is a case of the pot calling the kettle black. If I
were the member for Melville, I would be quiet for a day or two at least.
Mr Shave: What happened in question ime?
Mr RIPPER: Perhaps I misunderstood the intent of certain of the questions and the
response of various people in the Government. I will not pursue the matter expect to say
that the member for Melville will be well advised to maintain a period of silence,
especially when it comes to the question of embarrassment. I think we are about to reach
the stage where we can deal with the Kale School Amendment Bill.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I do not wish to put you on the spot.
Mr RIPPER: I have been put on the spot and I am having difficulty maintaining a huge
contribution of great merit to this Bill.
I am pleased to advise the House that the shadow Minister for Racing and Gaming is
about to make his long awaited, and most welcome, entrance into the House. While the
Leader of the House has demonstrated his bona fides by making the offer, after some
persuasion, to proceed with the Hale School Amendment Bill, I am advised that we can
proceed with the Lotteries Commission Amendment Bill if the long awaited arrival of the
shadow Minister for Racing and Gaming is borne out by the event that has just occurred.
I advise the member for Kalgoorlie that his arrival has rarely, if ever, been more
welcome.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie) [4.22 pm]: I was somewhat delayed listening to a
fascinating ruling by the President of the Legislative Council about budgetary matters
which I am sure will come before this House before long.
The Opposition supports the Lotteries Commission Amendment Bill, which seeks to
guarantee that arts and sports will receive 2 per cent of the Lotteries Commission's
receipts. It also ensures that the formula which was worked out a few years ago for the
receipt of certain amounts of money by arts and sports in Western Australia, via the
Lotteries Commission, operates more effectively than was envisaged when the legislation
was put before this House some years ago. This legislation will provide additional
annual funding of between $200 000 and $400 000, depending on the level of lotteries
sales and inflation. The legislation is welcomed by the arts and sports communities in
Western Australia.
I amn told that for the 1993-94 financial year the Lotteries Commission's total receipts
were $313.5m, which included funding from the soccer pools and lotto and instant ticket
sales of $309.73m. The amount distributed to arts and sports in the 1993-94 financial
year was $5.94m each. Under this Bill, that amount would have been $7.6m. It is
estimated that in the 1994-95 financial year the receipts from lotto and instant ticket sales
will be approximately $319m and under the existing Act the amount which would be
distributed to arts and sports is $6.05m each. Under this legislation that amount will be
$6.34m. Another important point is that the additional funds provided to arts and sports
by this amendment will be deducted from surplus funds normally made available to
community groups through the commission's discretionary funding program. However,
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in 1994-95 funds from the commission's reserve funds will be released to make up for
any reduction. In 1993-94 community groups received $30.13m: In 1994-95 it is
estimated that they will receive $37.25m. This legislation makes a great deal of sense
and the Opposition supports it.
MR CJ. DARNETT' (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [4.25 pm]: I thank the
member for Kalgoorlie for his support of this Bill which corrects one of the anomalies in
the Lotteries Commission legislation. It will be well received by the arts and sports
communities which stand to benefit in the order of $300 000 in the next financial year. I
am sure that is something all members support.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [4.26 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie) [4.27 pm]: I will make a couple of other points while I
have this opportunity, although I know that the third reading stage of the Bill should deal
with specific issues. Nevertheless, it is important to note that dramatic changes have
been made to the composition of the Lotteries Commission Board. It concerns me that
the Government decided, as is its wont, to make certain changes to the commission
purely for political purposes rather than for commonsense reasons. I warn the
Government that the Opposition will be keeping a very close eye on how and where
Lotteries Commission funds are distributed. It will make certain that those funds, which
are allocated according to the whim of Ministers, are not allocated for political purposes.
It is of concern that people's applications to the Lotteries Commission for funding are
being refused without any explanation. It becomes a real concern when applications for
funds go before a Minister and there is no answer in respect of the outcome.
Another point I raise is one that has been a hobby horse of mine for some time; that is,
lotto agencies in Western Australia are allocated on an ad hoc basis. I raised this issue
when the Opposition was in government and I raise it again now. The ad hoc basis on
which lotto licences are granted leads to all sorts of problems in communities. Many
members in this House would be aware that several proprietors of delicatessens and
newsagencies want a lotto licence. Such a licence can mean two things: Firstly, it is a
licence to print money and, secondly, it adds enormously to the value of the agency when
it is sold. In Kalgoorlie applications have been made by various people and the answer
they receive is that there are enough agencies in the town, the existing agencies are close
enough or they cannot have a lotto agency, but they can have an agency to sell scratch n
match tickets. In the latter case they are told that if they sell sufficient tickets the board
will consider whether they will be granted a lotto agency.
I have raised this matter with the Lotteries Commission and various Ministers who have
had responsibility for the commission. It is not good enough that we should be in a
situation where these agencies are effectively handed a licence to print money on what
would appear to be a very ad hoc basis. I can see only one way around this;, that is, that a
lotto agency should be made available to any newsagent or deli anywhere in Western
Australia on the basis that it is a commercial decision. The Lotteries Commission should
charge the agencies an appropriate commission that could be related to the number of
lotto tickets that they sell or whatever. However, the agencies should be made available
to all newsagents throughout the State on the basis that it is a charge against the ongoing
operations of the business and they should determine -

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! This is the third reading stage and the member should
concentrate on the contents of the Bill. I have listened for five minutes to the member
making some interesting points. However, it is time that he got back to the Bill.
Mr TAYLOR: I agree entirely, Mr Deputy Speaker. The decision to provide these
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agencies with lotto should be done on a strictly commercial basis rather than on the ad
hoc basis used at present. In conclusion, this is simple and commonsense legislation and
we endorse it.
MR C.i. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [4.31 pmj: I again thank the
member for his support and his comments concerning the granting of licences. I assure
him that his comments will be passed on to the Minister and the Board of the Lotteries
Commission.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time and passed.

HALE SCHOOL AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Resumed from 23 November.
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale) [4.32 pm]: The Opposition supports this Bill. As a
former Minister for Education, I am somewhat surprised to see that a school like Hale
School needs to come to Parliament to increase the membership of its board, to increase
the length of terms of board members and to increase the number of board members
comprising a quorum. It is a legacy from the past and for some reason unknown to me,
the board at Hale School has indicated to the Government that it would prefer to keep the
current arrangements whereby business and board matters of the college remain regulated
by an Act of Parliament. There must be some benefits in having an Act of Parliament
covering some aspects of the college, but I am not aware of them. Given the restrictions
that axe placed on the board having to go through this legislative process for such simple
administrative changes, the benefits must be significant. I hope that members opposite
who speak on the Bill have some insight into what those benefits might be.
I am sure that other members have researched this rather extraordinary situation. If they
have, they would have found, like the Opposition, that the Hale School Act is a successor
to the original High School Act of 1876. That Act was changed in 1958 to the Hale
School Act. Therefore, we have this rather small piece of legislation before us which,
one presumes, will facilitate modern management of a modern college. Its passage will
be free of the debate that occurred when the original Act was passed because I
understand that, in the 1870s, legislation took several years to pass through the
Parliament because there was much debate about the involvement of State Government
funds in the running of a high school with board members who were not employees of
the Government. Debate still occurs about the level of state funding of non-government
schools. Certainly, since 1876, we have seen significant funding support for non-
government schools because the community recognises that parents have a right to
choose between the education systems and between schools and, when they make that
choice, they contribute to the running of that school. However, they are also supported to
an increasing extent by funding from the State and Commonwealth Governments in a
cooperative arrangement. When I was Minister, that funding was based on needs based
criteria. I cannot remember where Hale School was listed according to the criteria, but I
suspect it was not among the needier schools.
People who have been contacted by the Opposition, including the college and the
Archbishop's office, have indicated their support for the legislation because it contains
nothing surprising from their point of view. They will welcome the proclamation of the
Bill and, in 1995, will be able to order their affairs consistent with the increased
membership which this Bill will allow. We support the Bill.
MR TUBBY (Roleystone - Parliamentary Secretary) [4.36 pm]: I thank the member for
Armadale for her support and the support of the Opposition for this Bill. She said that it
was surprising that a school in this State had its own Act of Parliament, It is a quirk of
history that Hale School was the first high school in the metropolitan area. The original
Act went through in 1876, as the member pointed out.
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The Minister broached the possibility of rescinding the Act and allowing Hale School to
operate under similar rules and regulations to those under which every other private
school with a board in this Stare operates. I am not sure why Hale School decided to not
have it rescinded. However, it is happy to have an Act of Parliament governing the
college.
Mrs Hallahan: Did it say why?
Mr TUBBY: Apparently, Hale School told the Minister why and the Minister did not
advance the reasons in the other place. I do not know why. He has suggested to other
members who have raised the matter with him that they contact the school board and it
will explain the reasons for its preference to remain under legislative control. I thank the
Opposition for its support and commend the BillI to the House.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Tubby (Parliamentary Secretary), and passed.

MARINE AND HARBOURS AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Resumed from 24 November.
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadaie) [4.40 pm]: This is a simple Hill compared with the
parent Act. It seeks to extend the ability of the Department of Marine and Harbours to
enter into leases in its boar harbours and marinas and to control activities that take place
there. It appears the matter came to attention in a report by the Auditor General dated 1
July 1991. That report contained a series of recommendations, and No (6) states -

The Department of Marine and Harbours should seek amendment to its legislation
if it is considered desirable for it to enter into commercial developments at
marinas and boat harbours which go beyond its current legislated authority.

The Auditor General raised some questions in the report about the department's
legislated authority. I will read the paragraph which would have led to recommendation
(6). It states on page 8 of the report -

In particular, the Department's powers in this area are limited to facilities and
services desirable to meet the needs of effective and efficient shipping and
boating. In my view a number of the commercial facilities at 1-illarys fall outside
these constraints. Additionally, the Department does not have the legislative
power to itself develop and sell or lease most of the land element of the proposed
Coral Coast, Exmouth marina development - the sale and lease of land by the
Department was a central feature of the original development concept for this
marina. By virtue of section 9 of the Geraidton Foreshore Marina Act 1990, the
Department does however now have the power, through the Minister for
Transport, to sell, lease or otherwise dispose of the land vested in the Minister at
the Geraldton Marina. This land comprises the breakwaters and the other land
designated as set apart for "marina purposes".

Closer examination of the legislation, following intensive boat harbour and marina
developments on our coast, raises the question of whether it gives the power to the
Department of Marine and Harbours to lease and control those facilities. It is particularly
a problem at Fremantle, I understand, where parking increasingly has become a problem.
There are also difficulties at H-illarys. In those two areas there will be significant benefits
for the department from the point of view of administration. Centainly it believes it has a
legal requirement to amend the Act so that the department will be embodied and
empowered to carry out adequately the duties for which it believes it is now responsible.
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I understand the department has consulted the council of the City of Fremantle which has
indicated it is pleased to see this amendment proceed. I believe for a very practical
reason. That is, at present parking on much of the land around the marina developments
at Fremantle does not carry the same restrictions or require the payment of parking fees
as do parking areas provided by the City of Fremantle. The council believes many
people who are employed all day at Fremantle are clogging up parking in the city that
would otherwise be used by tourists. The City of Fremantle can see a benefit because its
all-day car parks are not fully utilised. By encouraging people to comply with parking
restrictions which are more suitable for tourists than all-day workers, people will use the
council's car parks and the revenue going into its coffers will increase markedly. The
City of Fremantle will benefit financially, and I presume it also believes parking around
the marinas at Fremantle will be better managed as a result of the department having the
power to impose fees and restrictions and to take action where it is deemed necessary.
The Opposition supports the legislation because during our 10 years in government quite
remarkable and positive changes were made with the development of many marinas. Of
course, the America's Cup was the absolute peak of that activity and a focus for tourism,
employment opportunities and the development of Fremantle. That was not without
controversy, and neither was the building of the Hillarys Boat Harbour. I well remember
my former colleague, the then member for Whitford and Minister for Transport, Pam
Beggs, having to cope with a lot of localised opposition to what became a wonderful
facility in that area. It provides not only remarkable recreational facilities for local
people and many tourists visiting the area, but also much local employment that would
not otherwise be possible. When recently I had the pleasure of riding a Harley Davidson
motor bike to the Hillarys Boat Harbour I was duly impressed by the colour of the sea,
the amenities of the area and the remarkable achievements made over the years since
Pam Beggs had to stand and assist people with sand trucks.
At present the Act restricts the ability of the department to deal with matters which are at
the core of its operations. Concern has been expressed that leases for marinas,
entertainment facilities, restaurants and catering and the myriad things which make up
the activities of many citizens in the 1990s are not covered and we must validate the
leases which have been entered into. Members will agree that that is extraordinarily
important.
Not only the commercial developments I have referred to are affected by this legislation.
Apparently, a question remains about buildings which have become redundant and which
are leased to community groups such as Aboriginal activity centres, and for scouts and
guides, where the department in a cooperative spirit has been associated with the local
community by allowing such a lease. A serious question hangs over those arrangements
just as it does over the arrangements with the bigger commercial developments. Another
issue as a result of greater tourist and recreational use is the matter of itinerant vendors.
Some people are plying their wares without permission and, I understand, in some
instances problems have occurred.
Signage was discussed in the other place. It should be a requirement that the department
put up clear signs for people making use of the car parks so that they will be aware of the
restrictions and requirements and avoid the risk of heavy fines being imposed. I am sure
that is not the intent of the department. I am sure also that the Government will be
sensible in its response to any appeals of substance in that regard. This validating Bill
appears to be important. We will need to wait and see how the Bill is implemented and
the regulations applied. Apart from those considerations, the Opposition supports the
Bill.
MR McGINTY (Fremantle - Leader of the Opposition) [4.52 pm]: I wish to make brief
comments about the Bill and how it will impact on the Challenger Harbour development
at Fremantle. As the member for Armadale mentioned, in 1991 the Auditor General
considered the activities of the Department of Marine and H-arbours in respect of entering
into leases for purposes substantially unrelated to marine and harbours. At page 8 of that
report the Auditor General states -
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In particular, the Department's powers in this area are limited to facilities and
services desirable to meet the needs of effective and efficient shipping and
boating. In my view a number of the commercial facilities at Hillarys fall outside
these constraints. Additionally, the Department does not have the legislative
power to itself develop and sell or lease most of the land element of the proposed
Coral Coast, Exrnouth marina development - the sale and lease of land by the
Department was a central feature of the original development concept for this
marina. By virtue of section 9 of the Geraldion Foreshore and Marina Act 1990,
the Department does however now have the power, through the Minister for
Transport, to sell, lease or otherwise dispose of the land vested in the Minister at
the Geraldton Marina. This land comprises the breakwaters and the other land
designated as set apart for "mnarina purposes".

At page 30 the recommendation by the Auditor General was that the Department of
Marine and Harbours should seek to amend its legislation if it is considered desirable for
it to enter into commercial developments at marinas and boat harbours which go beyond
its current legislated authority. I refer to that report from the Auditor General because it
is the basis of this legislation, However, notwithstanding the warnings in the report that
commercial leases for purposes unrelated to harbours might well be unlawful, we have
seen in Fremantle at the Challenger boat harbour a development undertaken in obvious
defiance of those warnings. We have seen in Fremantle the development of residential
units designed for short term accommodation by tourists in the heart of the Fremantle
fishing boat harbour. The Challenger Harbour project did not receive my support, as the
local member. Stage I of the project is being completed at the moment, contrary to the
best interests of the fishermen who use the boat harbour, as well as the boat owners.
Harbours are places of heavy industry. The fishing industry starts its day at unsociable
hours of the morning. The smell of diesel and the noise of people starting up boats in the
early hours of the morning - to some people it is the middle of the night - and the smell of
bait and fish being unloaded arc incompatible with a residential development. I
appreciate that the development of the Challenger Harbour is short term accommodation;
it is limited to people staying in the facility for up to three months. It is not as if it is
overnight accommodation but it is still for a relatively lengthy stay in the facility. It is
simply bad planning to have residential accommodation in a heavy industry area, whether
the facility is designed for tourists or for people connected with the boating industry
around Fremantle. Having regard for the warnings by the Auditor General in 1991, it is a
lot more than simply bad planning. It appears that the project has been entered into
recklessly in disregard for the legal limitations imposed on the Department of Marine and
Harbours.
It is not my view that is important in this matter. A significant group of people are
hostile to the development at the Challenger boat harbour. Many people came to
Fremantle and sailed around the fishing boat harbour during the blessing of the fleet
festival. They discussed the residential accommodation units being built, and without
exception the view put to me by those people - and by people in the industry - was that
the development should not have been allowed to proceed. It is not appropriate for such
a development to occur in conjunction with a major industry such as the fishing industry.
The substantial initial objection came from the yacht owners living on their yachts in the
Challenger Harbour. This is not a politically powerful group; they do not represent a
major industry in the State. However, they have made the harbour their home; they live
on their yachts. In their opinion the development was designed to force them out of the
harbour, even though it has become their home. They put forward that point of view
because the amount of jetty space in which to tie up their yachts will be significantly
diminished as a result of the proposed residential accommodation. These people ran a
major campaign in the local media, and it has been referred to in the statewide media
where attention was drawn to the fact that the development would impact adversely on a
number of people who had entered into arrangements to moor their boats in the harbour
on the basis that they would live on their yachts in the future.
That group of people are not politically powerful and able to influence the outcome of
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government decision making but, nonetheless, their voices should be heard, whether in
the media, the broader community or in this Parliament. That group of people persuaded
the Fremantle City Council not to approve the second stage of this development.
Fremantle City Council rejected on planning grounds stage 2, which would see even
more residential units constructed at the Challenger boat harbour. I am very pleased the
city council has adopted that view. However, the matter may be appealed by the
developer to the Minister for Planning. I amn fearful that the wishes of the Fremantle City
Council may be overridden by the Government placing an emphasis on an economic
return to the State Government through the Department of Transport or the Department
of Marine and Harbours via leasing arrangements ahead of proper planning principles,
which should have seen this development not being approved in the first place. The first
stage of the proposal's units are moving towards completion, and we are burdened with
them whether we like it or not. However, it is not too late to stop stage 2 of this
development, which would see even more residential units erected on this site than at
present proposed.
The Mayor of Fremantle some months ago on a Sunday morning - it must have been the
height of winter as it was pouring with rain - met with people adversely affected by the
decision. Everybody got absolutely drenched. There was undoubtedly strong feeling
against the proposal going forward. The details of the residential unit development at
Challenger Harbour have been debated significantly elsewhere. The very long term
leases entered into at a minimal rental are not an appropriate or economic use of the
resources of the State, quite apart from residential development being inappropriate in the
harbour. However, those people have been successful in stopping stage 2. Although this
legislation will retrospectively empower the department to enter into leases such as that
which gave rise to the residential units, I hope it will not be used to give some legal force
or justification to the move to build even more residential units at the Fremantle fishing
harbour or Challenger Harbour. We do not substantially object to the department having
these powers, but quite clearly the delineation between harbour related and commercial
functions needs to be recognised. We need to give the department the power to enter into
commercial leases unconnected with the harbour. Developments, such as that at Hillarys
boat harbour, are much appreciated and used by the community as a whole. However,
there has been a downside to some of the developments, and in particular the experience
gained from the Fremantle boat harbour is such that I hope we will not see that sort of
inappropriate development in the future, and we will not see powers given to the
department by this legislation used to foist inappropriate developments on an unwilling
local community.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [5.05 pm]: I wish to relate my comments to leases which
are covered by the amendment. In the use of our waterways, particularly in the vicinity
of Perth, we have a marvellous asset. We have a wonderful stretch of coastline which for
many years was vastly underutilised. As a young boy I spent many of my holidays in the
Trigg-North Beach area. In those days one would see the small boats and dinghies going
out fishing in the morning - one would seldom see yachts - and those boats certainly had
to head home when the sea breeze came in.
Mr Blaikie: For your age you have a good memory.

Mr KOBELKE: I can remember as a young boy the crayfish caught in that area were
absolutely mammoth. I have seen people coming in with really large crayfish, which are
obviously no longer available, indicating the way in which resources have been affected
by the degree of human activity caused by fishing and other sports. The last
Government, against a great deal of opposition, particularly from members of the present
Government, went ahead and put in place Hillarys marina, which has been a boon to
people in the northern suburbs and has provided greater access to the whole area. It also
relates to a whole range of issues with respect to leasing the area within the marina, to
parking problems and their control and a whole range of management matters that need
to be addressed. Similarly, we have a wonderful asset with the Swan River and the City
of Perth built around it. We have been fortunate in Perth in that we have generally
retained access to the river for the public, so there are only limited places where private
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landholdings go down to the river. That is something we wish to maintain. When we
look around the Swan River we do not find many locations where people can go and
enjoy the beauty of the river if they do not live there. One of the key motivating issues
for my supporting the development of the Swan Brewery was that it potentially provided
one such location. The shortage of facilities on the edge of the river means that there is a
need to enable people to take out leases so that development can be built where it is
environmentally acceptable to provide an opportunity for people who do not live near the
river to enjoy it. That is something we need to take up. and we hope this legislation will
assist it.
When we were in government we attempted on a number of occasions to provide those
facilities. They were generally controversial. The Mosnian Bay tearooms caused some
controversy at the time, and also the proposal to put a restaurant on the Perth foreshore
near the Causeway. Although I am not conversant with all the details, one must
acknowledge that the restaurant proposal was not a success on two counts: First, it has
not been built, and second, I understand that a lease was granted but without the
necessary legal commitment to ensure that that facility was put in place. In addition there
were also problems with the sea-bed lease. That is a matter which this Bill addresses.
I wish to take some time to unfold the history of another project which has been
successful in one respect, because it is partly under construction, and highly unsuccessful
in another, in that the public interest in that development has not been safeguarded. I
refer to the old Perth port development at Barrack Square at the foot of the city. In 1986
committee members from the Swan River Rowing Club approached Murray McHenry -
well known from Steves Nedlands Park Hotel fame - and asked for his advice as a
businessman about what the rowing club could do to improve its premises. People are
well aware that through federal grants and other funding, particularly promoting youth
employment, that building has been refurbished.
Mr Lewis: You know that Murray McHenry was a state oarsman.
Mr KOBELKE: The point is that he was connected with the rowing club because he was
a well known rower, but he was also seen to have business acumen to help the club
overcome its financial pmoblems.
Mr Lewis: Why reflect on him?
Mr KOBELKE: I have not.
Mr Leahy: So fartI thought he had been praising his actions.
Mr KOBELCE: Perhaps I should ignore the interjections of the Minister, who seems to
read into statements that I make, something that is not there. I am simply acknowledging
that this man was involved in initiating the development of Barrack Square which at that
stage came from the general need to do something about the rowing club building which
had become dilapidated and had maintenance problems.
From there the project was picked up by Margaret River Land Holdings which reached
an agreement with the Perth City Council and other government agencies; hence, the
Swan River Trust - at that stage it may have been known as the Waterways Commission.
It was an attempt to develop something which in those days was to be called the Old
Perth Ports. In 1987 approval for a major development at Barrack Square was given
which would include the Swan River Rowing Club. The spin-off to the club was that its
building would be upgraded.
In early 1988 Margaret River Land Holdings decided to change direction and get out of
those forms of development and into management projects. The property was on-sold to
Barrack Square Limited. The project coordinator changed, although Margaret River
Land Holdings may have retained some minor interest at that stage. That was given
away at a later date. Barrack Square Limited, a group of investors which was controlled
by Hawkins Court merchant bank, took charge. The project seemed to have come under
the direct management of Russell Hawkins, who advised Margaret River Land Holdings
that the group would underwrite the investment of between $4.5m and $6m which was
needed to establish the facility at Barrack Square. As originally approved, the project
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consisted of a permanent jetty and a temporary work area to be located on the western
side of the development, as well as an appropriate position for the Water Police - I
emphasise at the expense of the developer. Government facilities would be provided for
the Water Police for which the developer would meet the cost.
The project has gone through a range of stages. The next stage of which I am aware is
that there were a number of proposals, but I will not go through them all. It was
suggested that there could be a tourist development and the need for a liquor licence. At
the time the Minister was Bob Pearce and there were problems with obtaining a liquor
licence. The Liquor Licensing Division placed a requirement that there be a subway or
an overpass - the cost of which the developers would have to meet - by which people
could find their way to the development. Given that little or no parking is available at
Barrack Square and that no-one would countenance reclamation of the river, there is no
possibility of parking being provided in that area. Therefore, people would have to park
at the car park adjacent to the Concert Hall or somewhere else in the city and find their
way across Riverside Drive to this tourist development. Realising that there would be
restaurants and liquor licences in the development, a condition was placed by the Liquor
Licensing Division that the developer must meet the cost of some form of overpass. At
that stage the developers shied away because they felt that they could not countenance
the additional cost of the overpass. Given the width of the moad there, the cost involved
could be quite considerable.
Another proposal was then put to Minister Pearce that some form of accommodation
should be allowed; in other words, a hotel or motel. Minister Pearce considered that and,
on the advice of the Waterways Commission, indicated that such a change would be a
major one to the proposal that had already gone through the necessary approval process.
Therefore, he was not willing to sign off that this whole new style of development could
proceed without the developers having to go through the whole process again. At this
stage the developers, having committed a fair amount of money to get the project that far,
decided it was not worth proceeding with it. In 1992 at the end of Labor's tern in
government the project had fallen into a hole.
We must be very clear what that project was all about: It was a total concept which
involved not only the rowing club and the existing piers which are used for passenger
ferries, but also the accommodation of the Water Police in some government facilities
and a commercial development which the proponents were to put in place. The
developers were to fund a fair amount of that public infrastructure. The development no
longer has these two aspects: First, a total concept which could have been staged prior to
its completion;, second, the developers would meet the cost of part of the public
infrastructure, namely, the necessary facilities at that location for a Government
instrumentality and for the public wharves.
A new proposal then came forward to the Perth City Council - we had a Perth City
Council in 1993; not the current charade - for a very modest development on that
location. When the various bits and pieces are added, it was just less than 200 square
metres. That came to council in about June 1993. Tn November 1993 the developers - at
this stage Hawkins Court merchant bank was involved - came back with another proposal
which was supposed to be just a little add-on. it went from just under 200 square metres
to nearly 1 200 square metres. It is a very different project. That was just stage 1. There
was no commitment by the developers to a total concept, that they would go ahead with
further stages; it was a proposal to allow the Hawkins Court group, through Barrack
Square, to develop a commercial centre as it wished. No matter what higgledy-piggledy
arrangement it might take, it could build stage 1 without any public infrastructure and
without sharing the cost of joint facilities. It could just build this private commercial
centre which had a tourist focus which was required under the planning approvals;,
however, it was committed neither to adding anything else to the general area nor to a
total concept which could be staged in as the demand was demonstrated.
We have a very different project. This project was brought to the Perth City Council in
November 1993 and it was rejected. The council was not happy that the proposal did
present the best that was available to the people of Perth. It may have been the best for
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the developers, then the Hawkins Court merchant bank - now still under the name of
Barrack Square, but controlled by Resource and Industry Ltd - but where are the tests that
show that the people of Perth have an asset to that area? What spin-off is there for the
people of Perth?
Mr Lewis: Has it been approved?
Mr KOBELKFE: Itris under construction.
Mr Lewis: Who approved it?
Mr KOBELKE: The City of Perth approved it. The Perth City Council, as elected,
refused to approve it.
Mr Lewis: Has it been approved by the council or not?
Mr KO7BELKE: I am not questioning that approvals have been put in place; I am nor
saying anything illegal has happened. I amn saying that a lease has been granted. I have
that information as a result of an answer I received to a question on notice. Perhaps I
should put that on the record. A month or so ago I asked who was granted the lease over
the Swan River property for the purpose of the developments adjacent to Barrack Street
jetty known as Old Perth Ports. That was indicated to be Barrack Square Limited. That
lease was granted for the jetty licence on 1 July 1994, and a lease will be granted for the
sea-bed on 1 July 1995, on the basis that all conditions requested of the developer have
been complied with. That is a sound approach which I support, given the earlier
incidents to which I alluded. The description of the area in stage I indicates chat ir is now
1 372 square metres, which is bigger than the area specified in the application knocked
back by the Perth City Council 12 months ago. The term of the lease is 21 years. When I
asked for the terms of the lease I was told that they were standard lease conditions
consistent with development approval. Similarly, when I queried the rent payable under
this lease, I was told the information was subject to commercial confidentiality and the
rental was based on rental valuations determined by the Valuer General's Office. Again
the Government has refused to give information on the commercial return to the
Government and the people of this State from this development. It must be made very
clear that we are dealing with a prime location. This is the Perth foreshore. That site has
the potential to be used for a range of developments, and one hopes those developments
will benefit the people of Perth and Western Australia both directly in the sense of their
being able to enjoy the river and facilities and, indirectly, as a tourist development that
will lead to a growth of jobs in that area. One also hopes that the returns on those leases
will be appropriate for the location. We are told that, because of commercial
confidentiality, the information will not be available. That is totally wrong. This
company is directly connected to the Premier, the development is in a prime location, and
the Government will not provide details of the lease. It must also be taken into account
that the Premier's better vision for the city is to spend tens of millions of dollars, if not
$l00m or more, on a tunnel adjacent to that development, so that people have more ready
access to Old Perth Ports. One wonders who is paying the piper to call the tune.
Mr Lewis: You have a cynical mind.
Mr KOBELKE: The Minister for Planning may interject, but he has said things in this
House for political purposes which have been demonstrated to be wrong. He tries to take
the heat off the Government. When we ask the Premier questions on issues such as this,
he ducks them. If the Premier has nothing to worry about, if everything is above board
and if the people have a good deal, why cannot details be provided of the lease and the
amount of money that will be paid into the government coffers? This is a very important
site, but the development proposed will suit the purposes of the developer with minimal
account being taken of the benefit to the people of this State.
Mr Lewis: How do you know that?
Mr KOBELKE: I will go over some of the facts, because the Minister for Planning
seems to have trouble following my comments.
Mr Lewis: It is your evil mind, you see bad in everything.
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Mr KOBELKE: We should have a development; I want the best possible development in
that area because it is such an important area. We now see a common theme in this
Government's dealings - private gain and public loss. The Government should ensure
that whlen thc privaLt setor gans th' publc c g m vi maiised What gain is there for
the public from offering that important site to a developer? Clearly, the developer must
make a profit, and the Opposition does not question that. A project of this nature is set
up to provide a wide range of facilities, which will be used by the commercial developer
to return a profit on the money committed. That is how it should be. However, when the
Government puts these arrangements in place, it should ensure that it maximises the
public benefit. It should not exclude people from the area because of the size and range
of the development. People should be encouraged into that area. How much government
input has there been to ensure a total concept in the development? There has been none.
It was in place under the previous Government, but this Government scrapped that plan.
The Government has said that the developer should have the right to get on with the
project, and it does not matter that the company has a connection with the Premier. That
developer will reap the private gain, but where is the public benefit in this proposal? We
do not know whether a decent rent will be paid on the river-bed, so how can we judge the
benefit to the people of this State? We know only that the developer no longer has a
commitment to look after the whole process to provide a total concept that will benefit
the State. The developer should have a commitment to fund part of the public
infrastructure, but that has been excluded from the arrangement. The Government is
considering a huge expenditure of public funds so that people can cross the road without
being endangered by the traffic. The Premier has suggested it would be great to provide
access to this location through a tunnel, that could cost S loomr or more. What effect
would that have on the commercial value of this development? Clearly, the Government
would be writing a blank cheque to the Premier's family company, and we should not
countenance that. It should have been put behind us in the 1980s. Although the Premier
says that be is a good bloke and we should trust him because he would not do anything
wrong, time and time again he hides the facts. He does not want us to know the gain to
his family company from this development. It is not proper and the information should
not be hidden. It should be on the public record.
I shall make application under the Freedom of Information legislation to ensure that we
know how much the company is paying for the sea-bed lease for this development. That
is one crucial element of this whole saga. There has been no overview, taking into
account the common need and the common good. No total concept has been formed to
ensure we get the best possible development on the site. Approval has simply been given
for a developer to look after its private interest. That in itself is not wrong, but the
Government should look after the interests of the people. That means the two interests
must be weighed up and a process entered into to demonstrate that has occurred. The
Government must take account of the commercial realities which will allow the
developer to make a profit, and at the same time consider the wider picture and the
benefit to the people of this State. The record clearly shows that in this case the
Government has not taken that balanced, evenhanded approach. Approvals have been
given to allow the developer to proceed. I am not saying it is an easy process. I
indicated at the commencement of my remarks that when the previous Government tried
to do it, it did not always get it right. However, it clearly tried to ensure the public
interest was met with these developments. When a Government pushes too hard to look
after the public interest, developers always suggest that it is being too hard on them.
Sometimes developers are right, and the Government imposes such stringent conditions
that the project cannot stand economically and development is stopped. However, when
developers argue that the conditions are too stringent, the role of the Government is to get
the best deal for the people and not the best deal for the private developer connected to
the Premier. That requires an open and accountable process. That has not taken place in
this instance.
The Perth City Council knocked back the proposal. The proposal has now gone through
the necessary channels, been approved by the Ministers, and is larger than that proposed
a year ago. In addition, a lease has been offered, but we are not told the details of that
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lease. Commercial confidentiality is important in cases such as this, which include an
element of competition. This Government talks a lot about competition, but it fails to
deliver and does not believe in it when it involves contracts for its mates. That happens
time and time again. When an element of competition is involved, commercial
confidentiality is of the utmost importance. That does not apply in this case. The
developer has been given the development rights, and the conditions of its lease should
not involve any form of commercial confidentiality. It is taking advantage of a prime
public asset, and the return to the Government from the use of chat site should be public
knowledge. It is not a case in which commercial confidentiality has any meaning.
Again, the Government is trying to hide something. The Minister for Planning said I am
cynical or suspicious, but that happens when one is told things that are not true and given
answers that are not factual. This Government does it time and time again. Often when
one digs deeper, it is found that inaccurate answers are given because the Government
does not know what it is doing. At other times, it is trying to mislead. This Government
does not want the public to know about certain issues. What is the case with this
development by the Court family company? Is it that the Government does not want the
people of this State to know the benefit or is it just another case of incompetence? It
cannot handle the issue.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Which company are you talking about?
Mr KOBELKE: Resource and Industry which owns Barrack Square, which was Hawkins
Court merchant bank.
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is not fair to call it the Court family company. Ken Court is a
principal.
Mr KOBELKE: It is a company in which a major shareholder can be traced directly back
to the Court family.
Mr C.J. Barnett inteiJected.
Mr KOBELKE: I accept the correction by the Leader of the House. However, it is
clearly a company in which members of the Premier's family have a major direct interest.
Mrs Hallahan: We all agree that the Court family is involved.
Mr C.J. Barnett: No we do not; Mr Ken Court is involved.
Mr KOBELKE: Is he not in the Court family?
Mr CJ. Ramnett: That is different from implying it is a public company.
Mr KORELKE: Is the Leader of the House trying to tell us that die members of the
Court family are like members of the Attorney General's family and do not talk to each
other?
Mr C.J. Barnett: You are reflecting now on directors of a public company and you
should be very careful.
Mr KOBELKE: It is the very actions of this Government which bring down people's
reputations. This Government cannot follow an open and proper process and as a result
someone is making personal gain for which this Government does not wish to be
accountable. As I said, I am not knocking personal gain. It is an important part of our
economic system. However, when it is directly connected to government that
Government must see that it is done within the proper processes and that it is seen to be
accountable. This is one more instance in which the Government does not want to be
accountable. It is hiding under the cloak of commercial confidentiality. How many
times did members on the government side of the Chamber talk about commercial
confidentiality when we were in government? It was a phrase which this Government
claimed it would never use when it got into government and that it would not use it to
protect its evil and dirty doings! Where do we find the matter now? It is right back with
the Government which is using commercial confidentiality because it does not want the
people of this State to have the full and accurate picture.
MR LEW[S (Applecross - Minister assisting the Minister for Transport) [5.34 pm]: I
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do not think there is any argument that the spokesman representing the Opposition
supports the Bill and is happy with what is contained in the legislation. I thank the
Opposition for its support. However, we have just heard two quite extraordinary
speeches, one by t Le-Ader of the Oppositio-n and, on by_. the member for Nollamnara,
which had nothing to do with the legislation, but took the opportunity to have a couple of
cheap political free kicks. By innuendo the member for Fremantle has indicated that he
is opposed to a development at the Fremantle boat harbour.
Mr Trenorden: It wouldn't be called Anchorage, would it?
Mr LEWIS: No. In fact, while he was the member for Frenmantle, his Administration
called for registration of interest by proponents who wanted to undertake that
development. It even entered into negotiations with the Fini Group of Companies, which
is the preferred proponent for the short-stay residential accommodation proposed for that
boat harbour. Yet he has the gall and hypocrisy to come into this place and divorce
himself from it when he, as the member for Fremantle, was part of the deal when that
proponent was selected. We in opposition were a bit hesitant about it. It is like the deal
at Coogee with the Rottondella group and the deal with another group of proponents at
Mauds Landing up the coast at Coral Bay.
The legal advice we received from Crown Law was that we could not withdraw from the
deal. Here we are locked into propositions at Coogee - a dumb deal financially -
organised by the previous Government.
Mr Thomas: A what?
Mr LEWIS: A dumb deal that gave a franchise to proponents at Mauds Landing. Now
the deal at the Fremantle boat harbour is being criticised opportunistically by the member
for Fremantle who does not want to know anything about it and is against it. Yet he was
a senior Minister in the previous Government that negotiated the deal. Have members
ever heard of anything so grossly hypocritical? The fact is that this Government
inherited that proposition, and we have nowhere to go with it. We must go through with
it because legally there is nowhere else to go. Although the member for Fremantle has
criticised the Government for what happened down there, he was part and parcel of it up
to his neck until his Government was thrown out of office.
Mrs Hallahan: That is an outrageous thing to say.
Mr LEWIS: Those are the facts. It is true that the second part of the proposition has
been refused by the Fremantle City Council and according to a note I have just been
handed by my office, an appeal has been made. That is the first I have heard about that
and that appeal will be dealt with in due course. I in no way will pre-empt what may
happen regarding that appeal; I do not enter into debates about those matters because
both sides of any argument must be properly heard. However, we must not get away
from the fact that this afternoon the Leader of the Opposition, by deception, tried to
imply that we approved of a development which his party when in government virtually
put in place. Had we reneged on that deal, the legal implications would have been
horrendous. I cannot believe he can make those accusations and then divorce himself
from it and say he does not go along with it. It is quite extraordinary.
Mr Thomas interjected.
Mr LEWIS: The numbers on that show that members opposite were absolutely
commercially illiterate when making deals. We will not go into that, because the record
of members opposite is on the book.
I notice that on the door of the Leader of the Opposition it is indicated that is has '123"
left: Opposition members are advertising that they lost for the people of Western
Australia $1.23b. That is the commercial record of members opposite; that is how good
they are. I am glad 'they put that reminder there because it reminds me every day I walk
down the passage how incompetent and commercially illiterate they were.
The member for Noltamara is one of those extreme cynics who can never give credit to
anyone, who can never see good in anything, and who must find fault with anything good
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that ever happens. He must get up very angry in the morning and find fault with his wife
and his family because he is one of those who can never have a good word to say about
anything. He has come in here this afternoon and condemned himself by his own debate.
He has gone through the history of the Old Perth Port project and has said, "We couldn't
make it work. We failed. We tried and tried, but at the end of the day we couldn't put it
together because we are commercially illiterate."
Mr Kobelke: Because we were looking after the public interests.
Mr LEWIS: Members opposite could never put together a deal, and anything they ever
did they mucked up. They are the facts of the matter.
Mr Blaikie: Tell us about the Swan Brewery.
Mr LEWIS: The Swan Brewery is sitting their, lamenting away. Remember the Leader
of the Opposition saying last December that work was not going to stop? There has not
been a tap of work done for the last six months. Guess what? There is still two years to
finish the project. We watch every day and see that nothing is happening there.
Mrs Haflahan: What a wonderful restoration it is.
Mr LEWIS: It is another bungled rui by a bunch of idiots. Let us get back to the facts
of the Old Perth Port project; a project which, by their own admission, opposition
members could not get off the ground. If the exercise of the speech made by the member
for Nollamnara was to denigrate the Premier because he happens to have a sibling who has
a high profile in the Perth business community and was a previous director of a public
company, and by innuendo to suggest that something devious, underhand and dishonest
was involved in the project, he failed because he knows jolly well that that is not true in
any shape or form. The member for Nollamara knows in his heart that the Premier is the
most honourable person he could ever meet; he is as strong as they come. The member
knows that the Premier would not for a moment be mixed up in any nefarious activities
of which all of you were found guilty.

Point of Order
Mr TH-OM4AS: The Minister just said that all the people on this side of the House had
been involved in nefarious activities. I suggest that remark should be withdrawn.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): The Minister did not say that all the people on
that side of the House were involved. He. said, 'All of you", and from what I could see
he pointed to empty spaces.
Mr THOMAS: I distinctly saw his finger sweep past my line of vision.
The ACTING SPEAKER: The fact that the Minister did not mention any member by
name makes it difficult to uphold the point of order under Standing Order No 131 or 132.
1 ask the Minister to bear in mind the standing orders of the House; however, in this
instance the point of order cannot be upheld.

Debate Resumed
Mr LEWIS: Obviously I have hit a couple of raw nerves with members opposite. It
comes out now and again that people are carrying their guilt when they object to a
statement like that. Be that as it may: Let us put on the record what has happened at the
Old Perth Port project. It was approved by the Perth City Council. It has gone through
all the approvals.
Mr Kobelke: Not by the elected council.
Mr LEWIS: That is the most facile, stupid thing I have heard anyone say for ages. In
other words, the member for Nollamara is suggesting that every approval that has gone
through the Commissioners of Perth acting in their capacity as the Perth City Council is
invalid and has not been properly made.
Mr Kobelke: I didn't say that at all.
Mr LEWIS: What is wrong with approval by the Perth City Council?
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Mr Kobelke: We are talking about the public interest and matters to which elected
councils might have some objection.
Mr LEWIS: The member for Nollamara is impugning the integrity of the Commissioners
of Perth by sayinlg that the dcisiun they made was wrong, and that they should not have
made it. The innuendo is that another council would not have approved the project; that
some deal has been made; and that the commissioners have wrongly made the decision to
approve that proposition. I dismiss that innuendo as drivel. The member for Nollamara
is improperly reflecting on the integrity of the commissioners of the City of Perth.
The proposition was formally approved by and had the blessing of the PCC. Whether it
has been increased by 100 sq mn is of no consequence. The real point is that the Labor
Government could not get it off the ground. We will now have on our foreshore an
outstanding development which the people who visit that square in the future will enjoy.
The member for Nollamara is drawing a very long bow when he suggests that the
Premier via his family company is developing the area. That is an outrageous statement
because the company developing the project is not in any way connected with the family
of the Premier. It is not the Premier's family company.
Mr Kobelke: What do you mean? You are talking nonsense.
Mr LEWIS: It is a public company which used to have a director who happens to be a
sibling of the Premier. The member for Nollamara is trying to dig up dirt and to say that
the actions of the Premier in some way have been underhand and untoward, and that a
dirty deal has been made. I dismiss that as drivel. The credibility of the member for
Nollamara when he makes those sorts of statements goes to zero. He knows that it is not
true. I have not had anything to do with the project other than watch it go up every day;
however, I believe it will be a great enhancement to that part of the foreshore - a
foreshore which has been dead and languishing for years. People do not go there because
there are no activities and nothing to see. The project will attract people to the foreshare
to enjoy the facilities. To then suggest that because of the Government's vision for the
city it is deliberating building a tunnel to enhance the value of that proposition is absolute
nonsense and a lot of drivel.
Mr Kobelke:, Are you saying there is no benefit to Hawkins Court?
Mr LEWIS: I dismiss out of hand that there is any credibility in anything the member for
Nollamara says. All he has done is again shown his formn to the effect that there is
something wrong, nefarious or underhand in everything this Governiment does. He says
it so often that no-one listens any more because they know it is a lot of drivel.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Committee
The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Mr Johnson) in the Chair, Mr Lewis (Minister
assisting the Minister for Transport) in charge of the Bill.
Clauses I to 3 put and passed.
Clause 4: Section 3 amended -

Mr KOBELKE: I would like some explanation of the words "departmental area", which
are defined in this clause as an area within a port. Does that mean it must be formally
gazetted as a port area, and is the word "port" picked up in the other definitions?
Secondly, why do we need this new definition of "departmental area"?
Mr LEWIS: I am advised that there has always been a definition of "departmental area"
and the definition has now been brought to the front of the legislation rather than being at
the back of it.
Mr Kobelke: Where does the definition appear in the Act?
Mr LEWIS: In section 19.
Clause put and passed.
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Clause 5: Section SB inserted -

Mrs HALLAJ-AN: The Opposition has said quite a lot about this clause, and it was a
matter of some discussion in the other place. The wording of proposed section 51B(2) is
of considerable concern. It states -

It is nor a defence to a charge of committing an offence under this Act to prove
that a notice or sign is not erected, placed or marked under this section at any
place unless an element of the offence is dependant on the existence of the notice
or sign.

I think members will agree that this is rather complicated, and it gives one the feeling that
the usual defences may not be available for a person charged with comrnitting an offence
under this proposed section. What is the necessity for this proposed section, and what
would be regarded as a fair defence if a person were found to have committed an
offence?
Mr LEWIS: I am advised that if proposed subsection (2) were not worded this way, there
would have to be a sign on virtually every parking bay stating what a person could or
could not do. It is an ambit proposition so that one sign may be used for 10 car parking
bays, or whatever, and it will not be an acceptable defence that just because a sign has
not been erected on a particular parking bay, a person has not contravened the
requirement to obey that sign.
Mr-s HALLAJ-AN: I thank the Minister for that explanation, and I also thank the
departmental officer, Mr Trevor Maughan, because we discussed this matter with him at
the briefing that was courteously arranged. However, I need to have on public record an
assurance from the Minister that this proposed subsection will be administered
reasonably so that people will not be charged with offences in a cavalier way and we will
not have citizens mystified by finding that there is no entry signage to a parking area -
and that could become, as we know, a question of maintenance over time.
Mr LEWIS: I am advised that in no way will any normal defence of a charge be
diminished because of the way in which this proposed subsection is worded. It is for
reasons of practicality in regard to on which parking spaces one puts signs. Obviously, a
person would have the right of recourse to defence, as is the case in regard to normal
parking requirements.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 6: Section 12 amended, and validation -

Mr KOBELKE: This is one of the principal provisions of the Bill, and I support it fully.
This provision has a great deal to recommend it. The Minister indicated in his second
reading speech that some doubt arose in the Auditor General's 1991 report about the
ability of the department to issue leases other than to meet the needs of affected shipping
and boating. We are all well aware that we have marvellous waterways which people
wish to be able to access, and that means that we need more than just facilities to enable
people to go from the land to the water, and back again. The waterways are a gathering
place, so it is appropriate to put in place service industries which support the various
maritime industries, and there is a need for those service industries to be located in an
area which is under the control of the Department of Marine and Harbours. There is also
a need to ensure that we have appropriate tourist facilities, and that also requires
particular provisions to ensure that the department is acting legally in granting such
leases.
Mr Trenorden: The Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee picked up that
matter about two years ago.
Mr KOBELKE: Yes, and we have said we support this clause. This power is granted in
section 12(2) of the Marine and Harbours Act, which states -

The Minister may grant a lease of land or other property vested in him under this
Act for such term and upon such terms and conditions, including a right of
renewal, as the Minister thinks fit.

8650 [ASSEMBLY]



[Tuesday, 6 December 1994] 85

That will be replaced with the new subsections proposed in this Bill. The powers which
go to the Minister are the same, but they are specified. The Minister still has the power
to gramt the lease as he thinks fit, and the Bill designates what are appropriate uses. The
new subsection wi!l ensure that any icascs already in plauc are totally valid. The
Opposition supports that.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 7 and 8 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted.
Third Reading

MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister assisting the Minister for Transport) [6.02 pm]: I
move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.
Sitting suspended from 6.03 to 7.30 pm

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [7.32 pm]: During the second reading debate there was
some discussion between my colleague the member for Nollamnara and the Minister for
Planning. The Minister talked about commercial illiteracy and said that some
unfortunate deals done by the former Government had been inherited by the present
Government and that it was stuck with them. He said they reflected bad commercial
practice by the former Government. In particular, he cited an arrangement between
Consolidated Marine Development Australia ty Ltd and the then State Government for
the redevelopment of land at Coogee. I am not prepared to let those comments pass
without responding to them. I was the chairman of a committee which was overseeing
that development. I do not wish to detain the House for too long, but I must respond to
the Minister's comments.
In essence the notion was to redevelop the land at north Coogee into an upmarket
industrial estate and biotechnology park and to fund that with a residential land
development south of the railway line but located in north Coogee. The purpose of the
project was to facilitate urban renewal. That required coming to an arrangement with the
owners of the land at south Coogee; roughly one half was owned by the Western
Australian Meat Commission and other State Government authorities, and the other half
by one private landowner. The agreement which this Government inherited, which the
Minister described in a pejorative sense, was one between the former State Government
and the corporate representation of that person.
I am concerned that any aspersions should be cast on the commercial skill of that project.
I was responsible for overseeing it and reporting to the Minister who took it to Cabinet. I
am also concerned about any suggestion - I am not sure whether the Minister made any
such suggestion - about impropriety.
Mr Lewis: I never said that.
Mr THOMAS: The Minister was in a bit of a mad spray at the time and I am not sure of
what he said. The difference between that project and one other that has been debated in
this House recently was that the selection of a proponent for that development was based
on the calling for expressions of interest. Any developer which felt it could develop that
land was able to put forward a proposition. It was not in any sense a closed deal; it was
an open deal. Advertisements were placed in newspapers and any developer could put
forward a proposition. A couple came forward from quite reputable developers.
A technical subcommittee had representatives on it from the Department of Planning and
Urban Development, the Department of Agriculture, the Department of Resources
Development, the Treasury and various other relevant departments, and advised and
made recommendation to the policy committee which I was chairing. The policy
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committee received recommendations; it did not formulate (hem or know what the
recommendations would be before it received them. Obviously the owner of the other
half of the land was at a significant advantage because of its land-holding of the area that
was to be redeveloped.
Mr Lewis: That was the point I was making.
Mr THOMAS: Short of nationalising the land and putting it up for grabs, I do not know
what else could have been done.
Mr Lewis: It was commercially incompetent.
Mr THOMAS: The Minister may say that, but expressions of interest were called. Any
developer who wanted to could put forward a proposal, and did so. In fact, one was
received from the Clough Engineering Group. Only half of the land was to be
redeveloped, The Minister says that was incompetent. The only other way of placing
every developer on a level playing field would have been to resume the land, nationalise
it and then put it out to tender. If that had happened, the private owner would have
screamed because that owner had rights. Undoubtedly this Minister for Planning and the
conservative side of politics would have backed the owner because they are very strong
on rights which attach to property, and I would agree with that. If the matter had ended
there, the Minister might be able to say that the owner had an advantage.
Mr Lewis: I did not say that.
The SPEAKER: Order! Members will appreciate that it is extremely difficult for Me,
having only just become involved in this third reading debate. I take it that we are having
a discussion about the Bill, as amended, passing through Committee or, if it was not
amended and members felt it should be, they should be addressing that weakness at this
stage. What the member is talking about may be very relevant to the third reading stage
of the Bill; however, I have not picked that up yet. If it is relevant, the member should
proceed but he should make it more clear than he has. If it is not, I will allow him
another minute or two to wind up his comments on that aspect but he should then move
to remark on the third reading of this Bill.
Mr THiOMAS: This is the only point I will make. It is relevant to this Bill because it has
to do with the development of a marina, and that is what this Bill talks about. Previously
we discussed the old port of Perth and one or two other issues in which members had a
particular interest. The Minister engaged in a debate on those issues in the second
reading debate.

Point of Order
Mr LEWIS: I am finding it very difficult to hear what the member is saying. The
problem is that either other members are speaking loudly or the microphone system is not
working properly.
The SPEAKER: I draw that to the attention of the member for Cockburn and ask him to
react in the best way he can.

Debate Resumned
Mr THOMAS: I will speak more loudly, Mr Speaker.
After the proponent of that agreement was chosen through an open, competitive process -
everybody who had a proposal was able to put it forward - a proposal was selected by a
technical subcommittee comprising officers from the relevant departments. The policy
committee made a recommendation to the then Government and an agreement had to be
negotiated. The agreement was negotiated by Treasury officers and officers from the
Department of Resources Development who are responsible for negotiating agreements
which are subsequently ratified by agreement Acts between the Government and the
proponents. No involvement at a political level took place until the report was received
from those officers.
The then Deputy Premier was the Minister who took that proposition, which included
comments from various departments, to Cabinet. In the end, it was supported by the
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Crown Law Department. Its officers cast their eyes over the proposal in the drafting
process to ascertain whether the State's interests were properly represented in the
agreement. More to the point, the proposal was subject to comment sheets from the
Treasury on whether the State's financial interests were involved', and that -was based on
a land valuation which had been repeatedly undertaken over a three or four year period to
determine whether the State was getting a proper return for the land which it owned in
that area. In other words, it had to be determined whether it could carry the cost of the
redevelopment to which it was dedicated. Each time the proposal went to Cabinet it had
the endorsement of those departments. If this Minister is saying that commercial
incompetence was displayed by the previous Government, he is saying that the Under
Treasurer and the other officers who provided the advice to the Premier and Treasurer,
and through that person to Cabinet, were incompetent. I advise him that until recently at
least they were the same officers advising his Government and I am suit they would have
tendered the same advice in the same circumstances. I do not wish to labour this point
too long.
Mr Lewis: We may not have accepted it.
Mr THOMAS: If the Minister is saying that Ross Bowe and the other officers who
signed that advice, which was prepared by the lower level officers, are incompetent, that
is fine. However, in those circumstances the then Government was acting on the
considered advice over many years of a number of Treasury officers who had been
involved in the valuations that had been undertaken by the Valuer General and other
elements in government. If members go back through the files they will find that the
valuations which had been contracted out had gone to commercial valuers and had come
back. If the Minister is saying that the Opposition is commercially incompetent it would
be the same as my arguing with him about the renegotiation of the Noath West Shelf
agreement. We could go into who is best, who is not and so on. The main point I make
is that at a political level - myself as Secretary of the Cabinet and the Ministers who
considered it when it went to Cabinet - we were not initially involved in the selection.
They were acting upon advice of people for whose competence I have the highest regard,
and I mentioned one officer by name. If the Minister does not share that regard, that is
fine. It was undertaken on those grounds; not on some whim of the then Deputy Premier,
the other members in Cabinet or me.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [7.45 pm]:- I take this opportunity to answer some
issues which were raised by the Leader of the Opposition and the member for Nollaniara.
Again the member for Nollarnara came into this House and tried to say that businesses I
or my family were associated with had done certain things. He mentioned a Barrack
Square development; I advise the House that a public company, Resource and Industry,
did have an interest in Barrack Square, but it sold out 12 months ago. The lease was
originally granted to it by Carmen Lawrence. As it turned out, the company sold out
before this Government announced plans for the foreshore redevelopment. That
company is still there as joint project manager, but it no longer retains an equity position.
I am glad the member for Nollamara. has returned to the Chamber because he got up in
this Parliament to throw the mud and again he got his facts wrong.
Mr Kobelke: Correct me. Put it on the record and stop skipping through the tulips. Give
us the truth.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Nollamara should let the Premier do that.
Mr COURT: I think the member for Nollamara had something over the dinner break.
Mr Kobelke: I had dinner with my wife and kids.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I find that remark totally inappropriate. I will not ask the
member to withdraw the remark because that would give it an emphasis that it does not
deserve. The Premier believes that he should answer what has been said about him and I
urge the member for Nollamara, even though it might be difficult for him, to allow the
Premier to do that.
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Mr COURT: If the member for Nollamara had been here when I commenced my
remarks he would have heard them, but I will repeat what I said: The member for
Nollamara. came into the Parliament and said -

Point of Order
Mr TAYLOR: We have just heard the Premier ignore your suggestion in relation to the
remarks he made about the member for Nollamara that perhaps that member had been
overindulging in the dinner suspensioti
The SPEAKER: Order! With respect, it was not the Premier who made that remark.
Mr TAYLOR: It was the Premier who made the comment. In fact, the member for
Nollamara properly pointed out that he happened to have had dinner with his wife and
kids. While the Premier might not like what is being handed out by members on this side
of the House, the point needs to be made to him that if he makes chose sorts of comments
in the Parliament he, like the rest of the members, should be asked to withdraw his
comment and apologise to the House.
The SPEAKER: Order! There is no point of order. The member's account of what
happened is inaccurate. The Premier made a remark which is made many times in this
House about what people might have had at dinner. Commonly, that has been taken to
mean that the member ate something that was off. The remarks I made relate to the issue
which I find quite offensive; chat is, any remark made to the effect that in some way
alcohol may have been consumed which affected the member's judgment. That is out of
order and I made a comment about it at the time. I did not demand a retraction and I
explained why. The member can shake his head, but his judgment is not right.
I would have been prepared to have the comment withdrawn and I made it obvious to
everybody in the Chamber that I was offended by the remark. If members did not pick
that up, there is something wrong with them. I am offended by it, and [ could not have
said so more clearly. I did not ask the member to withdraw the comment for the obvious
reason that if I had it would have been written into the Hansard and that would have
compounded the situation. Sometimes when people read withdrawals of remarks of that
nature they wonder whether there was some truth in the remarks. I do not want that to
occur because I do not believe there is a fragment of truth in it. I do not want members to
reflect on the ruling I made because I made it quite clear that I found the remark which
related to a drink of something inappropriate.

Debate Resumed
Mr COURT: The member for Nollamara came into this place before the dinner
suspension and tried to imply that there was something improper about a Barrack Square
Ltd development.
Mr Kobelke: I think, quite improper.
Mr COURT: What is improper?
Mr Kobelke: That the public interest has not been safeguarded.
Mr COURT: In what way?
Mr Kobelke: That the private development interest, which is honourable - I don't
question that - was given primacy and the public interest has not been looked after by
your Government.
Mr COURT: Before the member came into this place, I said the lease was granted on the
deal by Carmen Lawrence.
Mr Kobelke: That is not true. Tell the truth, Premier.
Mr COURT: The lease on Barrack Square was granted by the former Government and -

Mr Kobelke: Premier, you answered a question on 27 November -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! There are too many interjections. The member for Nollamara
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asked a question. I did not make any attempt to prevent him doing that. itris up to the
Premier whether he answers it. However, I will not tolerate other members inteijecting
so that it is impossible to hear the response.
Mr COURT: The company to which the member is referring no longer has an equity
position in that development.
Mr Kobelke: Can we go back to your last statement -

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: Can I finish the facts? I am told it sold its interest about 12 months ago.
The member is suggesting that I have an interest in that operation. Well, I do not,
because I do not happen to have any shareholdings.
Mr Kobelke: I did not say that, Premier.
Mr COURT: That development was sanctioned by the former Government. He knows it
because it was done about three years ago.
Mr Kobelke: You answered a question put to you by me by saying that the lease was
granted on I July 1994. That is your answer to me. Tell us the truth.
Mr COURT: I am telling the member that chat project was up and running well and truly
before we came into government.
Mr Kobelke: No, it was not-
Mr Catania: Who is wrong and who is right?
Mr COURT: Members opposite know which Ministers were involved in approvals for
that project. Is the member suggesting that my family received a benefit from that
development? Tell us straight. That is the allegation that the member made.
Mr Kobelke: I asked you a question on notice about when the lease was granted Let us
have it straight: When was the lease granted?
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Nollamnara.
Mr COURT: All the information about that deal has been through this Parliament a
number of times and the member knows the story.
Mr Kobelke interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I am prepared to allow some inteijecrions from the member for
Nollamara, particularly those the Premier is inclined to respond to. However, I cannot
allow him to make half of the speech, as much as he might be tempted in that direction.
With his strong voice, he is talking over the Premier who is trying to reply.
Mr COURT: If value were added to that by the announcements we made about City
Vision, the former Government would not have sold the interests, would it?
Mr Kobelke: Are you going to correct your statement?
Mr COURT: Be quiet. The member is speaking nonsense.
The Leader of the Opposition said that the Labor Party supported the Challenger Harbour
deal.
Mr Kobelke interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Nollamara will cease that type of interjection.
Mr COURT: When we came into government, commitments had been given to a number
of projects including Challenger Harbour, the marina at Hillarys, which involved a major
development, and a development at Coogee. We have considered all of those
arrangements. We are very concerned about the scale of development at Challenger
Harbour because it would take away the public amenity over a large part of that area.
The Minister for Transport is negotiating with the different parties involved. 1 was
contacted by a number of people in the Freman tie area who were concerned about it.
When the matter went to the Fremantle Council, it rejected the second stage of that
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development. We have reached the stage where the former Government gave the
developers the go-ahead for the project and we will have to negotiate the current position
because it could be detrimentally affected and the developer will not be able to complete
what was originally granted to it. It is not proper for the member for Fremantle to say
that he was opposed to that project when it was approved by the fanner Govern ment.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [7156 pm]: This being the third reading stage, I am
fortunate to be able to respond to the comments made by the Premier. I am sorry that I
was standing outside talking to other members when the Premier first rose because I
missed his first few comments. However, when I camne into this place and interjected, he
suggested that I had imbibed too much at the dinner break. That says a lot about the
Premier.
The SPEAKER: Order! My belief is that the Premier made no reflection of that nature.
Mrs Hallahan: He did.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Arrnadale. I have sat
here longer than most members and I heard various comments made about what people
had with their dinner. That is different from the allegations about drinking. A member
did make that allegation. I called that member to order immediately without being asked
to do so by any member, as I will always do because I know that situation would not
apply to the member for Nollamara. I am not seeking in any way to protect anybody.
While there were two comments from my right, the one being referred to was not of the
nature that has been referred to. I cook action against the person who did. I could have
taken it further but I did not, for the reasons I have explaned.
Mr KOBELKE: I am not in any way contesting your statement, Mr Speaker. I am
saying that the implication by the Premier was that that was clearly intended. It shows up
the Premier because tonight is one of the few nights that I had my wife and youngest
boys, who are six and seven, with me for dinner. Therefore, such an untruthful statement
indicates the pressure the Premier is under.
I want to take up the matters he raised about the lease. The Premier said that I was
wrong. He stated that the lease had been approved when Dr Lawrence was the Premier.
When I told the Premier he was wrong, he shifted his feet and began to run away. He did
not say that he could have received wrong advice. He suddenly realised that he was
again out of his depth.
Mr Court: It was approved by your Government.
Mr KOBELKE: The Premier again has said that it was approved by the former
Government. Clearly, the Premier is under pressure because he is saying things that are
totally false. I asked question on notice 1714 of the Premier, the reply to which I
received last week.
I asked the Premier: Who was granted the lease over part of the Swan River for the
purposes of development adjacent to Barrack Square known as Perth Ports? The answer
he gave was Barrack Square Limited. I then asked when such a lease was granted. The
Premier's answer was, "The jetty licence was 1 July 1994.'
Mr Court: I have the detail here. The lease was entered into with the Minister for
Transport in 1989-90.
Mr KOBELKE: I asked when it was granted. I will come to the rest of the Premier's
answer because it shows how false he has been.
Mr Court: No. I told you the lease was granted in 1989.
Mr KOBELKE: The Premier should listen for a moment. I gave him the opportunity
when he was on his feet and he did not take it, because he has obviously got it wrong
again. The second part of the Premier's answer to the question on notice states that the
riverbed lease will take effect on 1 July 1995 on the basis that all conditions requested of
the developer have been complied with. I said in my speech during the second reading
debate, when the Premier was not here, that that approach was a sound one; that is, a
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lease had been granted by this Government but it did not take effect until next year
because conditions had to be fulfilled. I admitted that when we were in government a
different lease from this had caused problems because the lease had been granted without
the conditions being strong ennugh.
Mr Court: So it had been granted.

Mr KOBELKE: I will take the Premier's interjection in a moment. On this side there is
a clear difference because we can deal with the issues. We are capable of admitting that
in some cases we made mistakes, and we can deal with the substance of the issue.

Mr Court: You have made a mistake, so sit down.

Mr KOBELKE: The Premier and most of his Ministers cannot do that. They are still
back at primary school debating. They think that because someone is honest enough to
admit that his Government did not get everything right, somehow that is a weakness.
That is the level of these people; they cannot deal with the substance of the issue. They
try to pick on the argument put forward from this side and say that because something
was done not as well as it might have been, the whole argument can be thrown out. That
is the level of debate. They cannot address the issue. When I painted out to the Premier
by way of interjection that he was misleading the House by saying things that were not
true, he started to back away. Now he has had a chance to look over his notes I am
willing to take his interjection.

Mr Court: The lease was entered into in 1989-90 with the Minister for Transport. The
lease was renegotiated earlier in 1994 when the company you are referring to was not
involved. So you got it wrong!

Mr KOBELKE: Which company was involved in 1994?

Mr Court: You were talking about Resource and Industry.

Mr KQHELKE: Let us go back over the dates, Premier. The Premier acknowledged in
his own words that there were discussions about a lease in the pie-election period.
Mr Court: You got it wrong.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr KOBELKE: The Premier is certainly getting a bit jumpy. I am not blaming that on
the water he is drinking but on the fact that he has got his facts wrong. That is the
problem. The Premier in his own words acknowledged that negotiations were entered
into by the previous Government. I went through the history of it in my speech; I am not
in any way contesting that. By his own admission, the lease was renegotiated in the life
of his Government because the old lease was worthless. That lease was about a proposal
which has gone by the board.

Mr Court: The company you referred to was not involved.
Mr KOBELKE: I will come to the company. I explained previously and I will repeat it
for the sake of the Premier, who has arrived in the Chamber for this stage of debate, that
the original proposal contained two elements which made it totally different from this
proposal. The original proposal was a total concept which could be developed in stages,
but there was a commitment to a concept that would serve the public interest of the
people of Perth. That no longer exists; that has gone by the way, and it is now a straight
commercial development for the benefit of the commercial interests. The second element
that was totally different was that in the first proposal the developers were to meet part of
the cost of the public infrastructure. That has been taken out by this proposal and there is
no burden on the developers to help meet the cost of infrastructure for public use and for
government agencies. These people are getting an easy ride, and that is the point I was
making. We are not dealing with the same proposals.

Mr Court: What is the connection to my family company?

Mr KOBELKE: I am coming to that; the Premier should give me time. I need to explain
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things. I made a statement and the Premier has came in and got it all wrong. I am going
back over the facts so that hopefully we will have a rational debate instead of the Premier
flying off the handle and making assertions which are baseless and saying things which
are not true. I have clearly outlined that theme is a major difference between this project
and the project which received a certain level of approval during the time of the Labor
Government. That proposal did not go anywhere because one of the conditions related to
liquor licences and the developers decided nor to proceed due to the stare of the economy
at that stage and other matters. That was one project; this is a totally new project which
required new and further approvals. Those approvals have been granted, as the Minister
for Planning indicated earlier.
The Premier is now trying to place some store on the change in company. As I indicated,
the company which was initially involved was Margaret River Land Holdings. It then
on-sold the project to the Hawkins Court merchant bank. The bank then took up the
proposal in the name of Barrack Square, and Barrack Square still has the licence. The
last rime I inquired, which was some months back, Barrack Square was controlled by the
Hawkins Coun group, which is now part of a company called Resource and Industry.
Mr Court: Barrack Square is owned by Paramount Ply Ltd, which is a public company.
Mr KOBELKIE: I thank the Premier; he has filled in a fact which I forgot. It does not
change what I am saying. Twelve months ago, when this matter was raised in the
Legislative Council and the proponent was then Barrack Square Ltd, there was within
days a change to the name of the company and it became Paramount. When the Press
asked the Premier's brother at the press conference - and the Press related it to me and I
take it to be true - it was quite clear that Paramount was controlled by the same people,
including the Premier's brother. Is the Premier telling me they have no control at
Paramount, no interest in Paramount?
Mr Court: You tell the facts. You are making it up.
Mr KOBELKE: Is the Premier disputing the facts?
Mr Court: You came in here and said I had a family interest, and you got it wrong.
Mr KOBELKE: I said the Premier's family had an interest.
Mr Court: I am saying the particular company you referred to had sold out of the project.
You cannot get it right at all.
Mr KOBELKE: Let us rake it slowly -
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Earlier I spoke in regard to the member for Cockburn who gave
a very informative speech on the matter during the third reading, and I made the point
briefly that the third reading is quintessentially what has developed out of the second
reading debate and Committee, and changes made in Committee or perhaps not made in
Committee which a member thinks should have been made. That is the essence of a third
reading speech. Itris a speech as amended by the process of legislation passing through
this House. I find it extremely difficult to stop the member for Nollamara from dealing
with this matter because the Premier in his speech referred virtually to only one issue, as
I understand it, which was an allegation against him which he did not think was right. I
have no problem with the member for Nollamara dealing with it to clarify it from his
point of view. However, I believe that at some stage he should round off that
examination and, if he wishes to continue, he should talk about the matter before the
House in terms of a third reading speech.
Mr KOBELKE: Thank you, MrT Speaker. I am quite happy to accept your guidance. We
are dealing with a Bill which has something to do with leases by the Department of
Marine and Harbours, and we are dealing with a particular lease. The Premier has taken
offence at that. I can understand that that would be justified if I had said something
related to his family that was not true. I am happy to accept interjections from the
Premier, but so far his interjections have been to try to diffuse and deflect the issue rather
than to provide any facts.
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Let us take the facts regarding the company. The Premier is suggesting I got it wrong
because Paramount became the principal company, which is not Hawkins Court merchant
bank or Resource and Industry Ltd, and therefore it is a different entity and unrelated.
The Premier reminded me of a change that I had overlooked: There wasa name change
from Barrack Square Ltd to Paramount about 12 months ago. When I inquired at that
stage the ownership was substantially the same. It was still in control of the same group.
Is that correct?
Mr Court: I would not have a clue who Paramount is.

Point of Order
Mr C.J. BARNETT': I appreciate that this is a contentious issue. Members on both sides
have spoken, but this is the third reading debate and if we are to have general debate
about the Perth Ports development there will be an opportunity for that in later debate on
the Loan Bill.
The SPEAKER: Order! I have already spoken on the matter. I explained clearly the
traditions of third reading debates in this place. However, I said that I would allow the
member for Nollamara to wrap up his discussion about the Barrack foreshore matter. He
is entitled to do that. I suggest that he not continue down that path the entire time. The
comments of the Leader of the House have some merit; third reading debate must fit a
pattern.

Debate Resumned
Mr KOBELKE: The Premier suggested that I have the company ownership wrong;
therefore my argument is wrong, but when I asked a further question he says he does not
know who controls Paramount.
Mr Court: Do you know?
Mr KOBELKE: Either the Premier knows who controls Paramount, and I have it
wrong - he cannot attack my argument on the basis of ignorance -

Mr Court: I said that the lease was granted by the Labor Government and the member
tried to imply that it was done by this Government.
Mr KOBELKE: The Premier said the lease was granted by the Labor Government.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr KOBELKE: I read the question on notice and the answer when he said that the lease
had been granted on 1 July 1994, and on 1 July 1995 it will become effective in respect
of the sea-bed. The Premier cannot have it both ways! Now, he says the lease was
granted by the last Labor Government.
Several members interjected.
Mr KOBELKE: As instructed by the Speaker, I want to return to the point of the Bill. I
also want to return to the point I was making before the interjection by the Premier. The
Premier suggested that I got the ownership wrong because the owner was Paramount and
not Resource and Industry or the Hawkins Court merchant bank. When I asked him who
owned Paramount he said that he did not know. He cannot have it both ways. Either my
argument is wrong and Paramount is unrelated with no common shareholding -
Mr Court: What has it to do with this debate?

Mr KOBELKE: - or Paramount is part of the deal. I am not an expert in the area, so I
may stand corrected. If I have it wrong, the Premier has the opportunity to correct me.
He has chosen the path of selective amnesia. It is the same as when he walked down the
Terrace and was told about the state Rothwells was in. He spoke quietly with his mates
and did not say anything to try to avoid the cost to this State. Again, we find that the
Premier, when it comes to the crunch, does not deliver. When it comes to putting up or
shutting up he fails to put up. He has made no contribution at this third reading debate
stage which undermines the assertion I made.
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Mr Court: I said that the Labor Government did the Challenger Harbour deal. That
Government pranted the lease for this arrangement. Tell the story straight.
Mr KOBELKE: I said nothing about Challenger Harbour. I am talking about the Old
Perth Ports at Barrack Square. The Premier attacked me and said I had it wrong, but
when I asked the first question regarding when the lease was pranted he could not get it
right. If he could not get it right in questions on notice last week, how will he get it right
in respect of the business connection to his family?
Mr Court: There is no connection to my family company -

Mr KOBELKE: I did not say "the Premier's family company" -

Several members interjected.
Mr Court: You said "the Premier's family company" - I do not have a family company.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order for the second time the member for
Armadale. When I am on my feet the member should not continue to interject. That
round of interjections was horrible. I suggest the member for Nollamnara move to general
debate.
Mr KOBELKE: I thank you, Mr Speaker. I intend to take up the point made by the
Premier again. He has suggested that I got it wrong because I referred to a Court family
company. I was not talking about "the" Court family company. I apologise for that
wording, if I used it. I am talking about a clear connection between a principal involved
in the company that is benefiting from government decisions, and a member of the Court
family -

Mr Court: Your Government made the decision!
Mr KOBELKE: I do not profess to know the intricate dealings of the Premier and his
web of company connections. I said nothing about that, but there is a clear connection
between a member of the Premier's family - or even more, I do not know - and that is
through his brother, Ken Court, to a principal shareholder and a beneficiary of Resource
and Industry. At the last time I inquired, Resource and Industry had a clear influence on
and controlling interest in Paramount and Barrack Square. The lease has been given to
Barrack Square, with the controlling company - as I understand it - being Paramount. It
seems to me that this is a simple shuffle to hide the truth.
Mr Court: The deal was done by your Government. You cannot get it straight.
Mr KOBELKE: I will go over it once more for the sake of the Premier.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member should be brief, if he is to do that. I urge him to
move to new pround.
Mr KOBELKE: I will, but it is an important matter. The Premier is embarrassed by it.
We can save that embarrassment if we can get the facts right. The facts are that during
the period of the last Labor Government there was a project for a total development, and
that project did not get off the pround. In early 1993, when the member for Nedlands
was Premier of the State, the project was reactivated on a totally different basis. The first
approval was for less than 200 square metres; there was no total concept to it at all. That
was approved, and went through the initial stages. There was a second part -

Ms Court: Can I put the member out of his misery? Paramount is a separately listed
company. Resource and Industry has no interest in Paramount; no common directors; no
equity - nothing!
Mr KOBELKE: What about common ownership?
Mr Catania: Who owns Paramount?
Mr Court: I do not know. The member asked the question; I gave an answer.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Nollamara has had sufficient time to make his
points. I ask him to move to new ground.
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Mr KOBELKE: That is the essential point. The Premier says there is no common
ownership -

Several members interjected.

Mr KOBELKE: Is the Premier saying that?

Mr Court: I said that I am advised that R and I has no interest in Paramount; no common
directors; no equity; nothing.

Mr KOBELKE: Is there any common ownership? Is there any common shareholding in
the two companies?

Mr Court: I do not know. The member asked about Resource and Industry.

Several members interjected.
Mr KOBELKE: The Premier said that he knew nothing about Paramount. He did not
want to know - but he received a message with some tricky answers, saying that there
was no direct company link between the two. Therefore, he is off the hook. Unlike the
Minister for Planning, I did not come down in the last shower. We have a little tricky
wording here. When I asked the Premier whether there was any common ownership by
the two companies, he said that he did not know.
The SPEAKER: I have had to speak to the member for Nollamara. I have asked and
suggested to him - Order! The member for Kenwick. I have asked the member for
Nollamara, encouraged him and tried to persuade him to move to new ground, because it
seems that what he is saying is tediously repetitious. I suggest the member has made
some very goad points but the truth of the matter is that I do not see now that what he is
doing is relevant to an appropriate third reading speech on this piece of legislation. I ask
him to move to that, because I cannot have him go around in circles on this other matter.

Point of Order
Mr RIPPER: It concerns me that one of the reasons the member for Nollamara has
persisted with argument on this issue is that there have been persistent interjections from
the government benches. It is necessary for him to answer those interjections, and that is
what has kept the debate to which you object. Mr Speaker. I ask that if you direct the
member for Nollamara to move on to new matters you ask the members of the
Government to cease debating the issue by interjection in the provocative way in which
they have been doing.

The SPEAKER: The point of the opposition Leader of the House about inteijections has
merit, because the standing orders provide that all interjections are disorderly. In that
sense the member is fight. However, I have given the member for Nollamara - and I
think he will acknowledge this - quite a number of opportunities. Members have
suggested at times that he should not continue but I have not given support to that. We
have reached the point where what is being said is repetitious and the member should
now move to a true third reading speech.

Debate Reswined
Mr KOBELKE: I accept that there has been tedious repetition, but that has been in the
interjections from the government side. That has delayed me. I accept your guidance,
Mr Speaker, because we need to carry the debate forward. To do that we need to
establish some facts. The problem and the difficulty is that the Government is frightened
of having the facts come out. The facts are crucial to this matter. They relate specifically
to the provisions we are dealing with in the amendment Bill. The Premier said a little
while ago that I was wrong because Paramount was the company. When I asked him
about Paramount he knew nothing about it. When I started to press the issue so that we
had a clearer picture of what was happening, he had some facts passed to him but
indicated that Paramount was not owned by Resource and Industry and there were no
common directors. I accept that, but it did not answer the substantive question: Is there
common ownership between his brother Ken Court's interests and the interests that now
have the lease through Barrack Square Ltd of the Old Perth Ports? I can only assume
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from the Premier's countenance and the way he has made another botch of dealing with
the facts that 12 months ago a direct connection existed. Certainly that is what I am told;
and that would appear to be the case from the way the Premier has mishandled the issue.
That being the case, the Premier's assertion a little earlier that I had it all wrong simply
does not stand up. He has not provided any facts that have refuted the thrust of the
argument I have put today; that is, that this development coming under the lease
agreements with which we are dealing in this Bill primarily should serve the interests of
the people of this State before it looks to the commercial interests of any one company.
Whether the company be one in which the Premier's brother, Ken Court, has a major
interest is not the point: The point is that the development should serve the public
interest. The debate into which we entered earlier, in the second reading, clearly showed
that has not occurred. We have not had a total development designed to serve the best
interests of the people of this State. We have had a development designed to meet the
interests of particular commercial parties. That is the problem.
Mr Lewis: Why is it a problem? Is it a good development?
Several members interjected.
Mr KOBELKE: Mr Speaker, I thought we were making progress logically through the
facts, but that seems to be a problem for the Minister for Planning. In his interjection he
asked, "What is wrong with the private interest having primacy over the public interest?"
Mr Lewis: I did not say that.
Mr KOBELKE: That was clearly the intention of the interjection. The Minister
suggested that the private interest could have primacy over the public interest, and there
was nothing wrong with that.
Mr Lewis: That is not true.
Mr KOBELKE: We are dealing with philosophical terms. There may be the odd case in
which that could be argued, but hardly for such a prime waterfront location at the foot of
the City of Perth. I do not see how one could possibly mount an argument to say that
private interests, whether those of the Premier's brother, Lord Muck, or whoever, should
override the public interest for such an important location which could bring so many
benefits to the people of Perth. Perhaps in his reply the Minister for Planning, who is
handling the Bill, might attempt to do so.
The key issue I return to is that the Government should be looking to maximise the public
interest. That has clearly not happened in this case, maybe through incompetence. I am
not suggesting and have never said that I have any facts to indicate graft and corruption.
It may be simple incompetence that did not ensure we had the best deal for Perth. It is
very embarrassing that the Premier's brother's company should be embroiled in this
development. That is something the Premier will have to wear.
Mr Court: I have said there is not a family interest. Get it right!
Mr KOBELKE: I have said that the Premier's brother's company interests are associated
with it.
Mr Court: Why did you do the deal with them in the first place? You cannot get it right.
Mr KOBELKE: I will try to close on this.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr KOBELKE: The Premier has put these things over and over again. He and the
Minister for Planning earlier suggested that because the project did not get up when we
were in government, somehow that failure reflected on us. First, we have the Minister
for Planning saying, "Your Government could not make it go. You did not do it." Now
we have the Premier saying, "You did do it. Yes you did; no you did not; yes you did; no
you did not." We really have a comedy here. The Premier cannot play the joker with the
Minister for Planning as his straight man, because it does not quite work. We have two
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funny men trying to hog the limelight here. The debate does not stand up. The Minister
for Planning suggested that we could not get the project up and his Government had done
it. The Premier came in and said, "You did it. We did not." In his answer to a question
on notice from me he ma-ke it Perfectly clear that his Govo-mmont granted the leases.
Even when he spoke a few minutes ago he made it quite clear that the lease in whatever
form had to be renegotiated, because the old lease for this project could not be carried
through.
This project is quite different from the earlier one. In the second reading debate I
mentioned one aspect of that, because when the then responsible Minister, Bob Pearce,
was approached for a variation which would allow the development to be partially
residential, he knocked it back, saying that it had to go through the whole process again.
He would not allow that variation because it was seen as a major change. This is a huge
change from that considered by the then Labor Government. It is a totally different
project, which has been considered only during the time of this Government. It started in
early 1993 with approval for one form of the project; it moved on to a different,
expanded form of the project; it went to the Perth City Council in its dying days. The
Perth City Council rejected it; but then, the commissioners at the Perth City Council see
their role quite differently.
Mrs Hallahan: Friends of the Government.
Mr KOBELKE: They are obviously there to do the job of the Government. I am not
saying they are friends of the Government, but they are there on a different basis in order
to do the bidding of the Government. No-one doubts that. Therefore, one did not have
the input from elected councillors who represented the public interest. That was missing
and was never part of the approval for this. That is part of the reason we have not got a
deal with which the people of Perth can be satisfied.
Mr Minson: Who says they are not satisfied?
Mr KOBELKE: We have not got a development there which gives the best of facilities
and returns to the people of Perth. The Premier does not seem to be able to see that. I
accept the Premier has the best of intentions, but when it comes to governing the State he
needs a little more than the best of intentions. People accept that the Premier sees
himself as an honest person. That does not mean that all the things occurring around him
and under him are honest. One must have accountable processes. We have not had
accountable processes here which indicate that the people of this State have the best they
could out of this development.
Finally, the Opposition has sought details of the lease agreement. If the conditions of the
lease and the rent to be paid were made public, surely it would do away with any
innuendo that the matter has not been dealt in a way that will benefit the State. We have
lost the opportunity for the whole project approach, as happened also when the Minister
for Planning scuttled the planning process for the development of the whole of the Perth
foreshore. I will not go into the way that was scuttled, but it was quite improper. It left
open the opportunity for this development which will not be integrated in a total concept,
unless the Premier arranges for the construction of a tunnel at a cost of $100mi and then
his brother will do very well out of it. That tunnel would enable people to walk straight
to the riverside, and it would be a great boon to these commercial developments. In the
whole process of the development of the foreshore, we have finished with a second-rate
scheme. It will not be a great boon to the City of Perth.
I am not saying that it has no advantages and I hope that it will have many. However, if
the Government had a vision of the potential of the Perth foreshore, it could have
formulated a total concept. That could have resulted in a project that would have
delivered something meaningful, not just in rent, but as a total facility for the people of
Perth. The Government has failed to do that, and we must now be sure a decent rental
agreement is in place that will benefit the people of this State.
MR MCCINTY (Fremantle - Leader of the Opposition) [8.31 pm]: I feel compelled to
deal with matters raised by members of the Government in relation to the Challenger boat
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harbour at Fremantle. Essentially, the Minister for Planning and the Premier put forward
the view that the residential development in Challenger boat harbour was dealt with by
the previous Labor Government, and the incoming Liberal Government felt itself
burdened by, and unable to extricate itself from, (he commitments given. I will set the
matter straight for the record.
In July or August 1992 the Department of Marine and Harbours, by means of public
advertisement, called for expressions of interest in respect of commercial development
opportunities in the Fremantle fishing boat harbour The advertisement began -

The Department of Marine and H-arbours is seeking expressions of interest in an
upmarket development of the following lease sites, within the Fremanrle Fishing
Boat Harbour precinct.

Firstly, the advertisement referred to retail outlets, which clearly is not a residential
development; secondly, a commercial site for a marine industry related business; thirdly,
charter boat moorings; founthly, recreational mooring facilities; and, finally, an area of
7 200 square metres of undeveloped land available in the Challenger Harbour adjacent to
existing moorings and jetty facilities which, in conjunction, could be utilsed for a tourist
development, yacht club marina and associated facilities or other recreational purposes.
Quite clearly, the Department of Marine and Harbours had in mind at the beginning of
the second half of 1992 a range of commercial development opportunities within the
Fremantle fishing boar harbour precinct. With the exception of the general phrase, tourist
development, no mention whatsoever was made of residential facilities in the
advertisement calling for expressions of interest to be lodged with the department by
Friday, 14 August 1992. It is now a matter of public record that in 1993 the Fremantle
City Council advertised the proposed holiday accommodation units and granted planning
approval for those units. It is also a matter of public record that the current Minister for
Planning ranted formal approval on 30 September 1993, some eight months after the
state election.
Mr Court: The company, whatever it is called, has said that its legal advice is that it had
approval to build two stages of that development, and the undertakings go back to 1992
when that original plan went out. The first stage is almost completed, and the
Government recently said that the second stage could be submitted to the Fremantle City
Council to see whether it would grant planning approval. The council has refused
planning refusal, and the company is saying that the original proposal referred to a
certain area of land and the company is now not able to develop it. The Government
must now negotiate with the company because it feels that it was sold a wrong concept in
the first place, since it cannot develop the other part of the land. That is the situation the
Government must now negotiate with the company.
Mr MeCINTY: Firstly, the announcement of the agreement between the Department of
Marine and Harbours and the two companies associated with the development was made
in October 1993.
Mr Court: I am not disputing the dates but in the negotiations the company has gone
back to the original land in the development and said that it had approval in principle
already. You are more a lawyer than I am, and you would understand that if an
undertaking was given in the first place, and now the Fremantle City Council will not
allow the company to build the second stage, renegotiation must take place on the land. I
had already received complaints from Fremantle people, and the minute I found out about
the second stage I looked at the site and said that the company could nor complete the
building without taking away an important public amenity.
I am glad the Fremantle City Council made the decision it did, but there must be some
give and rake in the negotiations between the company and the Government.
Mr Lewis: The former Government did the deal.
Mr McGINTY: I had intended to make two responses to the Premier's comments.
Firstly, the announcement in the local newspaper, the Fremnandle Herald of 9 October
states -
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A $8.3 million holiday accommodation development at Challenger Harbour is a
welcome boon for Fremantle.

I disagree with that. It continues -

Marine and Harbours recently completed negotiations with the Hay Property
Group and the Pini Group, which had ministerial approval to build 45 short-stay
units in Challenger Harbour, adjacent to Bather's Beach.
The development includes 10 studio apartments, 27 two-bedroom and eight three-
bedroom loft apartments - all with water views....
The developers will pay $1.3 million in up-front rental for a 99-year lease over
the development which will be ready for occupation in March 1995.

The significance of that final formal approval from the Minister for Planning on 30
September 1993 is that the following week the announcement was made by the Minister
for Transport and it was reported in the papers. I was not aware of any approvals being
granted during the time Labor was in government. When I was Minister, I had no
knowledge of any approvals being granted and it would surprise me if they were.
Mr Lewis: They were awarded a preferred proponent status.
Mr McGINTY: It would surprise me greatly, given that the expressions of interest were
called in August 1992, and final approval was given on 30 September 1993 - 12 months
later.
Mr Lewis: As a favour.
Mr McGINTY: This comes back to the point the Premier raised in relation to stage 2 of
the development. Stage I is too late. I share the Premier's view on the desirability of
stage 2; that is, there are significant problems associated with it. However, according to
my advice the departmental position on this is, and I quote -

Crown Law has checked the wording of the lease and has confirmed that it does
not give the developer automatic right to develop Stage 2. That right is dependent
on parking requirements being satisfied which implies an agreed overall site
development plan. That plan is currently being negotiated with stakeholders via
the Challenger Harbour Management Advisory committee. The public
penholders. would prefer to have the landside agreed before the plans for Stage 2
are submitted for approval. The Hay Property Group would prefer to submit the
plans raw and have the statutory planning process determine the development
outcomes. This view is supported by the Department of Transport and there is no
objection to this course of action from representatives of the Royal Perth Yacht
Club or the Royal Freshwater Bay Yacht Club.

Mr Lewis: Do you accept that the proponents were awarded basically stage 1?
Mr McGINTY: I do not know whether that was done during the Labor Government's
term.
Mr Lewis: It was.
Mr McGINTY: If it was done by us I would say inca culpa because, in my view, it was
not a correct decision.
Mr Lewis interjected.
Mr McCINTY: Sure.
Mr Court: The reason for this legislation is that there was a question mark over the
legality of all the deals Marine and Harbours have entered into over the years. The point
that is being put to us by the developers is that we have had an in-principle deal. If we
take the legislation through, as I understand it, there could be a question mark over the
validity of all the previous deals. The proponents are saying to us there was an in-
principle deal in place and that is the stage at which we must now negotiate our way
through the situation.
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Mr MeGINTY: For better or worse with those deals and whether it was done by the
Government or by us, clearly their legal standing should not be jeopardised. However, I
was trying to set the record straight. From my knowledge, stage 1 did not occur under
the previous Labor Government, but the Government says it did.
Mr Lewis: In principle.
Mr McGINTY: I have no evidence that occurred. All I know is that the statement made
to the media was in the first week of October 1993, after the Minister for Planning
granted planning approval on 30 September for the project. If an understanding existed
before that, it must have been a very informal understanding. I certainly had no
knowledge of it and had it been brought to my attention, I would have opposed it.
Nonetheless, it has been done, and we must now live with it.
The Fremantle City Council has rejected stage 2 on planning grounds. The advice I have
received from the department is that the lease agreement gives no automatic right to stage
2. That was to be subjected to the planning process. Any right that the Hay and Fini
groups have appeared to be very much subject to other considerations. Those
considerations not having been met, stage 2 at this stage will not proceed subject to any
appeal that might be made within the existing system. To the best of my knowledge
there was no involvement by our side. Perhaps there is evidence of that, but I am
unaware of it.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time and passed.

NORTH WEST GAS DEVELOPMENT (WOODSIDE) AGREEMENT
AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
Resumed from 29 November 1994.
MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [8.45 pm]: I wish to make a number of observations about
this Bill, in particular the context into which it fits. This Bill cannot be seen on its own.
It is part of a series of legislative and administrative actions being undertaken by the
Government which seek to transform the nature of the energy managing markets in
Western Australia. The Bill seeks to reflect in the agreements authorised by legislation
the disaggregation of the North West Shelf gas contracts. In addition it provides for third
party access in an attempt to achieve deregulation of access to the Dampier to Bunbury
pipeline and the break-up of the State Energy Commission of Western Australia into an
Electricity Corporation and a Gas Corporation. This Bill must be assessed in that light.
I refer to the way in which it fits into the notion of a freed up market for gas. Hitherto in
this State, SECWA has had almost a complete monopoly on supply of gas from the joint
venture partners. It has been obliged to purchase that gas under the terms of the
agreements entered into in the late 1970s. For most of that time it has been obliged to
take that gas which it has not been able to sell. As a result, it has been accumulating debt
and an inventory of gas. That has caused an intractable problem for SECWA.
Some weeks ago when the House considered the legislation on the creation of the new
corporations - the daughters of SECWA; the Gas Corporation as it is known in the
legislation, which I will continue to use rather than AlintaGas which I think is an absurd
name, and the Electricity Corporation - it considered the fact that the Gas Corporation is
inheriting one of the major assets of SECWA, which is very relevant to this Bill; that is,
the Damipier to Bunbury pipeline.
Under the new circumstances which are reflected in this Bill, rather than the Gas
Corporation, as one of the heirs of SECWA, being obliged to take a certain quantity of
gas and having to sell it as best it can, the Gas Corporation will continue to own the
pipeline and have an obligation which is reflected in this legislation and take a quantity
of gas. The right to sell gas in Western Australia on the domestic markets will no longer
be a monopoly of the Gas Corporation. In addition to purchasing and selling gas, which
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it will do in certain specified areas, the Gas Corporation will also operate the pipeline.
We have had to consider how there is a potential conflict of interest which needs to be
addressed. The Gas Corporation, which will compete to sell gas on the domestic market,
owns also the means by which that gas is crried to market. That is a problem which we
as a Legislature need to consider, and which the Government needs to address. We are
not alone in that. It is a question that is exercising people's minds throughout Australia.
A number of proposals have been drawn up which seek to find some way of resolving
what could be potentially a conflict of interest. It is a conflict of interest that is quite real;
it is not just theoretical.

Under this freed-up gas market theoretically the owners of gas resources are able to
access that pipeline, carry the gas to market, and compete with the Gas Corporation - the
owner of the pipeline. If the Gas Corporation wishes to protect its market it will say to
the third party that it cannot put its gas through the corporation's pipeline because that
would threaten the corporation's position in the market. When that question came before
the House some weeks ago the Minister said that it would be ring fenced - a commonly
used phrase in such circumstances these days. That is, it would operate as a separate
entity; its accounts would be kept separately and we would be able to see whether there
had been any exercise by the Gas Corporation of its potential conflict of interest. The
Minister said that the pricing framework would be made public; that it would be
transparent and the Gas Corporation, one of the organisations which retails gas in
Western Australia, would continue to have a take or pay obligation to the joint venture
partners. Notwithstanding that, we would be able to ensure that it was a free and fair
market because it would be transparent and open.

On 29 November the Minister for Resources Development gave a short ministerial
statement in which he outlined the new policy. He indicated that there were three
tranches of different rates which the customers must pay to carry gas, depending on
which degree of reliability they were relying. The first is that which has capacity
available with greater than 98 per cent probability of supply; that is, the owner of the
pipeline, the Gas Corporation, indicates that it will make that capacity available 98 per
cent of the time or better. The second tranche is between 92 and 98 per cent; that is, the
owner of the pipeline undertakes to have that capacity available in excess of 92 per cent
of the time. The third tranche is where there is interruptible capacity. Because of the
lesser service, the lesser the degree of reliability in the agreement, the less the charge that
is paid. We discover that the commodity charge does not vary between each of the
tranches; in each case it is 370 a gigajoule. However, the reservation of the capacity for
the pipeline does vary. As a consequence, there is a variation in the first and second
tranches to the south west of between $1.20 and $1.25 a gigajoule. That is not a great
amount; however, it can be a significant amount of money if one is consuming large
amounts of gas.

Prior to that announcement by the Minister an article by Nigel Wilson in The Australian
Financial Review reported that the independent gas producers in this State were in protest
over the new gas tariffs. He reported that a number of companies, such as Devex,
Ampolex, Apache Petroleum, BHP Petroleum and Western Mining Corporation -

Mr CIJ. Barnett: Not one of those gas producers has come to me to complain. They may
say that they are not happy. Many of them would have liked to see the government
subsidised transport of gas. There are all sorts of schemes. All of them appreciate that
what they have, although it is not perfect, is far more than they could ever have hoped
for.

Mr THOMAS: They had nothing before, so anything is better than nothing.

Mr C.J. Barnett: I know it is not perfect from their point of view.

Mr TH-OMAS: Yes, but by citing the fact that they are grizzling - if not to the Minister,
to the newspapers, and through them to the public - what the Minister predicted would be
the case does not appear to be so.

Mr C.J. Barnett: Your favourite company. Robe River Iron, said to me today that the
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deregulation of the gas market is the one thing that will allow it to go into further
processing. It is thrilled about the huge savings. The customers, the buyers of the gas,
are very happy.
Mr THOMAS: I am pleased that representatives from Robe River are happy. The
Minister will be surprised that I am happy for them. Presumably the same applies for
Hamersicy Iron and Alcoa - the substituted customers, as they are referred to in this
legislation. However, they are not complaining. The people who are complaining are
those who wish to carry gas to market, and those who will have to pay $1.20 or $1.25 a
gigajoule. They believe this will make it difficult for them to deliver their product to
market.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Would you argue for a subsidised transport charge? That has been set
at what was the debt attached to the pipeline; a necessary charge for the pipeline to pay
its own way and make a very modest return. I don't think you would support a subsidy
on transport cost

Mr THOMAS: I look forward to seeing the figures, because the Minister indicated when
we discussed the Electricity Corporation and Gas Corporation legislation some time ago
that a statement would be made on the division of assets and liabilities between the two
corporations, and that it would be a detailed amount. The Opposition looks forward to
analysing those figures.
The same newspaper article by Nigel Wilson quotes an unnamed source within
government - we do not know whether it is a reliable source; we accept Mr Wilson's
word for it, because he is a respected journalist in this field in Perth - who quoted the
owner of the pipeline as having a licence to print money.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: If anyone comes up with $1.2b and wants to buy it, he can have it.

Mr THOMAS: Okay. The point is that the same article predicted that the ownership of
that pipeline would be a licence to print money and, therefore, would be a fairly attractive
option for someone to purchase. When we discussed the Gas Corporation legislation
some weeks ago I made the point that the Opposition was concerned about the prospects
for the Gas Corporation in the deregulated market. The Minister has said that we will
have a freed-up market, where if the gas which people own is cheaper than the gas in the
North West Shelf, they will be able to get that gas to market and sell it on a free market,
and the major consumers of gas will be able to get a cheaper product. I am happy for
them. Unfortunately the ordinary consumers will not enjoy that benefit; they will be
stuck with North West Shelf gas reticulated to their homes through the Gas Corporation.
However, the major consumers will have access to cheaper gas.
We also made the point that the Gas Corporation will inherit the $l.5b debt of the gas
operations of the State Energy Commission, and by inheriting that debt it will enter the
supposedly freed-up, deregulated market encumbered. We were concerned that because
it will be obliged to sell expensive gas on that freed-up market, it may not be able to
compete and will, therefore, not be able to service that considerable debt. That may give
rise to a problem where it will have to come back to the Parliament and will eventually
have to be bailed out. We did not want that situation to occur, but as we played with our
calculators and looked at the numbers, it appeared that might be a possibility. However,
as events have transpired in the intervening weeks, it appears that might not be a
possibility, because it looks like the market will not be as free as we thought. The
Minister said at the public function at the Parmelia Hotel, and subsequendy the same day
in the Parliament, that the disaggregation of the gas contracts, the break-up of SECWA
and the opening of access to the pipeline will lead to a completely free market, and the
major consumers of gas will have access to cheaper gas. However, it turns out that will
not be the case, at least so far as the other producers are concerned, because those other
producers - Demex, Ampolex, Apache Petroleum, BHIP Petroleum and Western Mining
Corporation - will suddenly find that it will be more expensive for them to get their gas to
market than they thought originally. They presumably thought they would be able to get
their gas to market at a cheaper rate and offer it to the market at that rate.
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There are two possibilities if that is the case. One possibility is that, as the Minister has
indicated, the price of $1.25 to $1.20 per gigajoule and the various prices far part hauls
and back hauls will reflect the cost of the pipeline and of providing that service, in which
case the earlier calculations were a hit optimistic in indicauinig that it would he a freed-up
market. If it will no longer be as possible as was thought to be the case to deliver gas
economically to the market, notwithstanding the fact that the true cost has to be met, then
the Minister's earlier predictions of a cheaper market were misleading and industry will
perhaps not experience the cheaper gas that it originally thought it would experience.
The alternative is that if, as this unknown government source has said, the proposal will
provide a licence to print money for the private operator of the pipeline, we will have a
situation where the Glas Corporation will have a lucrative money spinner because it will
get quite a comfortable cash flow from its ownership of the pipeline and that will assist it
to service the $1.5b of debt which it has inherited from SECWA. If, as we are told, the
Minister intends to sell the pipeline in time to come, presumably when the price is right,
when things have settled down for the Gas Corporation and it is operating profitably,
then if it is such a lucrative money spinner it will fetch a better price, and if it does fetch
a better price, it will be able to use that to retire a substantial amount of its $1.5b debt.
Therefore, we wonder whether the concerns which we raised during the debate a few
weeks ago about the break-up of SECWA and the creation of the Gas Corporation and
the Electricity Corporation will prove to be founded.
The Minister stated in his short ministerial statement to the House last Tuesday that -

The setting of gas tran sport charges has been a complex matter and one that
needed to recognise the existing contractual rights of both gas producers and gas
customers. As such the final outcome is not perfect and will not necessarily suit
the particular interests of all industry participants.

Essentially, the Minister said then what he has confirmed now: It is not an ideal
outcome. It is not a perfect situation. It has not created the free market that was
indicated earlier.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: I agree with you that it is not ideal. If you set out to set up a regime for
third party access, you would set up something different from what we have got - I have
always conceded that - because we have not started from square one. We have inherited
a particular situation.
Mr THOMAS: The Minister said that in the House on 29 November, last Tuesday; he
said it earlier in this debate; and he has just said it again. There is no doubt that we will
have a situation that is less than perfect. However, I am making the point that the
Minister did not say that at the Parrnelia Hotel a month or two ago and he did not say it in
the House later that day when he made that ministerial statement. At that time, he made
predictions of a freed-up gas market in this State, where industry would have access to
cheaper gas.
Mr C.J. Barnett: And it will.
Mr THOMAS: Yes, but the Minister painted a very rosy picture of cheap gas being
available to industry in this State. It now appears that the Minister is conceding that the
picture is not quite as rosy.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Not at all. Just watch the prices in the Pilbara come 1 January. The
member for Pilbara may be aware of what some of those prices are. Some of those prices
are quite spectacular, and they will become public on I January. Watch the rate at which
competitive prices start to be quoted in the south west. Sure, you have got to add $1.20
or $1.25 for transport, but we will be looking at $3 gas in the south west next year, and
that will be a dramatic change.
Mr Grill: Including the transport cost?
Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes; for new gas contracts it will be of that order.
Mr THOMAS: Last year, the Minister talked about $2.
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Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, but that $2 1 talked about was in the Pilbara. We are now talking
about gas at less than $2. We are talking about gas being purchased at less than $2 in the
Pilbara and being transported at $1, $1.20 or $1.25 to the south west; in other words, gas
at around $3. That, if I may say so, by any measure is sensational compared with what
people thought was possible two or three years ago.
Mr THOMAS: We are not trying to detract from that achievement, and my colleague the
member for Pilbara will not detract from that, but he will address the subject of the
impact in the Pilbara. However, the Minister would have to concede that one would not
have to do all that well to do better in the Pilbara because the Pilbara has been saddled
with the diseconomies of the original conneact, which led to gas prices in the Pilbara.
being absurdly high, and that situation has endured until now, and no-one has won.
Obviously, the proponents of the project did not want to see the price brought down
because they had an interest in maintaining prices, but there is no point in having a high
price if theme are no sales. The disaggregation of the contract will mean that sales will be
able to be achieved in the Pilbara, and that is fine. Clearly the Pilbara is one area where
there will be benefits, and my colleagues the members for Eyre and Pilbara will talk
about that.
The bulk of sales of course will still be in the south west. The south west is disappointed.
I do not want to see a price set which does not reflect the cost of providing the service,
because it is a public asset. I will be interested in receiving those subsequent figures
from the Government. No doubt the Minister is aware that industry is suggesting that the
price is excessive, and that the other independent producers will not be able to supply gas
to the market as cheaply as the market had anticipated. Some people had been looking
forward to receiving cheap gas and their expectations will not be met.
The other aspect of this matter with which I wish to deal before my colleagues the
members for Eyre and Pilbara make their contribution to the debate is the principle for
the fixing of the tariffs. We have potentially four pipelines in the State that will be open
to third party access in one way or another. A very contentious issue for the independent
producers and for their customers is the principles upon which that pricing is based.
Essentially we have four sets of principles. There need be only one fair principle, but
four sets of principles and pricing structures apply to pipelines or would-be pipelines in
this State; so obviously three of them are not fair and perhaps all four of them are not
fair. It is a very complex matter and one which is comparatively new. The Wang
pipeline legislation provides for third party access, although it has not been acted upon on
any scale. Although it has been a conceptual possibility it has not been a real practice. It
is a real possibility in this State in the next year or two. They are real issues which relate
to the economies of the ultimate consumers, and in some cases that can determine the
viability or otherwise of industries. They are matters with which the State and the public
have a very real interest.
The Opposition is concerned that there should be a fair basis for fixing these prices.
Obviously the owners of the pipelines who have invested their capital have a right to a
fair return on that capital. On the other hand, there is great potential for a conflict of
interest. Perhaps the most potent is in the Pilbara to goldfields pipeline, which is a
different situation from the potential conflict of interest with the Dampier to Bunbury
pipeline, and where the proponents of the project will be the end consumer, and they may
wish to control the price of gas to affect the viability of industries which are competing
with them. In the case of the Dampier to Bunbury gas pipeline the owner of the pipeline
is to market that gas and may wish to prevent other suppliers from coming into the
pipeline.
These are early days. The Opposition has no problem with the notion of breaking up the
contracts. It is a part of restructuring the energy market in this State in response to the
changes in the underlying resources which are available. The structures which were put
in place in the late 1970s and early 1980s no longer are appropriate because we have
other sources of cheap gas, and it would be wrong for the State to be denied the benefit of
that. In order to free up that market it is necessary for this major contract which in one
sense hangs over the whole energy economy of this State to be broken up - to be
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disaggregated, to use the jargon. The Opposition is pleased to see that. The Opposition
has problems with some of the detail, and I have alluded to that. My colleagues will refer
to some other matters in their contributions. We have no problems with that general
proposition and therefore we support this Bill which aithn-ivsvs the disagg'rregation Of
those contracts which are authorised by the principal Act.
MR GRILL (Eyre) [9.16 pm]: This Bill deals with the restructuring of the North West
Shelf gas agreements with a number of players, basically the State Energy Commission's
gas agreements with its Woodside partners. In future, instead of there being one contract
there will be several contracts, hence the word disaggregation. Instead of SECWA being
a single customer and then on-selling gas to other consumers there will be contracts with
the Electricity Corporation, the Gas Corporation, Alcoa of Australia Ltd, Hamersicy Iron
and Robe River.
The Opposition was briefed on this legislation this morning, and I thank the Minister for
arranging the briefing. The Opposition does not intend to keep the House long on this
legislation, but we would like to make a few remarks. Overall, the Opposition will
accommodate the Government's desire to see this legislation pass through the House.
The Government has a number of concomitant pieces of legislation which will bring
about this partial deregulation of the gas market in Western Australia which have either
been through the House or are well and truly on their way through this House and
ultimately will go through the upper House before the end of this session. We understand
it is the Government's intention to see this disaggregation take place and the new tariffs
in respect of the supply of gas through the Perth to Dampier pipeline in place by I
January this year. We wish the Government luck in that respect. It is not a timetable that
was initially set by the Government. When this Minister first took on the portfolio he
was a lot more optimistic about the timetable for the deregulation of the gas market. He
was hopeful that deregulation of the gas market would take place within a few months.
He thought that deregulation, as he called it, would take place by the end of 1993. That
might have been a touch too optimistic; it might even have been brash. Certainly, it was
not a timetable that could be met. I do not want to detract from the Government. It will
be doing reasonably well to put these new arrangements in place by 1 January 1995.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I had the objective of trying to get agreement to disaggregate the
contracts by the end of 1993. As it emerged a lot of issues had to be determined before
the parties would agree to disaggregation. For example, Woodside and its partners
wanted to know how it would be located between companies before it agreed. A whole
lot of things fitted together. It took longer and the original objective proved to be not
only unrealistic but also unachievable until other decisions had been made.

Mr GRILL: It was a lot harder than the Minister thought, just as gaining agreement
about a new power station at Collie was much harder than the Minister thought. He
thought it would take only a few weeks.
Mr C.]. Barnett: Collie was easier than this.
Mr GRILL: During the first blush of the optimism of his being a new Minister, a few
promises were made that appeared to be a bit hopeful at that stage and turned out to be so
in the final analysis. That should not detract from what has been achieved. I agree that a
substantial amount has been achieved. The Minister well knows that I think a mistake
was made at Collie. I will not dredge that up tonight, but we may do so later. We always
like to mention the Collie contract.
This piece of legislation has three main objects. The first is to bring about a stamp duty
exemption for the new contracts that are being written between the North West Shelf
joint venture partners and their customers. Their customers are the companies and the
corporations which I mentioned earlier: The Electricity Corporation, the Gas
Corporation. Alcoa, Hamersley Iron and Robe River. Under the initial agreement Act an
exemption for stamp duty was put in place which expired in 1988, if the Minister's
second reading speech is correct. That exemption is being resurrected on a one-off basis.
It will be part of the inducement for the companies to disaggregate the contract. The
requirement to pay stamp duty would have been a disincentive. Whether it is called the

8671



removal of a disincentive or the putting in place of a new incentive is a matter of
semantics. In any event, the companies by virtue of this legislation will not be paying
stamp duty, and we do not have an argument with that. By agreeing to enter into these
new contracts, the joint venture partners have furthered government policy. In many
respects that policy is not too dissimilar from the policy that we might have adopted as
the previous Government. This whole set of procedures was conceived by the previous
Government. I believe we probably would have gone down a similar track. Therefore,
we have no objection to the stamp duty exemptions, whether they be called a removal of
a disincentive or an incentive to proceed with that disaggregation.
The second major object of the legislation is a little less straightforward; that is, a trade
practices exemption will be put in place. The States, under commonwealth trade
practices legislation, at present have the ability - I do not know for how long they will
have it - to put in place exemptions where they authorise them. This legislation
authorises an exemption about an arrangement that this legislation will allow in the
Pilbara. I will ask some questions about the exemption. The exemption comes about
because this Government has agreed, by virtue of the negotiations that have gone on
during the past couple of years, that SECWA will not compete in the sale of gas in the
Pilbara prior to 2005. That will allow the Woodside joint venture partners, which will
continue to be major players, and the other independent companies in the area that have
offshore and onshore gas, to sell gas into the Pilbara market without competition from
SECWA as it was, or from any of the government agencies as they will be after 1 January
this year.
This question arises: Why would the Government give that concession? It is not clear
from the legislation or the Minister's second reading speech why that trade practices
exemption is being given. I indicate that the arrangement into which the Government has
entered would be a transgression of the trade practices legislation until the State
Government specified an authorisation that it was exempt from the Act, and that is what
is happening under this legislation. Why is the Government not competing in that
market? Why should it provide that concession to the companies that I have mentioned
in that market? What consideration will the Government receive for not competing in
that market? They are fair questions. We put those questions to the departmental
officers this morning and they simply gave us the bland answer that it was government
policy and they hinted that we might get better answers from the Minister.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I would not count on it.
Mr Leahy: Thai is what we said.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I will give it my best shot.
Mr GRILL: It is a major concession which, without that exemption, transgresses the
wrade practices legislation. We want to know why and whether Where was any
consideration. We must bear in mind that SECWA was the biggest player in terms of gas
sales.
Mr C.]. Bamnett: It was the only player. It had exclusive rights over North West Shelf
gas in Western Australia.
Mr GRILL: There were others.
Mr C.]. Barnett: It was buying it and selling it.
Mr GRILL: Let us not get bogged down in semantics. There were other suppliers. The
Minister has agreed with me that it was the major player. Why should the major player
be excluded from a growing market? Why should the major player be excluded from a
substantial market? Why should the major player give carte blanche to the private
operators in that market? Why should there not be competition from the major player?
Those additional ancillary questions need to be answered.
The third main object of this legislation is to preserve to the State, through the
Government, strategic reserves of gas. We have no problem with that. We think those
measures are prudent. I will not dwell on that point, and neither did the previous speaker.

8672 [ASSEMBLY]



[Tuesday, 6 December 1994] 87

We understand thac prudence is absolutely essential, and I will not take the matter any
further. However, I echo some of the themes presented by the member for Cockburn.
We must ask whether we are seeing true deregulation of the gas market in this State and
whether we are seeing true- comp..I etition, given a couple of factors that are now coming to
light about gas contracts around the State. The Minister, when questioned on this matter
a minute ago by the member for Cockburn, said that prices would come down and that
the proof of the pudding was in the eating. I advise the Minister that to have the sort of
society that he, most members and I want, it must be not only a producer of raw
resources, but also a downstream processor. This State's energy costs must be reduced as
much as they possibly can because they are still well above those of the Eastern States.
The differential might increase rather than decrease if the integrated grid in the Eastern
States comes to pass. The Minister must ensure that all the competitive pressures are in
place, especially in the more isolated areas like the goldfields and the Pilbara. I am not
sure that under this legislation, or the arrangements that are being put in place by the
Government, those competitive pressures will be put in place. The Minister
acknowledged that he intervened in the eastern goldfields to prevent true competition
between the State Energy Commission and the owners or operators of the goldfields gas
pipeline.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I dispute the use of the word "intervened". I have ensured there is true
cornpetition. What I said to SECWA - I have also said it in this House - is that it will not
sell gas for less than what it pays for it. Competition is not one guy slitting the other
guy's throat; it is people paying the price that reflects the true cost of the product.
Subsidies and undercutting do not represent competition.
Mr GRILL: I will talk about subsidies shortly, but I suggest to the Minister that he has
not heard the last on this subject.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I am sure I have not. They are not vested interests. I will work out who
is giving you this information.
Mr GRILL: The Minister is looking at one of his strongest supporters of the goldfields
gas pipeline, but at the end of the day I want to see some competition in the goldfields so
the cost and price of energy reduces to allow Kalgoorlie to attract some downstream
processing. Kalgoorlie has an industry park which has a wonderful entry statement and a
nice road leading into it, but so far there is nothing else there. Industry will not establish
there until the price of power and gas come down. That is the reason I made the
comment about true competition. The Minister indicated that he has intervened, and he
might not like that terminology; however, he issued a directive.
Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I did not.
Mr GRILL: We will probably debate this on another occasion and I will have the
Minister's words in front of me and I will quote them. The Minister indicated that he
would not allow marginal pricing of gas.
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is not marginal pricing.
Mr GRILL: They were the Minister's words.
Mr C.J. Bar-nett: For SECWA to consider selling gas at less than what it paid for it, is not
competition.
Mr GRILL: Is the Minister saying that he did not use the words "marginal pricing"? He
did because he said he intervened to prevent SECWA from marginally pricing in the
goldfields. He said he was doing that because the opportunity to marginally price had
been opened up by SECWA's competitors. I will probably have to repeat this on another
occasion: If SECWA were a true private enterprise operator it would be marginally
pricing like anybody else under those circumstances and given those opportunities. In
that sense it appears to me and to a lot of commentators that the Minister and the
Government are moving to prevent true competition in the goldfields. The arrangements
that are being put in place in the Pilbara to the extent I mentioned - that is, excluding the
major player in terms of the gas sales - also prevent true competition. The Minister may
have an answer to that when he replies to the second reading debate.
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Mr C.J. Barnett: Same figures have been prepared because I know you are interested in
the goldfields. One indicative scenario is that power to major users will be 80 rather than
120. That is a very big saving at the end of the pipeline, but there will be bigger savings
in the Pilbara.
Mr GRILL: I will be pleased to see that.
Mr C.J. Barneit: There will be a lot of competition from gas producers. I hope we will
see competition not only in selling gas, but also in power generation in Kalgoorlie. It
remains to be seen, but probably that will occur.
Mr GRILL: I know that the present benchmark is around 120 because a big diesel set
can be brought in to produce power at that rate. They are paying the going rate in
Kalgoorlie of around 12g. It is what the traffic will bear, as lawyers like to term it.
Mr C.J. Barnett: People are now talking 70 to 90.
Mr GRILL: I hope that is the case, but there needs to be some concession for industries
that want to locate in that area; that should be borne in mind. We have spoken about
headworks costs in this place before, but they are such that it is not attractive to set up
any industry in the goldfields. The differentials in respect of electricity and water are
horrendous and it is something that should be considered. I brought that to the Deputy
Premier's attention and he conceded the argument I put forward. He promised to look
into it and do something about it. The Minister for the Environment and the Deputy
Premier need to collaborate before something can be done. It is almost a year since I
spoke to the Deputy Premier.
Mr C.J. Barnett: A working party has produced an interim report and work is being
coordinated by the Deputy Premier~ it involves the Water Authority and SEC WA.
Mr GRILL: I anm pleased to hear that.
The Opposition is concernied about the bottom end of the market; that is, the part of the
market that will not be deregulated in the foreseeable future. The Opposition expressed
its concern that that part of the market may well be subsidising the top end of the market.
Nothing I have heard from the Minister removes that concern.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I cannot follow your point. I know the transport charges may not be
ideal for small producers because they do not have the same economies of scale as
Woods ide.
Mr GRILL: They will be caught between a rock and a hard place: The rock being that
the prices for the existing contracts with Woodside have not come down and the hard
place being that they will be the only part of the market not deregulated. They may be
forced into a situation where they ame picking up that cost because the deregulated part of
the market will have access to lower gas prices.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Are you talking about gas buyers?
Mr GRILL: Yes. I am informed that in this brave new deregulated world the Minister
will still be approving gas sales or contracts that are in excess of $20m. Is that correct?
Perhaps the Minister will let me know the answer when he responds. It does not seem to
be part of a deregulated process.
Mr C.J. Barnett: It applies to contracts through the gas utility you are talking about.

Mr GRILL: To any contract? The Minister's officers indicated today that the gas
contract between Hamersicy and the joint venture partners or Robe and the joint venture
partners would be contracts the Minister would have to approve. It might be worth the
Minister looking at that issue because that is the impression the Opposition was given
today. If it is wrong, perhaps his officers will tell him and disabuse the Opposition of
that notion. It was fairly clearly put to the Opposition this morning that it does not seem
to be part of the brave new world of deregulation.

Mr C.i. Banett: Possibly some residual powers reside in the Minister concerning the
pipeline. I will check. However, I am not aware that the Minister has any role in
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approving contracts between gas producers and purchasers. Certainly substantial residual
powers in a number of areas are left with the Minister, but that does not seem right to me.
Mr GRILL: Maybe the Minister will check. We support the legislation, although we
have a few misgivings and questions about it. I look forward to the Minister's response
shortly.

MR GRAHAM (Pilbara) [9.41 pm]: I want to say a few words about this Bill and its
effects, particularly as they relate to the Pilbara. There is no doubt that the previous
Court Liberal Government throttled any chance of further development of the processing
of iron ore in the Pilbara as a result of the gas contracts it entered into with Woodside
Offshore Petroleum Pty Ltd in September 1980. If there was any doubt about that, it
would have been cleared away by two statements, the first of which was made by the
Minister for Energy on 26 July 1994 when he announced what would happen with the
domestic gas contracts. On the first page of his media statement the Minister said -

A major hurdle in the way of cheaper energy is the Domestic Gas Sales
Agreements (Domigas contract) between SECWA and the North West Shelf Joint
Venture Participants (JYPs) which was entered into in September 1980 for a 20-
year period from July 1985 to 2004-5.

That announcement was about the arrangements that we will legislate through this
Parliament this week. In the public debate on that matter, I said that the current Court
Government finally was publicly admitting what the Labor Party had said about the
Pilbara for 15 years. The Premier took great exception to that. Members may recall that
on Tuesday, 9 August, I asked a question of the Premier about these arrangements with
the contracts. His answer said in part -

There was a lot of debate over which party should control the sale of gas in the
Pilbara. Originally the joint venture partners wanted control, but as a result of
negotiations the state government controlled the sale of gas in the Pilbara.

I interpose there that the "State Government" is the Court Liberal State Government -

That has been one of the major restricting factors in our trying to get downstream
processing off the ground.

Therefore, the Premier and the Minister now, in 1994, after 14 years, accept publicly that
their predecessor, the Court Liberal Government. was single-handedly responsible for
impeding the development of one of the richest regional areas of Western Australia.
There can be no doubt that the Court Liberal Government took those actions and throttled
that chance of further processing for 15 years.

Let us look at the development of the current Court Liberal Government's policy on
energy in the Pilbara, because if we are to accept the rhetoric of the Premier and the
Minister for Energy, we must accept that they have been deeply committed to a course of
action in all the years they sat in opposition that will resurrect the Pilbara from the
mistakes that were made 14 years ago. Nothing is further from the truth. Let us go back
to the 1989 election which I contested. The then Opposition had no policy on energy
matters in the north west of Western Australia. Its shadow spokesperson, however,
released a one line proposal on energy matters which said that the Liberal Party would
electrify the railway lines.

That was based on the 1983 Booth Connell Hatch report. I must say that, in some of the
studies that I did with Pilbara 21, we found also that, by electrifying the railways, we
could build a requirement for a base load power station. As we pointed out in the 1989
election campaign and as the resource companies have continually pointed out to the
Liberal Party, they do not want to electrify their railway lines. Therefore, the only people
who were able to implement the Liberal Party's policy in 1989 did not want to do it.
They did not want to do it for one fundamental meason - the sums did not add up. They
did not add up in 1983, they did not add up in 1989 and they do not add up now, unless
there are changes.

In 1992, a by-election was held for the seat of Ashburton. It is interesting to look at what
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the Liberal Parry put forward as its policy on energy matters, not way back in the dark
ages, but in 1992. It put out a 30-odd page document which included dot points, the first
of which states -

Establishment of an electricity and gas grid which would en able the electrification
of the rail systems and provide competitive power to mining operations and
enable further processing industries to be attracted to the region.

We have dealt with the first point and we do not need to dwell on that again. However, a
new component has been added - the establishment of an electricity and gas grid. I will
come back to how that got in there. The second point that the Government, the then
Opposition, argued in 1992 - its second dot point, a policy -

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is not a policy; it is a superseded policy.
Mr GRAHAM: Okay. I am talking about the development of the policy and the Minister
will live with that. It states -

The private sector being responsible for the electricity and gas distribution with
the appropriate regulatory controls.

The point J am making is that in 1992 the Liberal Party was not preaching deregulation; it
was contesting elections on the basis of increased regulation. It is somewhat different
from the position it arrived at in 1993.
Mr Thomas interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: I will deal with that in a minute. The dot points continue -

New privately-owned combined cycle gas fired power stations to meet the
growing energy needs.
Gas to be reticulated through Karracha, Roebourne, Wickham and Port Hedland.

The rest are relatively minor points.
In the same document, the Liberal Party talks about how we will have further processing
in the north west. It says -

Establish, as part of our Pilbara Plan -

We are yet to see that; I am waiting with great interest for it but I will be an old man by
the time it comes out

- an electricity and gas grid to enable the electrification of the rail systems,
provide. competitive power to mining operations and enable the further processing
industries to be attracted to the region;

No mention of gas contracts or of deregulation. There are none of those nasties in their
policy at election time in 1992- However, it went on to say it would make a commitment
to negotiate a new private sector power station for the Pilbara. Where did it go from
there?
The Minister seems keen to draw my attention to 1993. 1 have left out one step in the
middle, and I do nor want to be unfair to the Government. The then opposition
spokesman, the member for Nedlands - read "Please can I be Premier?" - produced a
paper on energy options for Western Australia. Having released it, it was subsequently
written off by anyone with knowledge of the energy business as naive and childish.
Those were the words used to me by people in the industry. I did not want to leave that
out. Let us go to the 1993 election policy of the coalition. It states under "Power" the
following -

We will encourage the private sector to construct a gas pipeline to Port Hedland
and the Goldfields to provide internationally competitive gas for both electricity
production and processing.

I will come back to that -

We will plan the development of a Pilbara electricity grid to assist in co-
ordinating power generation from the various private sector generators.
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Here we are, the old chestnut -
We will plan for the electrification of the rail systems.

Mr C.J. Barnett: What is that in?
Mr GRAHAM: That is in the coalition's policy document titled "The North" and dated
14 January 1993.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Hang on. That is not the coalition energy policy.

Mr GRAHAM: I will come to that.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Don't confuse the two.
Mr GRAHAM: I will come to the state one; I can read. This is what members opposite
were saying in "The North". Ilam happy for the Minister to dissociate himself from it. It
states -

In Government we will:
Encourage oil and gas exploration and assist existing gas producers to
expand their gas gathering network to bring gas ashore for further
processing, power generation and distribution to the region.

That was the much vaunted gas gathering proposal -

End the SECWA monopoly on gas sales, and allow private natural gas
developers to supply to customers.

Where did that come from, people may ask. I will answer that later. That was the in-
depth policy that the then Opposition and now Government put together in the north
west. Let us go to the state policy.
Mir House: What was your policy?
Mr GRAHAM: I will deal with that, but the Minister will not like it. There is a
particular part in the policy which deals with the Pilbara. They are nice words. This is
what the coalition said it would do. Leave all the rhetoric to one side in painting the
picture about the horrible Labor nasties, because that does not matter. The document
states -

A coalition government will invite existing and prospective private sector energy
providers and users to form into a joint venture for the purpose of planning and
implementing an interconnected energy grid for the Pilbara. The first step in
developing such a grid will be the construction of a gas pipeline from Dampier to
Port Hedland.

That was the then Opposition's policy on the Pilbara. I will deal with that later on, but
the Labor Party gets special mention.
Mr C.J. Barnett: That is the pipeline they are building at the moment, is it?
Mr GRAHAM: The timing of these things is important, Minister. The dreaded socialists
get a look in here. It states -

The Labor Party in its 'Pilbara 21' policy has advocated the creation of a Pilbara
Electricity and Gas Authority.

They cannot knock it totally because they go on to say -

While the end objective of an interconnected energy grid is the same, the
Coalition policy is to promote a private sector approach.

It is interesting that Pilbara 21 should be mentioned because the coalition did not mention
in any of its policies what we are doing here tonight. None of it was mentioned because
it had not dawned on them. There is a good reason for that. In February 1992 the Pilbara
21 study released a discussion paper about energy needs in the Pilbara. It outlined a
number of events, one of which - just as a little throwaway line - explained to the Liberal
Party why rail electrification had not taken place and would not take place in the future.
The coalition did not read that when it was writing its policy. The consultants we had
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working for Pilbara 21 reinforced my opening statement in this speech; that is, the
contracts entered into by the previous Court Liberal Government had stifled any chance
of further development in the forms of mineral processing or petrochemical operations in
the Pilbara. They were killed stone, motherless dead as a consequence.
Mr C.I. Barnett: You won't miss the bit about deregulated markets in the goldfields and
the Pilbara, will you?
Mr GRAHAM: The Pilbara 21 discussion paper said -

SECWA had entered into contractual arrangements with the JVP for the supply of
gas on a cake-or-pay basis which was, as history now shows, well in excess of the
actual requirements to date and possibly well into the future.
This combination of an over supply of gas and gas pricing at oil equivalent levels
eliminated the possibility for energy prices in the Pilbara, either in the form of
natural gas or electricity, to contribute to any comparative advantage arising out
of the presence of natural gas in the region.
In the light of these problems, and the lack of progress in their resolution, the
recommendation is made that a Pilbara Electricity and Gas Authority be
established which is independent and separate from SECWA and which is not
encumbered by the energy supply contracts which SECWA has entered into for
the supply of gas into the Pilbara.

For the first time in the political debate about the future of the Pilbara the question of the
contracts was raised and a solution - whether it was the right solution or simply a solution
was not important - applied publicly to it. A number of other objectives were set down
for that energy and gas authority, including integration of the Pilbara grid which, I might
add, has been a persistent theme through the Liberal Party's policies; but it is not new. It
was a concept developed in the 1974 Pilbara study and put together, costed and funded
then, and it has remained in the Liberal Party policy ever since. The Pilbara 21 paper
addressed the questions of private power generation, contracts and oversupply. It also
addressed a range of detailed issues that are a problem in the Pilbara, all of which are
underpinned by the contract price entered into by the previous Court Government.
The timing is important, because that discussion paper came out in February 1992 and
the Ashburton by-election was in March 1992. Parts of that discussion paper appear
word for word in the "Action for Ashburton" plan of 1992, except the bits that will make
a policy work- I assume Norman Moore wrote the plan but overlooked those bits because
they were not important. But he said, "Gee, people would like electric railway lines and
new power stations, so we will insert those bits." There was no understanding in the
Liberal Party of the problems and difficulties that confronted the Pilbara. In February
1992 the previous Government, through its WA Advantage package put together by the
then Premier Carmen Lawrence and Deputy Premier Ian Taylor, said that -

In line with its policy to reduce energy costs, the Government has decided there
will be no tariff increases in 1992/93.
As well, it will:

renegotiate the conditions affecting the future of off-shore gas reserves
including the domestic North-West Shelf gas supply contract;
restructure SECWA after assessing the benefits of splitting its energy and
gas operations;

I am pleased to be able to say that two major actions influenced that Government
decision. [ do not claim credit for both. I do not claim very much credit other than that I
chaired one of the committees. The Pilbara 21 report was considered by Cabinet, and it
decided to act on it. That happened in conjunction with future developments that would
be associated with the pipeline being built between Hedland and Karratha. Those were
the two major players who influenced that decision. A draft report of the Pilbara 21
study in March 1992 contained some recommendations: The establishment of an
independent Pilbara electricity and gas authority with major functions being the
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extension and operation of gas and transmission systems within the region; entering
contracts with the owners of the private transmission lines to acquire capacity to enable it
to service certain areas; negotiating new agreements with oil and gas producers; and the
extension of the Pibara powver and gas grids. WAc suggested those functions for the
Pilbama energy and gas authority. The matters were consolidated in the final report put to
Roderick Carnegie as part of his board of review. Incidentally, Carnegie did not agree
with us about the need for an independent energy and gas authority. He said that if
certain events took place, the aims of the independent authority could be achieved. He
said -

An energy authority, operating in both gas and electricity, is unnecessary if the
gas market in the Pilbara is opened up to competition via open access to the
Pipeline, if restructuring of the gas purchase contract with the JVP proceeds, and
if competitive procurement is adopted for the purchase of additional generation.

Carnegie's Energy Board of Review agreed with the views put forward by the Pilbara 21
report and adopted by the Labor Party in Government. The final Pilbara 21 report was
handed down in June; it endorsed the views in the drafts.
I return to the Ashburton by-election. I want to dwell on it because it was at that time,
more than any other time, important. The Liberals were semi-convinced that they could
win the seat of Ashburton. They were convinced that the Labor Party was so on the nose
regarding the circumstances surrounding Pam Buchanan's dismissal and death that the
Liberal Party threw its best shot into Ashburton. There was a lot of debate and argument.
Many members visited the area. I do not want to disappoint the Minister for Resources
Development because he was not a player in events at that time. This was Richard
Court's "Please can I be Premier?" stage. He was a little petulant, and Barry MacKinnon
would not move. The Ashburton by-election was the catalyst for bringing down
MacKinnon, and it slipped Richard Court into the leadership of the Liberal Party. The
Minister for Resources Development was not a heavy player at the time. He was still
debating the large economic issue -

Mr C.J. Barnett: I was not the resources or energy spokesman at the time.
Mr GRAHAM: I think the Minister was the spokesman for daylight saving. That was
the reform that was supposed to save Western Australia.
Mr House: We were talking about it.
Mr GRAHAM: Yes. It was an interesting coalition policy. It would have been a
genuine application of vote weighting.
1 am not having a go at the Minister for Resources Development. I am having a go at his
party. I turn now to comments by Barry MacKinnon in a radio interview in the north
west on 26 March. He was asked about Pilbara 21, when terrible accusations were made
that the Government - and myself as chairman of the study - had orchestrated events to
make an announcement on the draft report at the time of the Ashbunton by-election. The
Liberals had conveniently overlooked the fact that we published the program of events
some 14 months before, when Pam Buchanan was a player in the Labor Party. The
Liberals overlooked that fact, and started a campaign stating that this was another
exercise in manipulation. When they found everyone in the north had been involved, the
wheels fell off. They had to address matters of merit.
The Liberals did not offer a plan at that stage, and the Court Government has not
provided one since. The Liberals used to talk about "our detailed plan for the Pilbara",
but 20 years on we have not seen one. I suggest it is in the same cupboard as this report.
Mr C.J. Barnett: All you need to do when driving around is open your eyes and look at
it!
Mr GRAHAM: It will be in the same cupboard as this report. The Liberals do not have a
Pilbara plan. At the time, Barry MacKinnon said -

In terms of the power authority - again, as you know from our Pilbara plan, we
believe that we should be establishing the electricity grid, and the private sector

8679



should be responsible for the establishment of the power station, and we want to
see gas reticulated also through the Pilbara.

That was it! That was the sum total of Barry MacKinnon's understanding of the energy
needs of the Pilbara. The leadership of the Liberal Party had no idea what was required.
The current leadership has not improved; at the rime there was a little feud between
Richard Court, the member for Nedlands, and Barry MacKinnon, the member for
Jandakot, regarding who would lead the Liberal Party. The feud was well and truly
under way and was being fought out in Ashburton.
At the time, the member for Nedlands commented on the detailed plan put forward to
reform the energy market in the Pilbara as follows -

The Pilbara. 21 Strategy document contains interesting statistical information but
the strategies proposed show great indecision and some good old fashioned
socialism.

We were talking about private power stations, about freeing up the energy market, and
about introducing competition both within and across the various energy fields, and the
best that the great intellect could come up with was 'good old fashioned socialism".
I do not want to stop there. Court continues -

A new Government Power Authority in p lace of SECWA. Simply replacing one
Government Energy Authority with another Government Energy Authority
achieves little and could even result in cost increases. The Pilbara presents a
classic opportunity to have a fully privately operated power generation and
distribution system to offer highly competitive energy tariffs in a region of
abundant energy resources. This Labor Government can nor bring itself around to
allowing this private sector initiative.

The member for Nedlands did not even know about the contracts. He knew nothing. We
know that he is famous for not knowing things and not saying anything about them, but if
he did know about the contracts, he did not say anything about them. He said nothing at
the crucial times when these matters were being debated. At the time, nor the Liberal
Party leader, the member for Nedlands - now the Premier - nor the current Minister for
Resources Development, nor any other shadow Cabinet member had enough
understanding of the matters of importance in the Pilbara to deal with them. It was not a
matter of their being able to win the argument; they simply did not understand the
argument. Each of the changes in policy along the way by the Liberals, even the written
policies, can be clearly demonstrated and I have done that tonight. Each of the changes
has been preceded by an action or initiative of the Labor Party either in Government or in
Opposition.
The government policies included the policy for the north west by taking a leaf directly
out of the Pilbara 21 discussion paper. I should have sent the Government a computer
disc and saved it that work. No push was made by the Liberal Party for disaggregation
contracts. Itris as a consequence of their being in government and now understanding
what the hell it is and what is going on, not by any great intellectual drive or policy
thought by the Liberal Government. No great push was made by the Liberal Party in the
Pilbara to understand the kinds of changes needed by the north west when the parry was
ini opposition. It has all come about as a consequence of their being in government and
receiving advice from sources other than their own party intellect.
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Minister for Energy) [10.22 pm]: I thank members
opposite for their support of this legislation. The legislation quite specifically amends the
North West Gas Development (Woodside) Agreement Act to facilitate the disaggregation
of those North West Shelf gas contracts. The debate gave members the opportunity to
canvass a wide range of issues as they are free to do. In fairness, many of the points have
been discussed in this House before. I do not intend to go through all of themn for that
reason.
The issue was again raised of a potential conflict between the Gas Corporation in its role
as a gas seller and as the operator of the gas pipeline from Dampier to Perth. Yes, there
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is a potential conflict of interest;, that is not denied. Simply to set up a separate authority
for the pipeline would not have addressed the issues of third party access, a debt in
excess of $lb and many other things. As I have indicated publicly, if there is a
masontable proposition at the time, my aspiration is that the gas pipeline will be
privatised, which will resolve the debt issue and any question of a conflict of interest.
The rules set up will be overseen by the Office of Energy which is independent of the gas
utility. Therefore, an independent regulator is in place, whereas previously there was not
one. Potential conflict will always be of concern.
Obviously everyone would have liked the transport charge to be as low as possible. The
charge of $1.20 or $1.25 is roughly what the market expects. It has certainly been borne
out by rigorous analyses of the pipeline, its debt and its ability to service that debt.
Substantial capital expenditure will be needed to upgrade the pipeline. The member for
Cockburn spoke of the transport charge preventing the smaller gas producers from
competing in the marketplace. With respect, everyone has the same transport charge, so
it is a constant across all competitors. A lack of capacity in the pipeline would restrict
them; indeed, there is not a great deal of spare capacity in the pipeline.
Over the next 10 years perhaps up to $1ib will be spent on upgradi ng pipel ine capaci ty by
about 50 per cent. flat is essential if there is to be the space for gas producers to
compete. That is also the reason that charges for transport could not be too low. They
must service the existing debt and also generate enough capital to finance the necessary
expansion of pipeline capacity. It is a complex financial position. It is the best that could
have been done and generally I have been pleased with the response from industry,
although obviously if people could get something cheaper they would like the price to be
lower.
Yes, there are four pipelines and four different rules, but they are all headed towards the
principle of obtaining nondiscriminatory third party access. They all come from different
positions with different vintages, ownership and contractual positions, but they are
moving in that direction, and the directional change is important. As the member for
Eyre said, the stamp duty exemption is simply to reflect that disaggregation of the
contracts is at the request of the Government. It would be quite unreasonable for the
Government then to tax the parties for doing what it wants. 1 thank members for their
support of that position. Trade practices exemption is interesting and is included at the
request of the joint venture partners who were concerned that they may be subject to a
trade practices case mounted in some way and who did not want to get embroiled in any
court cases. It allows the gas utility to indicate that it will not compete in the Pilbara.
market. That is giving something to the joint venture partners and other gas producers in
the Pilbara. It is saying that the Government through its gas utility will stay out of the
Pilbara and that market will be deregulated. The private sector can now get on and do
what it wants to. It is achieving true deregulation.
Out of the 393 terajoules take or pay only about 33 TI were used in the Pilbara area.
Therefore, it is a relatively small part of the total market but, I agree, one that is growing.
To look at the argument put the other way, if the gas utility were free to compete in the
Pilbara, what would be the outcome? We would have a gas utility there as the dominant
player or SECWA, as it were, with a huge inventory of paid but not used gas. That
would sit above the market as a threat to any new producer who might think about
investing in capital to develop a new gasfield. It would be a huge threat to potential
competition. By taking SECWA or the gas utility out of the Pilbara. market, we have
taken out of the market not the ability to sell gas but the inventory. With that inventory
removed there is not the threat of any new competitor being swamped by undercut gas
prices.
As the market grows it will encourage the development of new gasfields and new
producers into the market. Taking SECWA out allows competition to occur. I put it to
members that had SEC WA remained there would be no competition at all and the market
would have been totally supplied by SECWA because of its inventory. It is a matter of
doing something which may appear imperfect and anticompetitive, but the end result will
be a more competitive market than one we might have had. I am sure members will
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follow the line of thought. It is not a simple, straightforward matter. If they think of the
consequences of SECWA remaining in the market, we would not have competition in the
Pilbara at all. That difficulty is similar to the goldfields pipeline.
Mr Grill: You say that after 2005 the threat will be removed.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: After 2005 if SEC WA wants to come back into the market, it can. I
do not expect there to be a gas inventory in 2005; in fact, I do not expect there to be a gas
inventory by the year 2000. It is being consumed at a high rate now.
Mr Grill: Has an inventory been earmarked for the Pilbara?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Not to my knowledge; not this particular inventory, at any rate. On
current projections that inventory should be consumed by about 2000 or 2002. It is
important to remove it from the market. The only way to remove it effectively is to use it
in power generation or to sell it.
Mr Grill: I must say that I got the impression from your officers today that the gas for
the Pilbara had been placed in a separate account, at a specific price.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It may be correct that there was a different pricing formula for the
Pilbara. I think an adjustment was made during the member's time in government when
the amount of gas allocated nominally to the Pibara marker was reduced from around 40
TJ to about 33 TI. Some changes have been made in the Pilbara. At the time of
disaggregarion the sales into the Pilbara and the agreed sales into the Pilbara are only 33
Ti. It has varied a number of times.
Mr Grill: There is still that inventory allocation from the Pilbara. There are two areas.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: I am prepared to stand corrected, but to my knowledge, as with
disaggregation, there is no inventory in the Pilbara. It is split between the gas and
electricity utilities and will be used for power generation or in gas sales. We had to take
the inventory out of the Pilbara, otherwise who would invest in developing a new
gasfield if somebody could swamp the market at the drop of a hat? We have debated the
goldfields pipeline previously.
I hope to be able to produce for members some updated estimates of power cost savings
in Kalgoorlie along the pipeline. Members will find the savings are quite significant.
Only recently have potential power consumers in the goldfields known what the transport
charges would be on the goldfields pipeline, and only now can they put together the final
price. Indicative figures show savings between 30 per cent and 40 per cent in Kalgoorlie
on power generation, and even greater savings further along the pipeline.
Mr Grill: When you spoke a week or so ago you indicated in Kalgoorlie the best power
savings might be 15 per cent.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: Yes. I did. Verbal information I was given today indicates that the
savings will be far greater than that. Now they know the transport charges, and some of
the gas prices - to which I am not privy - being quoted by existing and prospective gas
producers are fine prices- Very good competition is occurring already. Gas producers
are competing to get contracts to justify developing their fields.
Mr Grill: We will wait and see.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: Ultimately we will wait and see, but I will send the member a copy
because I know he is interested. I was pleasantly surprised by the figures I was given
today. The member for Pilbara gave his interpretation of the history of the energy policy
in the Pilbara. I will not argue with it. He has accused the Government of not having an
energy policy. I concede that some policies at election and by-election times have a
certain fluidity about them, but I think all parties understand that. I will hang my hat on
the coalition energy policy that was released.
Mr Graham: Do not misunderstand me. I did not say you currently have no policy. You
do, but it happens to be ours. We developed it. I have been saying nice things in public
about you and I have said nice things about the energy policy, but it was ours.
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is not a plagiarised policy. There has been an emergence of
thought about the things that can happen in the Pilbara. The Pilbara 21 policy, the
coalition policy, the Carnegie report and other factors played a role. The ideas have been
emerging and cvcryone described at various times what they wanted to do. Only two or
three items of the 40 or 50 items in the coalition energy policy are yet to be delivered.
Very little of that policy remains to be put in place at this stage. A few items remain,
mainly in the renewable energy and energy efficiency areas. As the member for Pilbara
drives around his electorate over the next few years he will see the coalition policy for
the development of the Pilbara happening before his eyes.
Mr Graham: I would love to see that!
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I hope the member will love it because the changes in the energy
and resource development industry are quite dramatic.
Mr Graham: There is no doubt of the focus given to those contracts, and there was a
maintenance issue involved. That was the problem that had to be overcome.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It was an issue. There was a difference because this Government
was able to achieve it. No-one will ever know, but I put it to the member for Pilbara that
it would never have been achieved under the Lawrence Government.
Mr Graham: Yes it would.
Mr C.J. BARNiETT: No it would not, because the Labor Government was heading for
litigation with the North West Shelf joint venture partners. It did not have an
environment in which change could take place. The energy board of review was set up in
total ignorance of the SEC WA board. The partners were not working together; the North
West Shelf partners were opposed to the energy board of review. They were all in
conflict with each other. It was not an environment in which change could occur, and the
only way this change was achieved was by everyone agreeing to cooperate. Perhaps the
previous Government could have recreated the necessary environment, but I dare say it
would have not been achieved in three or four years had the Labor Government been re-
elected. However, it is all hypothetical and no-one knows. I thank members for their
support of the Bill. This concludes the package of Bills dealing with deregulation of the
energy market. There are regulations and material, to which the member for Cockburn
referred, which I hope will be available in the next week or so.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

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

FORREST PLACE AND CITY STATION DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT
BILL

Receipt and First Reading
Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Leader of the House),
read a first time.

BILLS (3) - RETURNED
1. Energy Corporations (Transitional and Consequential Provisions) Bill

Bill returnied from the Council with amendments.
2. Ord River Hydro Energy Project Agreement Bill
3. Justices Amendment Bill

Bills returned from the Council without amendment.
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LOAN BILL
Second Reading

Resumed from 4 August.
DR WATSON (Kenwick) [10.28 pmn]: I take this oppontunity to draw the attention of
the House once again to the Disability Services budget and to the adverse impact it is
having on individuals with disabilities and the families of those individuals. The House
will remember that I obtained a minute that had been prepared by the Minister for
Cabinet discussions while the budgets were being prepared. In that document dealing
with the shortfalls in disability services, the Minister outlined a number of issues of
concern to him, mid the grave concern of those people in the community on whom these
shortfalls impact. I will not go through it all but, for instance, there was then, and still is,
a wait of six years for people in urgent need of accommodation support. Already 290
people are on the list and each year an additional 50 people will be added to it. Although
I have questions on notice asking how the backlog might be cleared, there is no clear
view of any improvements that have been made. There is a shortfall of 88 therapists for
approximately 4 000 school children who need that support at school. I understand that
this year only an extra two therapists out of that required 88 were funded. Almost 5 000
people in the metropolitan area do not have access to individualised services, because no
local area coordinator is available whom they can access. There is a range of gaps in
services.
The commission itself, in line with the McCarrey recommendations, has embarked on a
significant number of administrative reforms which mean that, progressively, costs will
be charged to those people who are perhaps most vulnerable in our community. This
mentality, philosophy and ideology that the user should pay for services is being
introduced much more quickly than members here might realise. In that document, the
Minister warned Cabinet he would be approaching it for an extra $4m. Only $200 000
was provided in extra funding - a significant shortfall in funds. However, only two
weeks ago, the Treasurer's Annual Statements were circulated to each member and, in
spite of the Estimates Committee processes, it had not become obvious that the Disability
Services Commission expenditure had increased by $1 .5m above budget owing to
additional superannuation costs- Somehow in that budget them is a disguised $1.5m
extra expenditure for superannuation. I can deduce only that the $1 .5m has gone towards
paying people's redundancy and retrenchment payouts in line with the recommendations
of the MeCarrey report. That money has been expended to reduce staff when services are
underfunded and when, I imagine, every staff member is needed at the commission to
provide the services that can be provided. A number of questions are raised from that
two-line statement in the Treasurer's accounts.
Returning to the McCarrey ideology and to a minute from a Cabinet subcommittee on
public sector reform, to which I have access, there is a plan to save a minimum of $36,Sm
from the Disability Services budget. Over one-third of its budget could be reduced
owing to privatisation. Cabinet has advised that $30m could be saved by the delivery of
all services to clients by non-government agencies; that annual savings of $4m are
possible by streamlining administration and staffing costs; that support functions such as
mechanical services, maintenance and catering could be contracted at a saving of $1 .5m a
year; and that allied health services costs of close to $lmn a year probably would best be
borne by Medicare or by private health insurance if service provisions were restructured.
This document recommends that consideration also should be given to the provision of a
capital grant of up to $50 000 a bed for the transfer of present residents to non-
govern ment agencies, as part of the devolution of residential care.
I refer to the desperate shortage of accommodation support for people with disabilities. I
do not have any problems with deinstitutionalising people who, as a result of illness or
disability, have so far spent their lives in hospital or nursing home type facilities.
However, it must be done only with adequate support. In particular, I am talking about
attention to the sensory, physical, nursing care and what I call social training needs of
people with gross intellectual disabilities as well as those people with conditions such as
cerebral palsy.
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Two fridays ago I spent the morning with staff from that mnarvellous institution Nulsen
Haven. That residence was initiated through the energies of Ruby Hutchison, the first
woman in Australia to be elected to a Legislative Council and of course, the first Labor
Party wom an. Sh-e wats elected at the age of 62 and retired at the age of 79. She was
responsible for legislation that saw women on juries. I pay tribute to Ruby for her energy
in working with the then Minister for Health, Emil Nulsen, in establishing Nulsen Haven
as a then modem home for people with gross intellectual disabilities, who at that time
were called mentally incurable.
As [ was saying, I spent the morning with Gordon Trewem and some of his staff visiting
group homes in Gosnells where three people lived in one and four in another. The
changes explained to me about the behaviour of people who had moved out the 41-bed
institution in Belmont to groups of three people living in one residence with full time
carers was emotionally moving, as well as a very happy time for those groups. Two
people had stopped head banging activity because they were then in an environment
where (here was plenty of light and fresh air. They were the focus of attention; their
families could visit; they were able to go into the garden as they wanted to; and their food
was cooked in a personal way in which their likes and dislikes could be ascertained and
met. OUr congratulations should go to the people who thought of that system of care and
who give them much care and respect as individuals. However, it cannot be done for
$50 000; the amount required is closer to $70 000. Let me give one example. At Nulsen
Haven, with 41 people living there, three people were on night shift. There are 13 of
these houses accommodated in neighbourhoods, mostly around Gosnells and
Huntingdale, so 13 staff are needed at night. More carers are needed than would be
needed for 41 people, but the benefits are not quantifiable. The relief and satisfaction
that is being brought to the parents of those people, who on the whole are not
communicative, has been fantastic. The Government has its sums wrong in that area. It
costs more for that kind of care in sheer dollar terms, but in its ability to meet needs it is
fantastic.
When we think about people with gross physical disabilities, such as the clients of the
Cerebral Palsy Association of WA Ltd, we see in their newsletter of October this year an
update on their waiting list. Recently the association had to start charging access fees in
order to provide services. Through those fees it has been able to provide support for 39
people and relief, therefore, for 39 families. However, respite accommodation that is
needed for adults has been costed for five people at $13 024 a year for four nights respite
a week, and the association needs $65 120 for that. It has 16 people in urgent need of
accommodation at a total cost of $787 000. Altogether, in order to meet urgent needs,
the association needs $1 180 788. These are urgent needs; these are people who are
causing their own carers to become ill, shifting the costs onto different parts of the
Government's Budget, probably in the health care system.
Such are the needs of people for this sont of accommodation and respite care that when
the Government recently wrote to some of its component organisations asking them to
support a five year plan that had gone to Cabinet they were prepared to support
something they had not even seen on the basis of that plan being submitted to the
Cabinet. This brought criticism from other groups which had not been asked to support
it. I can understand both sides of that argument. Those who are desperate for
accommodation grasp at anything; they think that if it is about money and about a plan it
must be good, and they will support it sight unseen. However, those organisations that
are reluctant to support it, and are rather critical of that action of the Government, have
had it confirmed to them that the five year business plan is not a public document. It
seems to me as though nobody will be able to see that document. The secretary of one of
the antagonistic groups has said that this is the ultimate manipulation process of using
consumers and families, and their good intentions and their needs, to achieve support for
an unseen government document.
One of the other things that has occurred lately is a groundswell of support for my
proposal that a select committee be established to inquire into the costs of disability. In
response to that, the Minister, together with the Minister for Health, has established a

8685



committee to examine the interface between the Disability Services Commission and the
Health Department to establish what the costs of aids and equipment are. However, aids
and equipment are only part of the cost - a very real part - which add no end to the burden
of disability, and in fact make people pay for their disability, mostly affecting people
with physical disabilities, but also those with intellectual and psychiatric disabilities,
Many of my colleagues have written to the Minister about the cost of wheelchairs,
continence equipment, and various pieces of equipment which make people as
independent as possible and to ensure that their life is as dignified as possible. The aids
and equipment scheme was derived from the Commonwealth providing to the State
Government, I think in 1987, a budget of $1 .6m for the program of aids for disabled
persons scheme. The $l.6m has been provided by the Commonwealth each year to the
Health Department, but as technology and disability have changed, and with better access
to better aids and equipment, so the cost has ballooned. The State Health Department has
needed to make up the shortfall between what the Commonwealth has provided and the
cost of equipment. The budget is about $6m a year.
People who were outpatients of, say, Royal Penh Rehabilitation Hospital, but also of any
public hospital, have had access to a range of equipment, free of charge, until quite
recently. With regionalisation enormous inequities are now apparent. This is
compounded by the Government's commitment to a user pays scheme. We find that
people are paying different prices for different pieces of equipment. At Fremantle
Hospital, for instance, people will be asked to put down a deposit for a wheelchair and
then to pay for the cost of a ramp so they can get into their own house. At another
hospital they will be asked to pay a refundable sum of money for the items they need. At
Shenton Park each of the patients is having his or her needs reassessed in order that they
too can be charged. At Princess Margaret Hospital for Children a reassessment for
wheelchair loans has been carried out, whether long term or short term; for lycra splints
for children; and for assessment and advice by speech pathologists for children who need
assistance with communication. All of this adds to the stress and trauma faced by
individuals with a disability or families who have a member wit a disability, and it
should be heeded by politicians on both sides of the House because there is a groundswell
of support for the proposed select committee.
Some of the hidden costs, as provided to me in the footnote to a letter from the
chairperson of one support group, are things like incontinence aids that are required over
and above the recommended allowance, syringes, catheters, oxygen, suction machines,
modified transportation, domestic support, respite over and above specified limits,
special foods and formulas, air-conditioning to maintain stable body temperatures,
kangaroo pumps, frequent medical and hospital visits - costing petrol, parking, time and
fines - nursing and personal support, lifting devices, and wheelchairs. People are
increasingly being made to pay for their disability, and the hidden costs for people with
quadriplegia, paraplegia or multiple sclerosis are estimated to be in excess of $2 000 per
annum. If they were to pay for the aids which they used, they would incur an additional
cost of $1 200 to $2 000 per annum. Therefore, we are talking about an additional
$4 000 payment for a person with a disability who is on a pension of $160 a week.
I would like to read pan of a letter that was sent to me by a woman who contacted me,
who costed her disability, and said -

With reference to our telephone conversation concerning the extra 'hidden cost'
of disability, I enclose a rough estimate of my personal costs which you will note
come to approximately $2,386 per year. These things are in fact the MrA hidden
costs of disability as faced by someone in my position as well as I am able to
ascertain them.

She asked SECWA to estimate how much it cost her to charge her electric wheelchair
overnight, and at 600 a night she is paying an additional $219 in electricity. She asked
SEC WA to estimate what her washing powder and washing machine costs were, and chat
totalled $177.12 per annum. Because she is physically unable to handle soap, the
shower gel which she needs costs her $1 10 per annum, or $4 every two weeks. These are
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some of the real hidden costs over and above the cost of aids and equipment which the
Minister for Disability Services and the Minister for Health are investigating, and I am
glad the Minister for Disability Services has come back into the Chamber to listen to this
debate. The womait ctaieb -

You will also note I have not included 'normal' living costs, but charges only
directly related to disability, or inability to access such things as public transport.

She has worked out that the transport she requires costs her $1 450 per annum. These are
huge issues for people who are the most vulnerable in our community.
In 1987, the Commonwealth Office of Disability Services compiled a study through
workshops all around Australia on the extra costs of disability, and again in Western
Australia the costs identified as priorities for adults with a disability included transport,
loss of employment opportunities, home modification, holidays, family relationships,
aids and equipment, home care, recreation, education, and for a range of deprivations,
both social and economic. The cost to families which have a child with a disability such
as spina bifida are enormous. I understand that they must allocate huge budgets for
clothing for children who are growing, who are often wet and soiled, and who want to
participate in sports and in school and need things such as tracksuits and shoes. The
investigation being conducted by the Ministers whom I have mentioned will not examine
such needs.
About three weeks ago, I spent a morning at a forum convened by the Health Consumers
Council for a number of individuals and representatives of interest groups. I conclude by
drawing the attention of the House to a number of important points made by participants.
They make the point that many of the agencies which are funded through the Disability
Services Commission, the Commonwealth or Home and Community Care are central
organisations, and they have a great fear that the Health Department will force them into
regionalisation. It is important that we recognise that the Multiple Sclerosis Society, the
Cerebral Palsy Association of Western Australia Ltd and the bioengineering unit at
Shenton Park, for instance, are central agencies, and one centre of excellence is what we
can afford properly in Western Australia.
In conclusion, I make the following points: Huge issues are involved in contracting out
services, which put tremendous constraints on consumers. People with disabilities should
be guaranteed that until a new policy is arrived at, there should be no change. No-one
should have to pay for the aids and equipment which they get from hospitals. There must
be a clear and concise policy that is based on individual needs, if we are talking about the
needs and dignity of people. The people who are most needy are at risk of bearing the
greatest costs and burdens. We must look at not only equipment but also all the costs of
disability. We must proceed from the basis of need and not cost. Doubtless, I will deal
with this matter further in another debate, but I want to ask the Minister to rethink his
opposition. We do not need to go to other States or countries to have this select
committee. The House should support it.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [10.59 pm]: I will
develop the same theme as the member for Kenwick by drawing the attention of the
House to two issues. The first is the application of the user pays principle for the supply
of aids and appliances to disabled people in our health system; in particular, artificial
eyes. The second issue relates to the process being followed in respect of the State's
pathology services and concerns I have about the process of commercialising the State
Health Laboratory Services.
On a few occasions I have drawn to the attention of either the House or the general public
through a press release the penny pinching attitude of this Government, particularly in its
public hospitals. In the past few days my attention has been drawn to a form of penny
pinching which has no justification whatever. I call upon any Ministers who are present
in this Chamber to take steps with their Minister for Health to have this policy reversed.
Some people in our community become blind and, unfortunately, for medical reasons
must have their eyes removed. For these people the installation of artificial eyes is
absolutely essential for their whole wellbeing and status as blind people. These artificial

8697



8688 [ASSEMBLY]

eyes are not just optional extras for these people. If they are to enjoy a full life in our
community it is important that they have artificial eyes. Of course, the technology in this
area has developed arid acrylic eyes are now available to these people. The difficulty is
that acrylic eyes do crack, and for some people infections can occur, and they must have
new eyes put in. A person I have been talking to in recent days has worked out that he
needs new eyes roughly every four years. If he does not get new ones put in very serious
infections can set in which, if not attended to, could have a devastating impact on his
health.
I will refer to two documents from the Health Department of Western Australia. The first
is the Medical Service Policy No 3 put out by Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital and the
second is a letter which has gone from Royal Perth Hospital to the Artificial Eye Service.
The policy of Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital can best be described as the one eye policy.
It states -

Following surgery at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital, the patient is eligible to
receive one artificial eye, free of charge. The hospital will also provide a
replacement prosthesis if necessary, following medical referral. There will be no
replacement for lost items.

It is bad luck if someone loses one of his artificial eyes; be will not get a replacement
fromn Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital. That policy currently is being applied in Western
Australia. This letter from Royal Perth Hospital is another example of the one eye policy
being pursued in our public health system.
Mr House: How much does an artificial eye cost?
Dr GALLOP: It costs $1 000 for a set; that is about $500 each. They are not cheap,
particularly to many of these people who are pensioners. The letter states -

Royal Perth Hospital wishes to inform you of recent developments in relation to
the Patient Appliance Program.
Under this program outpatients have been provided with certain items on an
ongoing basis. In recent years the demands for supply of items has increased to a
point where the Hospital has been requited to assess the range and provision of all
the items.
New policies have been developed to enable the Hospital to maintain provision of
appliances or equipment which is vital to discharging a patient into the
community. To provide this essential service it has been necessary to limit
ongoing provision of certain items which the Hospital has now identified for
supply on a once off basis. Where possible patients will be notified of our new
policy however we would be most grateful for your assistance to people who are
not aware of these changes.
As from 1 August 1994 only RPH patients will be eligible to receive their first
issue item and will be provided with a voucher to a designated value.

The voucher system has now arrived for people who need artificial eyes -

The patient may choose to use this voucher towards a more expensive product or
purchase the standard item. If a patient does not have this voucher then monies
will not be reimbursed by Royal Perth Hospital.

That was a letter from the supply department of the Royal Perth Hospital dated 18 July.
From July 1994 people who require artificial eyes can have only the first set of eyes
installed free of charge by the Government of Western Australia and from then on they
must purchase the artificial eyes which cost about $500 each; that is, about $1 000 for a
set. That is the situation in Western Australia today. I do not know how many people in
Western Australia need artificial eyes. I have been trying to get a precise figure today
huom people who themselves have artificial eyes, from the Association for the Blind and
the Blind Institute, but I have been unable to find a figure. What a penny pinching
Government to apply the user pays principle to people who need acrylic eyes. They are
people who through no choice of their own are unfortunate enough to lose their eyes.
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Mr Taylor: Many are kids.
Dr Constable: Many are kids with turnouts.

Dr GALLOP: That is one of the possible results of a brain tumour. Those children need
the self-esteem that goes with an acrylic eye to maintain their dignity in the community.
This Government is providing only one set of eyes free of charge and from then on they
pay. I appeal to the Minister representing the Minister for Health to take up this issue
with the Minister. It is penny pinching at its worse.

Mr Minson: I cannot sensibly comment.

Dr GALLOP: I know the Minister cannot comment, which is why I am requesting him to
take up the matter with the Minister for Health.
Mr Minson: The member for Victoria Park would be surprised at how many people need
artificial eyes, one eye in particular.

Dr GALLOP: I tried to find that figure today, and because I could not get a sensible
estimate I felt it was important not to give one.
That is the first example I have tonight of a one eyed policy. The second example of a
one eyed policy relates to our pathology services. I have raised this matter through a
grievance, and I want to tell a story about the pathology industry in Western Australia.
Not only the staff, but also the industry have real concerns about the process that is being
followed with pathology services. I repeat to the House a statement I made on 2
November when I spoke to a grievance on this issue. The market for pathology services
in Western Australia is significant. It is about a $130m market, and about $60m is
provided by the State Government and the other $70m from a range of sources such as
Medicare, private health insurance, workers' compensation, motor vehicle insurance or
through direct charges. The public sector is a major player in the industry through the
State Health Laboratory Services and the hospitals, both metropolitan and
non-metropolitan. In the private sector Western Diagnostic Pathology is owned by
Australian Medical Enterprises, which is an offshoot of National Medical Enterprises in
the United States. It controls 60 per cent of the private market and one-third of the total
market.

There are other players in the private market; smaller firms, scientific services, Clinipath
and St John of God Healthcare. The Government has a right to determine its policy in
this area and it announced its policy in May 1994. It was a very clear policy stated in a
document entitled "Policy for pathology services in Western Australia". That document
put forward an orderly process for the establishment of contestability and then the
deregulation of pathology services. We might have real concerns about deregulation, but
at least that policy document outlined a very clear path for the process. First of all, we
were to see the commercialisation of the existing state government service, including the
creation of a new corporate structure at Queen Elizabeth 11 Medical Centre which would
incorporate the Sir Charles Gairdner project, State Health Laboratories and the University
of Western Australia. It is now clear that the Hospitals Amendment Bill, which came
into Parliament late last week, is specially designed to allow the incorporation of that
new structure at the Queen Elizabeth 11 Medical Centre. The second reading speech
states that the Bill will allow for the creation of a single unified statutory body separately
accountable under the Financial Administration and Audit Act.
The unification of those three parts of the pathology industry in the public sector was to
be the first phase of the process. The second phase would be the deregulation of the
industry so that we would see the competitive process come into play to determine who
would provide these services. From I January 1995 it would be the State Health
Laboratory Services, both country and city, and from July 1995 the Queen Elizabeth 11
Medical Centre would be opened up for competition. What was going on in the country
and metropolitan areas? The staff were not happy about this policy. The union was not
happy about this policy. They understood the right of a Government to have a policy. I
spoke to some of the people involved when we went to the Pilbara and the goldfields
with the Leader of the Opposition earlier this year. They were not happy with the policy.
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but as public servants they were getting on with the job of improving the competitive
position of the industry. The attitude of their union was that they were opposed to
privatisation but would work to place all of the laboratories on a more competitive
footing so thac when deregulation came they would be in a position to maintain the public
sector pathology industry as the leading force within the public sector. They accepted the
challenge of a level playing field. What happened then?
On 17 September 1994 an advertisement was placed in the newspapers calling for
expressions of interests for "joint ventures" and "other innovative arrangements". The
document that went out with the call for expressions of interest stated that the
Government was seeking new ideas of how it might operate pathology services. Those
documents said that contractual commitments could result where a single response was
received for a service or for a location. If one of the expressions of interest which related
to a particular service or a particular location was quite attractive, contractual
commitments could be entered into.
Not only did the document say that, but also a lot of activity was going on at Queen
Elizabeth 11 Medical Centre. Those activities were all about negotiations between
Western Diagnostic Pathology and the State Government through the Queen Elizabeth H1
Medical Centre - and lots of negotiations were going on. At that point concerns were
raised with the Opposition by members of the staff. These were dutiful staff trying to
make their industry more competitive by keeping it intact as a provider of laboratory and
pathology services to the State Government; keeping intact the intellectual property they
had built up over many years and the skills they had acquired over many years. The staff
members were carrying out the policy that was announced in May 1994, but the
Government was calling for expressions of interest and was engaging in discussions with
one farm, Western Diagnostic Pathology.
As an Opposition we were told three things: Firstly, negotiations for a joint venture were
being discussed between the management of the Queen Elizabeth 11 Medical Centre and
Western Diagnostic Pathology. Secondly, Western Diagnostic Pathology had a strategy
to gain that foothold in the Western Australian market as a basis for an expansion in
Indonesia and the rest of South East Asia. If it could get hold of the intellectual property
and the skills of the State Government Health Laboratories, it would be in a brilliant
position to compete in that marketplace. Thirdly, Western Diagnostic Pathology was
about to move in and take over management of the system. I was even told by some staff
members that Western Diagnostic Pathology members were going around the Queen
Elizabeth 11 Medical Centre saying, "I will rake that office; he will take that office." The
Western Diagnostic staff were choosing offices they wanted.
Mr Minson: It might be just a tad premature.
Dr GALLOP: I am just telling the Minister what we were told. Some government
workers were leaving the government system to work for Western Diagnostic on the
expectation that they would be back in action, managing the system again through the
private operator. We were told those things, as was the Press. An article appeared in The
West Australian on 2 November and there was also a grievance debate. The Minister
representing the Minister for Health took up that matter. He told us two things: Firstly,
negotiations had been taking place with Western Diagnostic Pathology but it was only
looking at the possibility and feasibility of a joint venture. Secondly, should a decision
be made to go to a joint venture, a tender process would be followed and a potential
joint venturers could compete. He said that this process had been approved by the
Minister for Health and the State Supply Commission.
It is possible to have two interpretations of what was going on: First, that of the Minister
representing the Minister for Health, who said that the Government was looking at the
feasibility of a joint venture. Should it occur, it would be an open tender. That is an
interpretation of the events from the Government. The second interpretation given to us
was that the Government had been sprung; it would enter into a joint venture with
Western Diagnostic Pathology. Once it had been sprung it quickly revised its strategy
and said that it would go to open tender and the discussions were looking only at the
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feasibility. Those are the two interpretations of the events: One that the Government put
and one that was put to the Opposition.

I will outline to the Government certain problems with its intewpretation of events. Let uis
look at which interpretation has the mast validity. Let us examine the Government's
interpretation. There is clear evidence that intensive negotiations were going on with
Western Diagnostic Pathology. Is it not strange that the Government has told us that it
would go to tender but it was engaged in discussions with one firm? It seems to me that
it is a strange process that precedes a tender when intensive negotiations occur with one
firm that will eventually tender for that service. It also raises questions about the
information that Western Diagnostic Pathology may have received in the process that
would put it in a privileged position. Another problem with the Government's
interpretation is the anecdotal evidence from staff about the attitude of Western
Diagnostic Pathology to the process, to which I have already referred. The third bit of
evidence that I find interesting is the strange attitude taken by the Minister for Health
when he was approached about this issue; he was very aggressive. He did not say it was
a prelude to a tender, he said that we will need amalgamations if Western Australian
pathology services are to service South East Asia. Rather than deny that the Government
intended to have an amalgamation and point out that if it did it would go to tender, the
Minister for Health said, and did it aggressively, that we would need amalgamation to go
into the South East Asian market. It is a rather strange response, if it is a prelude to a
tender process.

The second point was the Minister's evasive answer to a very simple question on notice
about whether he had received any offers for the purchase and/or management of the
State Health Laboratories. I asked the question because I had been told that Western
Diagnostic Pathology went to the Government after the election and offered to take over
the pathology services for it. I am also told it put a price on it. That may not be true so,
as a member of Parliament, I aranged for the question to be put to the Minister. His
answer to my question was not a direct one - it was that the Government was not
considering any offers from the private sector. In the upper House today the Opposition
went back to the Minister and repeated the question and pointed out that he had not
directly answered the previous question. When pressed further the Minister did admit
that he had received an offer from Western Diagnostic Pathology, along with other
private providers, for the pathology services. It is interesting that he did not respond
directly to the first question. Why did he not answer the first question?

Mr Bloffwitch: What is improper about people approaching the Health Department?

Dr GALLOP: Nothing at all, but why did he not answer the question in the first place?
Why should not the Opposition and other people in the community be sceptical about
these events and statements? More importantly, why should the Opposition not be
concerned about what is going on with these events? It also found out from the Minister
for Health's answer to a question today that Royal Perth Hospital is having preliminary
discussions on a wide range of topics with a private pathology provider. The Opposition
will certainly be asking questions about who that provider is and what the discussions are
about.

Is it not the case that Western Diagnostic Pathology is already in a privileged position if a
joint venture arrangement goes out to tender? What information does it already have?
Why has only Western Diagnostic Pathology had the opportunity to explore a joint
venture with the Government? Is it not strange to have such negotiations with only one
company before tenders are called? It is a very strange process.

Another question which should be asked about this issue is: Are there not very important
policy and other questions at stake if the Government does contemplate such a joint
venture with Western Diagnostic Pathology? What would be involved in such a joint
venture? Western Diagnostic Pathology already controls 60 per cent of the state market.
Will it gain access to the Government's intellectual property? Will it be in a position to
effectively manage the State's assets and, along with those assets, with its private sector
position would it not be in a position to dominate the marketplace in Western Australia?
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When it comes to Western Diagnostic Pathology, some public policy questions relating
to the amount of competition that would prevail in the pathology market in this State
must be asked. These questions need an important airing in the Parliament and certainly
outside iL. It has been pointed out to the Opposition that should Western Diagnostic
Pathology come to control the State's assets, it would have over 80 per cent of the
Western Australian market. They are some of the questions that specifically relate to
Western Diagnostic Pathology.
The Opposition will want to raise questions about the policy which is being pursued for
pathology services. it wants to be sure that there is no threat to the State's research and
development area. A major report on research and development has been tabled in this
Parliament and there is no doubt that one of the leading researchers is in the State Health
Laboratories. The research it engages in takes time and costs a lot of money and the
public sector has played a key role in that. The Opposition wants to make sure that that
research effont is maintained. Another question the Opposition would like to see on the
agenda of any policy discussion on deregulation and the ultimate privatisation of
pathology services, is an assurance that community service obligations and the more
complex work engaged in by State Health Laboratories is protected. That work can be
more expensive and is not always lucrative to the private sector.
I have outlined the issues that the Opposition wants addressed. I hope I have illustrated
to the House my concerns about two important issues: Firstly, the inappropriateness of
the application of the user pays principle to disabled people who need artificial eyes and,
secondly, the process being followed for pathology services. It is a process which was
clearly outlined in a policy document of May 1994, but since then it has not been
followed according to the timetable and the approach laid down in that document. As a
result, it has led to concerns being raised with the Opposition which has led to it asking a
range of questions. It will continue to ask these questions until it is satisfied that the
process which is being followed will lead to a good outcome for the State's health system
and the consumers of that system.
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale) [11.27 pm]: The Opposition is very concerned about
the situation that has developed with Stateships and takes the opportunity in the debate on
the Loan Bill to draw some of its concern to the attention of the House. It appears that
the State is in danger of having a shipping service which could become notorious, not
unlike the ships of shame that are operated by foreign lines, with foreign based staff, who
have none of the award conditions or protection which, in this country, are regarded as
essential for every worker, particularly those who arc isolated and involved in dangerous
work. That would become a real possibility if Mr Buckeridge were given the tender to
operate Stateships. If it is to be on a more substantial basis than simply operational, a
very serious situation will arise.
Several members interjected.
Mrs 1-ALLAH-AN: Mr Len Buckeridge has been known to boast around this town that
he has driven through picket lines and before he dies he wants to drive through a picket
line of wharfies. If members opposite want to protect that sort of sentiment, they should
go ahead and do so. However, if they want to talk about his ability in industry, they can
do so and I will be happy to listen. I am giving members an outline of the other side of
this man and I will illustrate how people can be seriously affected by a person who has
such a smash and slash attitude. The Opposition has had numerous leaks coming its way
following the questions that were raised in this House last week. However, a report from
a Mr Mark Newton indicated that favour would be given to foreign crews and that a
reduction of staffing costs would substantially benefit the line. There was nothing to
indicate how that would affect staff, safety or any of the other complex issues involved in
the shipping industry. It was also suggested that ships' crews should also carry out shore
based work. No-one minds, in these days of enterprise bargaining, re-examining the way
we have done things for years and taking account of new technology, making sensible
arrangements ahout costs and staffing levels. However, I cannot understand anybody
suggesting that we should have foreign based crews when we have experie need staff here
who operate effectively and who provide a service that is cost effective, particularly
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following the negotiations between the unions, the Federal Government and Australian
ship owners. The Stateships' saga is most extraordinary.
The Minister has made the excuse that, although he has had the benrefbt of the reports
commissioned by Price Waterhouse, a consultancy by Arthur Andersen and the report by
consultant Mark Newton, the Government, at the end of the day, on 28 November 1994
did nothing, even though the last tender indicated the arrangements would begin from I
December 1994. How embarrassing it is for a Government to conduct itself in this way.
Within two days of the date on which the arrangements were to be put in place, the
Government said it would not proceed, and on the radio the Minister indicated the
Government would go out to tender once more. Which company will he bring in this
time to provide a consultancy service? On what conditions will there be a different
outcome? Will the Government go on putting Stateships out to tender until such time as
no competition is left except for the Huckeridge group, the consortium around Len
Buckeridge?

Mr Lewis: Why do you hate him?
Mrs HALLAHAN: I do not hate him.
Mr Lewis: You do hate him.
Mrs HALLAHAN: Will the Minister explain to the House the logic in the Government's
actions? Not one member opposite can explain those actions. I understand that the
Ministers argued among themselves about this issue in three Cabinet meetings. I have
been told that Ministers became very polarised and that, in the end, the Government
decided to do nothing, because it could not agree. Apparently, the Liberal Party was very
nervous that the public would consider it was quite inappropriate for the Government to
award the tender to Len Buckeridge, particularly as his tender was not as beneficial to the
Government as one of the other tenders. There is also concern that Len Buckeridge may
have a warm glow for the National Party for its trying to push his case. That may have
provided a problem for the Liberal Party if one of its significant benefactors had decided
to give his benevolence and patronage to the National Party. What a problem that would
have been for the Liberal Party. So, it did nothing! The Ministers said, "It is all too hard,
we cannot agree, the Minister for Transport wants to go down a mad path and give it to
the Buckeridge consortium." They were concerned about risking one of their main funds
providers in the future, and that they would never be able to explain it to the electorate,
the Opposition would be critical, the media would analyse it and they would be seen as
having no credibility. Therefore, they did nothing on 28 November. Members can all
chirp about the contract entered into in the past. However, that is an absolute; red herring.
Everybody in the industry has known that since McCarrey published his report in August
1993. The McCarrey report was a waste of taxpayers' money.

Mr House: I have another book which may interest you - the findings of the royal
commission.
Mrs HALLAHAN: The Minister should read that also and see what it says about
consultants to the Government who have access to inside information and who then
become part of consortiums about which recommendations are made to Cabinet. The
Minister should be very careful about what he quotes from that report because he might
turn the spotlight on one of his colleagues.
Everybody who has taken a close interest in this matter has said the excuse of the
Westpac contract was nothing but a smokescreen or a red herring being dragged across
this issue by the Government to cover its refusing to grant a tender. As I started to say.
the McCanrey report set out clearly the arrangements under the Westpac leases.
Everybody in government knew about the Westpac leases. When it went out for the first
tender everyone knew about the Westpac leases. When it went out to the second tender,
everyone knew about the Westpac leases. What is the reason for the Government not
awarding the tender on 28 November 1994? It is the Westpac leases! It suddenly
discovered something that it had known about, certainly since the McCarrey report was
published in August 1993. 1 suggest that the Minister knew about the contents of that
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chapter at least two or three months before that. Not only was the McCar-ey report a
waste of money, but also the Government did not even consider accepting its advice. It
seems Ministers have not even read the report. However, the Government has continued
to engage expensive consultants. I am sume they did not mind the work and I am sure that
many of their recommendations were very sensible. However, no-one acted on them.
What has occurred has been very political activity not in the interests of Western
Australia or of the northern ports which require a shipping service, and not at all in the
interests of traders in Western Australia that want their goods taken to South East Asia.
There is no public benefit in the decisions being made by this Court coalition
Government. The vehemence of government members' arguments surprises me.
However, the Government has no integrity and no direction; nor, it seems, any ability to
take any action about what it suggests is a concerning level of efficiency and a revenue
drain on the State's coffers.
The Opposition would like to make it clear that it is pleased that there is now a
commitment to retain Stateships. We are pleased for the workers on those ships and for
their families. They are relieved about the decision nor to grant a tender for the shipping
line. They now have some certainty about their futures. I am sure that feeling of relief
would have been short-lived when they heard the Minister for Transport indicate in a
radio interview on 29 November that the whole matter would be going out to tender
again. I am told it could be referred back to a tender process as early as February or
March 1995. That is the absolute bungling of huge and ongoing proportions that this
Government will have to face at some point.
Despite the lease arrangements with Westpac, if Stateships were rescheduled so that they
went from Australian waters to ports in Asia, as two of the ships already do, and given
the arrangement entered into for the tax payable by employees to go to the employers and
the other benefits in the package negotiated wholeheartedly by the unions, who are keen
to see the retention of this important shipping line, we could have a viable service.
Mr Lewis: Go on; you don't know what you are talking about.
Mrs HALLAHAN: Every other shipowner in Australia entered into the spirit of that
package and Stateships was notorious for the way it stood out. It looked as though it was
not serious. A massive amount of negotiation went on between shipowners, the union
movement and the Federal Government, and this Government stood out and did not take
advantage of it. I am told this Government's attitude now is that it will take advantage of
the changes, and I am delighted to hear that.
Mr Lewis interjected.
Mrs HALLAHAN: I understand there is a lease arrangement with Westpac over the
three ships, but the Government knew about that when the McCarrey report came out and
at the time of the first and second tenders. Why is it being used as an excuse to put out
another tender? What was the recommendation from the Department of Transport? My
information is that everybody in the transport industry and the bureaucracy is
unimpressed with the Minister's handling of this matter. The Government is a laughing
stock. The Minister should not try to deflect what I am saying; it is an understandable
deflection, I guess, but it does not face the reality of the situation. The Government will
not be able to blame other people forever.
In support of my assertions I refer to the Minister's own words. In a radio interview on
29 November, he said -

Yes, and under the contract, the tender that we put out, we put it out on the basis
that we would continue to pay the lease figures on the ship, which we currently
have to do, and which has been going on for some five years already ...

The Minister said the Government would continue to pay the lease on the ships. The
Minister himself is saying the Westpac lease was nothing to do with the tender, yet
members opposite sit there and yell at me as though it were a legitimate excuse.
Everybody knows it is not. Will members tell me what is the reason, if not to give the
tender to their preferred tenderer, Len Buckeridge? Is it not true that the Government
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wants to push every other party away so that by the time it is put out to tender other
creditable businesses will have lost interest and Len Buckeridge will get up in the
absence of any other significant player? Is that the goal of members opposite? If it is
not, they must prove to the Opposition and the community what their goal is, because
nobody can make any sense of the Government's position on this matter.
Mr Shave: You have a phobia about this bloke; you just can't stand successful people.
Mrs HALLAT-AN: That is not true. I admire successful people because usually it means
they have worked hard and have been goal directed, and want some benefit for the
broader good. Mr Buckeridge has an unfortunate reputation - I understand well earned -
for trying to smash unions and working conditions.

Mr Kierath: You are wrong there.

Mrs HALLAI-AN: If that is not the case, the Minister for Labour Relations should tell
me about it some time. Why is Mr Buckeridge notorious for the boasts he makes around
the place?

I want to return to the financial situation of Stateships; it should be on public record that
there is an operating loss. In 1991-92 the loss was $14.S8m; in 1992-93 it was $21.3m;
and in 1993-94 it was $16.5m unaudited. The mystery with this is that there were two
parties, one of whom was Mr Buckeridge whose tender was lower than the other, but the
other tender offered a saving of $4m per annumn for the Government. That tender was not
accepted. I understand Price Waterhouse Urwick said in its evaluation of the tenders that
a total of 12 responses had been received, of which only two were classified as partial
buy-outs while the other 10 were management agents' agreements - in other words, cost-
plus type proposals. Of the two partial buy-outs, Price Waterhouse concluded that the
Buckeridge proposal's cost to the Government was similar to existing operations with the
upside of producing a profit based on achieved savings. It provided a net result to the
Government but achievable savings were questionable and he had little maritime
shipping experience. Price Waterhouse said the Ocean Freeway proposal was appealing
because it pro~vided a net result to the Western Australian Government. In addition to the
savings from the implementation of the Price Waterhouse Urwick recommendations, a
further $15m in savings was forecast over seven years in comparison to the 1992-93
result. Many people are asking how the Government intends to reduce the outgoings if it
does not take up an offer which is seen as attractive and appealing by Price Waterhouse
Urwick. That company is well regarded for its assessments. It said the proposal was
appealing and the consortium had the capacity to run the shipping line and come in with
the forecast savings of $15m over seven years. The record of members opposite on this
issue is very questionable. We do not believe we are anywhere near the end of this sorry
saga because the shipping line is continuing to operate.

We have hanging over US the question of going back to tender. We have yet to
implement the rescheduling of the four ships to go to Asian ports, to benefit from the
package put together by the Federal Government and the unions, at some expense to the
unions. The unions appreciate the opportunity of having Australian crews on ships, and
not risking the use of foreign based crews and the subsequent loss of jobs within our
seagoing fraternity. We have witnessed a responsible attitude by the unions and a
cooperative attitude by the Federal Government; and a significant tax redirection to
employers. The ship owners of Australia are keen to cooperate in the hope that Australia
will maintain its shipping lines. Ship owners do not want to lose those services to
overseas interests. However, the Minister has not caught up with events. If he has, it is
just too hard; he wants to continue his responsibilities in a partisan way and cause his
colleagues in Cabinet embarrassment, thereby reducing Cabinet credibility.

Mr Kierath: abinet is behind him all the way.

Mrs HALLAHAN: It is because of such comments that the Minister has no credibility in
the eyes of the shipping industry in this State, and other industries. No-one can believe
the Minister's weak excuses which accompanied the announcement. I cannot understand
why such a significant decision was made public on the same day as the retail trading
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hours proposal. The media were overwhelmed by the debate on retail trading hours -
another area of great dissension between the National and Liberal Parties.
Mr Brown: The Nationals won.
Mrs HALLAHAN: They did but the Liberals won the other one. The Liberals said to the
Nationals that they could not back his recommendation; that they could not survive the
public criticism to follow such a decision.
I will return briefly to the question of the consultant, Mark Newton. How can members
opposite justify having a consultant for the Minister for Transport, when the person has
access to all tenders put in, and when he ultimately becomes a party to the consortium
that bids and is still in communication with the Minister and an effective agent at every
stage? As I understand it, that was a real concern of the royal commission. Members
opposite are bound by the requirements of openness and accountability, as is everyone
else following the royal commission inquiries. The hypocrisy of some members is
indicated when they quote the royal commission and yet are reluctant to live by those
recommendations. That hypocrisy is apparent again on the Stateships issue.
The northern ports of Western Australia need a shipping line and service. Debate has
occurred about the size and speed of the four ships but I am told that they could run a
viable schedule. Even though they have the responsibility to call in at Christmas and
Cocos Islands, they could run a viable schedule and take advantage of the national
shipping package. There is no need to hand over our only shipping line to the
Buckeridge consortium, which has no experience whatsoever in shipping. That group
has a reputation for smashing wages and conditions. One report refers to a desirability to
give the line to non-Australian staff, and that the working conditions would need to be
curtailed to make the line operable. Other ship owners do not take that line, although
they are all striving for efficiencies.
Stateships will become synonymous with a bundle of bad motives, lack of accountability,
and transparent excuses to cover poor decisions. Sadly, we will not have the opportunity
of taking advantage of the package negotiated nationally which would provide a definite
benefit and viability to Stateships.
DR TURNBULL (Collie) [ 11.56 pml: I would like to address vandalism and disorder,
which is a very serious problem in the community of Collie. All members in this House
are aware that vandalism and disorder is a very serious problem in their communities as
well. It does not matter whether the community is metropolitan, a large country town, a
regional town such as Geraldton or Kalgoorlie, a medium size town such as Collie, or a
small town such as Boddington - or any other small town in Western Australia.
Several members interjected.
Dr TURNBULL: Or a small town such as Onowangerup - where I believe there is a
problem at the moment. The member representing that area says there is no problem at
the moment. We will not get into pointing the finger and accusing towns; I will talk
about the situation in Collie.
I have a small sample of reports from the Collie Mail over the past few months from the
beginning of September. These are reports about a few cases of vandalism which have
come to the attention of the general public principally because they are very dangerous
cases. The first article is titled "Flattening give-way signs are blamed for accident" on 8
September. The article reads -

A Kojonup man considers that he and his wife are lucky to be alive after a
collision at the intersection of Atkinson and Ogden Streets.
Give-way signs at the intersection had been flattened, and he was unaware he did
not have right-of-way at the intersection.

That was a potentially serious accident. The worst point, of course, was that the sign at
the intersection had been vandalised only a few weeks earlier, and it had just been
replaced. As a brief aside, it was reported in the Collie Mail on 3 November that the
person who did that damage was apprehended and fined.
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The second report on 29 September is entitled "Dam vandals cause threat to life, water"
and reads -

Vandalism at Haris River Dam last weekend created a life-threatening situation.
Both the vandals and those called to repair the damage were put at risk when steel
mesh panels which cover a deep service pit near the dam wall, were left
dislodged.

The district officer of the Water Authority went on to say -
Quite apart from the fact that they caused a substantial cost to the authority and
therefore the community, they put themselves at risk of being killed.
'They could easily have fallen in, and even if the fail did nor kill them, the pit
quickly flooded, so they could have been drowned.
"With so much electrical equipment about, there was also a risk of electrocution.

On 29 September five businesses were vandalised, most by the breaking of their
windows. In one case $100 was stolen and in another the vandals stole a bottle of strong
liquor from a hotel. It is interesting - and I suppose was one of the reasons these
incidents received such prominence - that the Collie Mail had its front window broken as
well, but nothing was stolen. Following that spate of vandalism, along with others of
breaking and entering and stealing not reported in the paper, the town through the
Chamber of Commerce and Industry held a meeting about the issue. I will go into that a
little later. Since then the vandalism has continued: On three of the last four weekends
eight large plate glass windows were broken but only a pair of boots was stolen. These
incidents all relate to vandalism and disorderly conduct. What is called "the Friday night
issue" has become quite common in Collie. I know this matter has been discussed by an
opposition member who has been in Collie keeping watch on the Opposition's interests
and checking up on what the local member is or is not doing. He also discussed the
effect of the Friday night behaviour in the main street.
Examples of the sorts of cases going through the local Magistrate's Court every week in
relation to vandalism and disorder on the main swreet and on Friday nights were to be
seen on 1 and 8 September. A 21 year old was arrested twice in one night. On Friday, 26
August he was arrested in Thmossell Swreet for being disorderly and using obscene
language and released on bail. He returned to Throssell Street where he was arrested a
second time for being disorderly. A 19 year old was fined $50 and ordered by the court
to pay costs of $63 for street drinking in Throssell Swreet on Friday night. These are just
a sample of the vandalism and disorder which has occurred this year. Spates of
vandalism and young people breaking into delicatessens, corner shops and club houses to
steal alcohol and cigarettes occur in every community over many years. In Collie it
seems to have been worse over the past two years.
I have assessed this question very carefully and have talked to the people involved, to the
police, business owners and victims and also to many young people, including some of
those who have been involved in the actions. I have spoken at great length with young
people who admit having been involved in that sort of behaviour in the past, but who
have reformed their ways and are not involved now. It seems quite obvious that the
largest contributor to this sort of behaviour is alcohol. This increasing problem of
vandalism and disorderliness, particularly in the main swreet over approximately the past
two years, is related to our six very actively operating hotels in the main swreets of Collie,
whereas previously we had only five very active hotels. One of the licensees was not
actively promoting the sale of liquor. The licence was sold and the new operators came
in determined to make a success of their business with its increased requirements and
financial imperative, so they sold as much liquor as possible to maintain their business.
We have tried many times to control this problem and, of course, parts of the supply of
alcohol is to under age drinkers and to intoxicated people.
It seems that the only way in which this issue can be resolved is to rationalise the number
of outlets. Of course, it is very difficult to rationalise outlets. The independent review
committee report on liquor licensing in Western Australia released in April 1994 contains
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quite a long section on rationalisation. Section 18 describes the efforts that have been
made since 1991, when this problem was first tackled, to try to rationalise licences.
Unfortunately the recommendation at the end of section 18 is that the rationalisation of
liquor licensing be left to market forces and that moratoriums should not be reintrouced
as they were an unnecessary barrier to entry into the marketplace. Western Australia
does not need more liquor licences; it does not need more liquor outlets; it actually needs
a rationalisation of liquor licences. In this area I will be attempting to develop some way
in which the community can request the rationalisation of licences in an area where there
may be a decreasing population or other factors which mean that the licences cannot
possibly be viable. It is very important that the liquor licensing authority take into
account the community's requirements and attitudes. I cannot really accept the fact that
the independent review committee actually recommends that there be no attempt to
rationalise, when it had 34 very substantial submissions recommending that there should
be some way of reducing the number of liquor outlets. Those recommendations came
from all sorts of areas, such as the health industry, the alcohol industry, local
communities, private organisations, the licensing authority and other organisations.
The other factor that must be considered is the control of under age drinking. Very few
outlets have been charged in connection with this offence. I know the clubs use the 18-
plus cards, which are very good. However, this must be enforced by the police going into
the pubs occasionally and demonstrating by their presence that they are involved. Today
at the University of Western Australia Professor Solomon from Ontario addressed the
Western Australian alcohol advisory committee forum, and said he felt that the policing
of the laws was the most important factor. He said it has been proved that $1 spent on
enforcement is better than $5 spent on training people involved in the liquor industry. He
did not discount the training of those who serve the liquor, the owners of the licences and
the bouncers, and agreed it was very important. However, he said that unless the police
enforced the laws there would be no improvement in the prevention of under age
drinking. The same result was apparent with regard to the level of blood alcohol content
permitted when people were driving vehicles. I went to a number of seminars organised
by eminent persons around the world when this State proposed the move from a blood
alcohol level of 0.08 to 0.05 per cent, at which were discussed the effect ont the number
of accidents of a reduction in the BAC levels. Many learned submissions were made
about the effects of reducing the blood alcohol content, but they all agreed that the factor
which had been proved to have a total and positive effect was the policing of the law. It
did not mailer what the permitted HAC was, the policing of the law was the only way in
which to reduce the number of accidents. That principle can be applied to the liquor
licensing industry.
A multipronged approach to this problem must be adopted, and training and policing
must go hand in hand. On the issue of liquor licensing, I comment on a further item
Professor Solomon addressed at the forum today; that is, trading hours. Professor
Solomon said that trading hours must serve the public interest, and must not be used as a
mediator between competitors in the liquor supply industry. I totally agree with him, also
that if the trading hours are increased, the number of intoxicated people will increase. I
know that other members of this House, the police, and those involved in the health
industry will agree that it is a very serious problem. I certainly support the National
Party's stand on trading hours; we see no advantage to the community of Western
Australia - either metropolitan or country - in increasing the current trading hours. There
may be a few exceptions, such as allowing restaurants to serve alcohol on Good Friday,
as they do on Christmas Day; allowing cabarets to be held until 2.00 am on Sundays if
New Year's Day falls on a Sunday; and in country towns, which do not have cabarets,
providing extraordinary licences for 2.00 am closing, on application. Apart from those
instances and maybe a few others, there is no benefit to the community in the health,
social or any other area, in increasing the hours of trading. Certainly there is no
advantage in increasing the trading hours for liquor stores.
The report to which I have referred recommends that liquor stores be permitted to trade
on Sundays between 12 noon and 6.00 pm. At present they are not permitted to trade on
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Sundays. It has been indicated that 80 per cent of all alcohol consumed in Western
Australia is purchased at an outlet at which the alcohol cannot be consumed. Most of it is
purchased from liquor trading stores or drive-in suppliers. There is enough tragedy in our
society as a result of excessive consumption of alcohol, without adding to it by allowing
Sunday trading by liquor stores. We would be derelict in our duty to thle orderly conduct
of communities if we allowed liquor stores and drive-in outlets to trade for longer hours
than at present. Of course we know that under age drinking leads to vandalism and
disorderly activity, and that young people obtain the bulk of their supplies of alcohol
from liquor stores and drive-in outlets. Figures were quoted at the forum today of the
number of young people who obtain their alcohol from those outlets.
This is a very serious situacion, and I sincerely hope all members of Parliament will
investigate this issue in their electorates to ascertain their constituents' views on this
issue. Following a spate of vandalism, the Collie Chamber of Commerce and Industry
held a public meeting in that town on 4 September. At that meeting some very strong
opinions were expressed by the community indicating their anger that the young people
involved in vandalism drink excessive amounts of alcohol and have no respect for law
and order. Many suggestions were made at the meeting on the action that should be
taken; for instance, publicising the names of the young persons, and using the new
system in which victims can confront the perpetrators. Discussions were held about the
system under which perpetrators can be involved in restitution and cleaning the mess
they have made. One strong point raised was that discipline and respect must be taught
in schools.
Mr Taylor: Discipline and respect are taught at home, and not at school.
Dr TURNBULL: I agree entirely with the member for Kalgoorlie and I know that, as a
former teacher, he will have strong feelings on the matter.
Mr Taylor: I was never a teacher.
Dr TUJRNBULL: I apologise to the member for Kalgoorlie. I understand his views;
teachers do not feel that they should supplant the role of parents in these matters. The
next item of that meeting related to corporal punishment. It was felt that it should be
reintroduced in the schools in a very managed and restricted manner. The meeting also
conveyed this to me, and I quote from a letter addressed to me as a result of that public
meeting on vandalism -

At the Chambers most recent Executive Committee Meeting, it was resolved, this
Chamber, as conveners of the Public Meeting on Vandalism, relay to you, the two
resolutions passed by that meeting.
RESOLUTION I

..."Dr Tumnbull take back to parliament, the meeting's resolution, for the
judiciary to impose maximum rather than minimum penalties, to offences
committed."

RESOLUTION 2
. .. "Dr Tumnbull take back to parliament, the meeting's resolution, the
government should listen to the community who unanimously request
corporal punishment as a penalty for crime offenders."

I know that these are two very strong resolutions. The first is within the realms of
possibility under existing legislation. As to the second one. I had to explain to the
meeting that in 1990, under the previous Lawrence Government, the law was amended to
remove the ability for a court to issue corporal punishment. I agree with the member for
Kalgoorlie that I supponted that amendment. However, I still think we must listen to the
community. We must accept this as a register of the anger and frustration of the
community that the respect for the ights of other people in the main street has
deteriorated a long way. A very large part of the cause of this is the consumption of
alcohol by young people in our community, particularly in Collie where unfortunately
too many liquor outlets are trying to target a restricted clientele. Often, alcohol is sold to
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juveniles and people who are already under the influence of alcohol. I commend these
issues to the House and I look forward to continuing debate in the community and in this
Parliament regarding any further changes in the Liquor Licensing Act of Western
Australia.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie) [12.24 am]: I address two issues this morning. The first
relates to matters associated with the Budget and the second to the matters associated
with some Aboriginal issues in Australia. I am pleased the Premier is here this morning
because the first concerns budgetary matters and relates to three unfortunate incidents in
Western Australia that all directly relate to the role of the Premier himself, as Treasurer.
I am sure the Treasurer remembers well the time in July 1993 when he read the wrong
Budget speech to the Parliament. That speech contained the information that the State
had a $23m in deficit in its consolidated fund. He found out later that that was not the
case and that Western Australia had a balanced Budget rather than a $23m deficit. My
concern about that was that the Treasurer's first response was to not accept the
responsibility himself, but to immediately call in the then Under Treasurer to explain the
nature of the gaffe the Treasurer had committed. The Under Treasurer had to go outside
the south entrance of Parliament House and explain on behalf of the Treasurer the issue
for which the Treasurer should have taken responsibility. I think that was probably one
of the more embarrassing moments the Treasurer has had in this Parliament. It was
commented on by the Sunday Times when it said, "It was the sort of gaffe which
undermines public confidence in the Government's ability to handle the State's financial
affairs." Unfortunately that was not the end of the matter. I also found it extraordinary
that at the time the Under Treasurer, as the Treasurer put it, "publicly apologised to me".
It seems that rather than the Under Treasurer doing the apologising, it should have been
the Treasurer because, after all, he made the mistake.
The second issue relates to the infamous "mushroom" Budget of 1994 which is still being
dealt with by this Parliament. At the time The West Australian said -

It is, in many respects, a mushroom Budget. The Government is keeping West
Australians in the dark and feeding them a diet of good-news press releases.
If people bother to pick up the Budget papers to see where their money is being
spent, they will come away none the wiser.
The reason is that no figures from this financial year have been provided, so an
assessment cannot be made if there is more or less money being spent in a
particular area.
And the reason the Government says it has not provided the figures is because the
financial year does not end for another three weeks. It doesn't want to confuse
people by providing estimates of the outcomes at the end of the financial year, so
it provided nothing, which leaves everyone at home with the lights off.

Unfortunately, that was not the end of that because then the Minister for Health and the
Minister for Police were unable to say what happened to their budgets. All in all, as The
West Australian said, "Figure it out Mr Court, the sums do not add up". Once again the
responsibility was borne, not by the Treasurer, but by the Under Treasurer when it was
seen that he had to accept the responsibility and be called in to give journalists a briefing
in a bid to clear up what was said to be some confusion as a result of details of the
Budget papers being unavailable.
However, the latest fiasco on budgeting in Western Australia came about today when a
ruling came from the President of the Legislative Council on the validity or otherwise of
this State's Budget. In September 1994 the President said that the State Cabinet would
have a battle on its hands if its Budget was found to be unconstitutional. The Treasurer
said that the Budget was not unconstitutional and that the Government had legal opinion
to that effect. I ask the Treasurer now, as the President of the Legislative Council has
effectively told him to do some of it again, whether he stands by that legal advice that the
Budget is not unconstitutional.
Mr Court: Yes, it is still constitutional. The President will send a message to this House
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in relation to two areas that he outlined - the liver transplant unit and one other - asking
that in future years they be put into the other appropriation account. When that message
arrives we will deal with it at the time. I do not know what it will be.
MVr TAYLOR: How. does the Trea-sure.r *...c1 d to handle that situatiun7

Mr Court: It will depend on what message the Legislative Council gives us.
Mr TAYLOR: The President's ruling today states -

Finally, the principles of parliamentary government that I believe section 46
reflects are so fundamental as to warrant more substantive treatment than that
now provided in a directory provision. Perhaps it is now appropriate that
Parliament take the opportunity not only to clarify the law but cast it in a form
that meets the consensus of agreement underlying representative and responsible
government and gives it some form of entrenchment.

Does the Treasurer intend to treat that ruling with some consideration, or will he ignore
it?
Mr Court: As I said, it will depend on what the Legislative Council sends to this place. I
cannot give you an answer because I don't know what it will send here.
Mr TAYLOR: We do not really know whether we will be able to deal with the Budget
for this financial year.
Mr Court: You will deal with the Budget this financial year.
Mr TAYLOR: But the Treasurer is not sure how he will do it.
Mr Court: No, I said it depends on what they send up from that House.
Mr TAYLOR: Has the Treasurer had any discussions in relation to what might be
forwarded on the Budget?
Mr Court: No, I haven't.
Mrs Hallahan: Of course he has.
Mr Court: Discussions with whom?
Mr TAYLOR: With the Legislative Council.

Mr Court: With the President?
Mr TAYLOR: Yes.

Mr Court: No.
Mr TAYLOR: Have there been no discussions about how the Government might handle
this matter and how to resolve what is a problem in relation to budgetary issues?
Mr Court: I have said they will send something up to this House. We will wait to see
what comes up and handle it accordingly.
Mr TAYLOR: In the meantime we are at the behest of the Legislative Council for the
outcome of the Budget of Western Australia?
Mr Court: In the meantime - I presume they will do something tomorrow - we will see
what the message is and make a decision accordingly.
Mr TAYLOR: Does the Treasurer intend to assert the authority of this House, which is
effectively the House of government in Western Australia?
Mr Court: This issue was raised by your Government.

Mr TAYLOR: Yes, but the Treasurer is in government.
Mr Court: This has been an ongoing matter in the Senate also. The Council wants to be
able to change it where something is not seen as the normal annual services of
government. Instead of having the ongoing deal that crops up from time to time, it may
be that we must look at amending some Bills so we can get rid of that uncertainty. I will
not comment on what comes up from the other House until I see it.
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Mr TAYLOR: [ warnted to raise that issue because we had the reading of the wrong
Budget speech last year, the problem with budgetary information earlier this year, and
now the problem with the Legislative Council. Perhaps it is three strikes and the
Treasurer is out.
Mr Court: Twenty-three strikes.
Mr TAYLOR: Two Budgets, three strikes, and a problem on every occasion as the
Treasurer of Western Australia.
Mr Court: What was the middle one?
Mr TAYLOR: There was the wrong speech, this year's Budget - the mushroom Budget,
as it was called - and now this problem.
Mr Court: The West Australian called it the mushroom Budget.
Mr TAYLOR: It was called the mushroom Budget by more than The West, political
commentators in general regarded it as the Budget that provided inadequate and
insufficient information.
Mr Court: Be fair. The same day The Financial Review and The Australian said it was a
first class Budget. The Budget has now been judged as the best of all the state Budgets.
Mr TAYLOR: The Treasurer did not get the award; Hon Max Evans got the award.
Mr Court: I don't care who got the award. Far from being a mushroom Budget, it has
gone from what The West described it as to being the best of all the state Budgets.
Mr TAYLOR: I cannot agree with the Treasurer about its being the best of all the States.
The Treasurer should consider the impact the Budget has had. Off the top of my head I
will give the House a couple of impacts in my electorate. The first is in the education
area where the Government is cutting back in the areas of school cleaning and gardening.
The primary schools in particular are very angry, to say the least. I find it extraordinary
that the Government is well served in income but is cutting back in those areas.
Mr Court: We are trying to help you in Kalgoorlie.
Mr TAYLOR: The Treasurer is doing a very good job of helping me in Kalgoorlie. He
should keep rolling them up.
Mr Court: Because you travel there so often we are going to let you fly business class.
Mr TAYLOR: I was told that today. I have been relying on Ansett to upgrade me; it
does it once in every three or four occasions.
Mr Court: You must be the only one who hasn't written a ietter complaining.
Mr TAYLOR: I made a point of not writing one. I also did not know whether I would
enjoy my constituents walking past me on the plane when I was sitting in business class.
I am not sure whether I will fly it; I will have to think about that. I will get there in the
same time if I fly economy. It does not make much difference.
Mr Court: It doesn't make so much of a difference when you fly to Kalgoorlie, but for
members flying to the Pilbara it makes a big difference.
Mr TAYLOR: I agree entirely. Kalgoorlie is only a one hour trip and it does not make
much difference; however, if one is flying for three or four hours it does make a
difference.
I turn now to an issue of what may be termed political correctness, and concerns I have
about how this matter has been handled. The issue is how we treat customary or tribal
law in Western Australia and Australia. I am concerned with events in more recent times
that indicate we have apparently turned our back on and ignored the dehumanising and
sometimes brutal treatment of Aboriginal people by their own in the name of customary
or tribal law. My concern relates not just to these sorts of issues. Recently I was in
South Africa and read the newspapers about the violence that can happen in some of the
townships and squatter settlements. One of the newspapers carried a story of the day
before where a fellow in one of the squatter settlements was suspected of having raped
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and murdered a young pregnant woman. The answer to that crime was to catch the
fellow and take him to the local school oval and put him before the people so they could
decide what should happen to him. The outcome was that they considered him guilty.
Hie was then stabbed and stoned by all the people involved, and finally set alight anrd
kiled. Inl the samne newspaper was another story about two fellows who were part of the
taxi wars in South Africa and were caught intent on using their AK47s to shoot along the
taxi rank. The answer to that incident was to set those people alight and burn them to
death. Some might say that people who commit those sorts of crimes deserve those sorts
of punishments. However, I am not one of those who says that. It emphasises in a
dramatic way the point I make about how far people can take the sort of punishment
which is decided by communities rather than by the courts.

My concern relates to how Aboriginal communities are able to deal with the issue of
tribal law. It seems that in our society we have moved as far away as possible from
brutal or dehumanising treatment of people who do wrong. We have effectively done
away with corporal punishment and we have done away with capital punishment. I hope
that continues to be the case for many years ahead. However, in Australia in some
circumstances customary or tribal law is used to punish people. This issue has caused
concern in Australia for many years.

A Commonwealth Law Reform Commission report of 1984 dealt with the recognition of
Aboriginal customary law. That report arose out of a term of reference that was given in
February 1977 by the then federal Attorney General, Mr R.J. Ellicott QC. He referred to
the Law Reform Commission the question of whether it would be desirable to apply
either in whole or in part Aboriginal customary law to Aborigines, either generally or in
particular areas or to those living in tribal conditions only. That report goes into
extensive detail about this matter. The terms of reference, while simple, caused a great
deal of consternation to the Law Reform Commission.

The Attorney General said that the reasons that Aboriginal customary laws should be
subject to intensive examination were the decision of the South Australian Supreme
Court in 1976, where a member of the Yalata community, convicted of manslaughter of
an Aboriginal woman, received a two year suspended sentence on his agreeing to submit
himself to the rule and direction of the tribal elders, and the controversy arose because
the decision was thought to have licensed traditional punishment; the lack of adequate
statistics on Aboriginal criminality; problems of the relations between the Aboriginal
legal services and other legal aid schemes; the report of the Western Australian royal
commission into events at Skull Creek and Lavertan - I might mention that the member
for Kimberley, Ernie Bridge, was a member of that royal commission; and the
implementation of the Law Reform Commission's recommendations in its Report No 2
on Criminal Investigation 1976 as they relate specifically to Aborigines.

In conducting its inquiry, the commission was directed to have regard to a number of
matters, including 'the special interests of the Commonwealth in the welfare of
Aboriginal people in Australia; the need to ensure every Aborigine enjoys basic human
rights; the right of Aborigines, should they wish to do so, to retain their racial identity in
traditional lifestyle; difficulties in applying the criminal justice system to Aborigines; and
the need to ensure more equitable, humane and fairer treatment under the criminal justice
system to all members of the Australian community".

The commission looked at a variety of traditional laws. I started out by dealing with the
traditional laws in regard to criminal matters, but there are also traditional laws
throughout Australia which relate to traditional marriages, the distribution of property,
the custody of children, fostering and adoption. There are also, of course, the traditional
laws about which Hill Grayden used to talk of hunting, fishing and gathering. I do not
have any particular argument for or against the issues associated with marriage, property
and child custody, or even hunting, fishing and gathering, although I do have some
concerns about how far that law is sometimes taken. However, the law in regard to
criminal matters most concerns me, and that matter must be addressed most of all.

The Law Reform Commission looked at a series of arguments for and against the
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recognition of customary law, and endeavoured to weigh up the outcomes. Some of the
arguments considered in support of the recognition of customary law were -

The reality of the customary laws in influencing the lives of traditionally
oriented Aboriginal people itself calls for recognition. Non-recognition
contributes to the undermining of traditional law.
Non-recognition can lead to injustice. Failure to recognise traditional
marriages, for example, is unfair. It may also be unfair for an Aborigine
to be severely punished under the general law for raking action required
by his or her customary laws.

Some of the arguments against the recognition of customary law were -

A court cannot and should not recognise those aspects of Aboriginal
customary law which it cannot be reliably informed about. Certain
aspects of Aboriginal customary laws, especially relating to sacred or
ritual matters, are secret. Direct recognition - and in particular,
enforcement - of such rules is precluded because reliable information
about them will usually be lacking.
Recognition could entail the loss of Aboriginal control over their law and
traditions ...

Aboriginal women may benefit from the abandonment of certain
Aboriginal traditions, in particular those that discriminate against women

It is now too late to recognise Aboriginal customary laws because they
have ceased to exist in any meaningful form. .. .

The commission looked also at the issue of recognition of local custom at common law
and states -

At common law local customs may be recognised and enforced as such provided
that they meet certain stringent tests. To be recognised, a custom must be:

not inconsistent with any statutory provision or with any basic
principle of common law;
shown to have existed as a right since time immemorial;
reasonable, according to the court;
certain both in terms of its content and beneficiaries; and
shown to have been exercised continually and peaceably; (ie as of
right).

In 1994, we have a situation where one of the senior people involved in the Aboriginal
and Tonres Strait Islander Commission has said that tribal paybacks, which usually take
the form of thigh spearing or banishment, are often more effective than a prison sentence
as a deterrent to tribal Aborigines. She said also that they were looking at practices such
as consulting with elders before sentencing Aboriginal offenders, inviting elders to sir on
the bench with magistrates, and taking evidence in a culturally appropriate way I have no
problem with those issues, but!I want to take the first issue further. I should mention also
that the Aboriginal Affairs Ministers and the Attorney Generals from across Australia got
together on 3 November, only a month ago, and looked at the issue of Aboriginal
customary law in Australia. They said at that meeting that they would pave the way for
the courts to recognise the appropriateness of Aboriginal law to Aboriginal communities,
and once enacted by State Parliaments, indigenous communities may be exposed to dual
systems of law affecting the whole scope of life, from criminal punishments, to marriage
and adoption, to the right to fish and hunt. However, I understand that there was a caveat
which said that the courts would not be able to condone traditional practices such as
payback spearing and the beating of young people, as is now used in some outback
communities to discourage petrol sniffing.
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The Australian newspaper stares in its editorial on 4 November that -

The federal Attorney General, Mr Lavarch, is right to point out the question is a
sensitive one, which requires a great deal more consultation and community
discu--s3 inn -

Cases where customary law might effectively be applied would include social and
family matters, especially if they had a potential to directly affect an entire
community.... The prospect of serious crimes, such as manslaughter, being dealt
with by a traditional spearing in the leg, or other similar payback rituals, should
be avoided - such punishments would be unacceptable to the wider community.

It states also -

Also, beyond the question of recognition for Aboriginal customary law lies the
possibility of other ethnic or religious groups demanding similar rights of
traditional law. This, too, needs to be considered carefully.

Earlier this year, we had a situation in Western Australia where two young brothers aged
nine and seven died of exposure in the desert, and their father and another man who were
with them at the time could have been subject to tribal punishment, perhaps even death,
had the tribe made that decision. In commenting on that issue, one of the police officers
in that area said -

.. police usually heard about tribal punishment long after it happened.
"You hear of it occasionally," he said.
"Late last year an 18-month-old baby was run over at a football match after the
mother left the child in another's care. The toddler wandered into the path of a
car.
"We heard later that the driver and person looking after the child were punished.
Even the Aboriginal nursing aide was punished for not saving the kid.
"If I could have done anything on that one [ would have."

In February this year a Northern Territory Supreme Court judge made a decision to allow
the Public Service to monitor and report on tribal payback spearing of an Aboriginal man
convicted of manslaughter. He imposed a lesser sentence on the basis that the defendant
could be subject to tribal payback. What brought this to my attention was an incident in
Western Australia, only a few days ago, where a woman and teenage girl were punished
for their crime of alighting from a communal vehicle along one of our highways when
one of their fellow passengers was killed by a passing truck.
The view of the tribe after the funeral was that if the vehicle had not stopped, no-one
would have alighted, and the death would not have occurred. The consequence of that
tribal decision for that 14 year old girl and the woman who was with her was that they
were beaten and speared by seven people in that community. As a result six women and
one man have been charged with assault occasioning bodily harm. The 14 year old girl
has a spear wound in her leg and hand, and the 25 year old woman has a broken arn.
Both were badly beaten up as a form of tribal punishment.
I am astonished that the Aboriginal Legal Service in Western Australia should say that it
is unfair that Aborigines who injured community members in tribal punishment should
have crimina charges laid against them. The ALS said that tribal law was an integral
part of Aboriginal culture that was recognised and respected by WA police hut that
Aborigines were still being charged with offences arising from it. The ALS went on to
say that it'was unfair that people should be given the responsibility of carrying out
discipline or traditional punishment appropriate in a given situation then run the risk of
being charged under criminal law in Western Australia for aggravated assault. Can
anyone explain how the punishment meted out to this girl and woman who happened to
be in that communal vehicle when it stopped is appropriate? Consequent to that they
were involved in a payback that saw a young girl speared twice, and both of them
seriously beaten up, yet the Aboriginal Legal Service of Western Australia and, I
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understand, the Department for Aboriginal Affairs say to the police and the Director of'
Public Prosecutions that it is not fair to charge those responsible with aggravated assault.
Mr Prince: That is not correct.
Mr TAYLOR: That is the comment here.
Mr Trenorden: Did they use iron bars?
Mr TAYLOR: I do not know what they used, but the two women were badly beaten.
The ALS in Western Australia should not regard that brutal, dehumanising payback as
part of tribal law in Western Australia. It is the sort of law that must be regarded as
unacceptable in our community. I can accept that some aspects of tribal law in relation to
marriage, community property, adoption or whatever can be integrated into our normal
courts of law. I cannot accept that these people should condone this form of so-called
traditional punishment. That kind of traditional punishment should be forgotten, left
behind and ignored; it should no longer be part of the way that we run our society in
Western Australia. Whether it be for black or white people it is totally unacceptable.
Society has moved day by day, even under conservative Governments, away from
corporal punishment for crimes people commit. It is a point that must be made. It may
not be regarded as being politically correct to criticise the Aboriginal Legal Service or
people associated with it who seem to have the view that this is the right approach to
take, but I am totally convinced it is the wrong approach to take.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Brown.

House adjourned at 12 55 am (Wednesday)
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

WOMEN - INCEST SURVIVAL AND SPOUSAL ASSAULT,
REPORTING PROVISIONS AND PROTOCOLS

255. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Community Development:
What provisions are made and what protocols are in place for dealing with
women who report a personal crisis due to -

(a) incest survival;
(b) spousal assault (domestic violence)?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(a) In the case of an adult woman reporting a previous history of incest, the

department's response would depend on the nature of the allegation and
the needs of the individual client. The department's assessment of the
case would take into consideration whether the client wished for a police
investigation of the case or was seeking referral to an appropriate agency
for counselling/treatment services - the Sexual Assault Referral Centre.

(b) The department's "Spouse Abuse: Guide-lines to Practice" is distributed
to all work units. Is provides staff with guidelines for assisting women to
make decisions regarding their futures. Issues covered in the manual
include information on community resources, client safety, and crisis
intervention strategies.

SENIORS' CARD - MARKET RESEARCH BY PATTERSON MARKET
RESEARCH, TABLING

359. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:
(1) Will the Minister table the market research carried out by Patterson

Market Research last year on the Western Australian Seniors' Card?
(2) If not, why not?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:

The answer was provided by the Minister for Seniors.
(1) No.
(2) Market research carried out by Patterson Market Research on the

Western Australian Seniors' Card formed part of an evaluation of
the Seniors' Card undertaken on behalf of the Office of Seniors'
Interests. The evaluation was used for internal planning purposes.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT. DEPARTMENT FOR - NON-GOVERNMENT
PROGRAMS, EXPENDITURE AND ACTUAL SAVINGS

423. Mr BROWtN to the Minister for Community Development:
(1) As at 1 June 1994, what was the expenditure and actual savings for the

following Department for Community Development non-government
programs -

(a) Supported accommodation assistance program;
(b) Poverty program;
(c) Family support program;
(d) Youth services program;
(e) All child care programs under the national child care agreement;

(f) Non-government child abusc services;
(g) all domestic violence programs;
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(h) peaks and miscellaneous programs;
(i) any other nan-government program?

(2) Will the Minister be returning unexpended funds to the Federal
Government in the supported accommodation assistance program for the
year ending 1993-94?

(3) If yes, how much money will be returned?
(4) As at 1 June 1994, what was the expenditure and actual savings in

expenditure for each separate component of the family crisis program?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) As at 30 June 1994 the expenditure for Department for Community

Development non-government funding programs was as follows -

(a) Supported accommodation assistance
program 14905010

(b) Poverty program 2 084 355
(c) Family support program - includes

domestic violence programs 4 930 822
(d) Youth and community program 2 589 387
(e) Child care programs under national

agreement 458 452
(f) Child sexual abuse treatment program 296 074
(g) Peaks and miscellaneous services 2 521 138
(h) Other 12078543

Total 39863781
The total budget for non-government funding was $40 531 337 therefore
the savings were $667 556.

(2) No.
(3) Not applicable.
(4) [See paper No 637.]

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - FAMILY CRISIS
PROGRAM

Guidelines, Public Docwrnenrs
463. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) Are the Family Crisis program guidelines available to the public?
(2) Will the Department for Community Development provide a complete

copy of the Family Crisis program guidelines to interested non-
government organisatians?

(3) If not, why not?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) An abridged copy is available to interested non-government organisations.
(3) Not applicable.

KINGS PARK OF THE NORTH - ESTABLISHMENT
1578. Mr GRAHAM to the Premier:

(1) Has the Premier or the Premier's Department, or any Minister taken any
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action to honour the coalition commitment to "Create a Kings Park of the
North under our arboretum-botanical garden plan"?

(2) If so;
(a) what action has been taken;
(b) where will such a park be located?

(3) If not, why not?
Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(3) The Department of Conservation and Land Management is presently

assessing its Karratha Arboretum to determine whether, with additional
investment, it would be a satisfactory location for development into the
facility envisaged by the government policy. Other potential sites are also
being reviewed by CALM. The Minister for the Environment has asked
CALM to liaise with the Pilbara Development Commission to examine all
options for the consideration of the Government.

ABORIGINAL HOMES DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION - REPORT,
PREMIER'S STAFF ROLE

1582. Mr GRAHAM to the Premier:
(1) Did any member of the Premier's staff have a role in the preparation of the

report on the Aboriginal Homes Development Association?
(2) If so -

(a) who;
(b) what was the role?

Mr COURT replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Mr Tony Papafilis was seconded from the staff of the Premier's office to

the staff of the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs to compile the report on the
Aboriginal Homes Development Association Inc. He did not return to the
Premier's staff. Mr Papafilis wrote the report for tabling in Parliament in
line with the advice given to the Legislative Assembly by the previous
Minister. The report was submitted to the Minister. The Minister met
with the Premier on 4 March 1994 with the report. Due to its contents, the
Minister advised the Premier that rather than making the report public it
should be referred to the Director of Public Prosecutions. The Minister
further advised that those portions containing political comment and
particularly allegations of impropriety on the part of Hon Carmen
Lawrence should be edited out. Mr Richard Elliott of the Premier's office
was given that job. The edited report was delivered to the Office of the
Director of Public Prosecutions.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - MELISSA INQUIRY,
CHARGES

1646. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:
(1) Have the charges lad against two officers of the Department for

Community Development following the Melissa inquiry been dealt with?
(2) How many charges were laid against each officer?
(3) What was the nature of each charge?
(4) Were the officers found guilty or not guilty on each charge?
(5) Was a penalty of any description imposed in respect of each charge?
(6) If so, what penalty was imposed in respect of each charge?
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Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(I)-(6) While the officers were employed by the Child Welfare Department at the

rime the offences rook place, they are not currently employed by the
Department for Community Development. The charges referred to in
question 1646(1)-(6) were laid by the Public Service Commission.

GAMING MACHINES - IN HOTELS AND CLUBS, DISCUSSIONS
1691. Mr TAYLOR to the Premier:

(1) Has the Premier met with any representative bodies in the liquor, gaming
or sporting fields in Western Australia to discuss the expansion of gaming
machines into hotels and/or clubs?

(2) If yes, when did those meetings take place and with whom?
Mr COURT replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

POLICE - DUNSBOROUGH POST
Upgrading; Lockup Facility

1709. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Police:
(1) When will the Dunsborough police post be upgraded £o reflect the huge

influx of holiday and permanent residents in the area?
(2) When will a lockup facility be built at this police post as the officers have

no place to hold prisoners?
Mr WIESE replied:
(1) I am advised that the member has recently visited the Duosborough Police

Station, so he should be well aware that it has been expanded and
upgraded by relocation to new leased premises. The new station was
opened in November 1993. The Commissioner of Police advises that the
new premises airc a vast improvement on the previous station and will
cater for the increase in holiday and permanent residents in the area.

(2) The need for a lockup in Dunsborough is currently being assessed.
POLICE - BUS SELTON STATION

Upgrading
17 10. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Police:

(1) As the Busselton police station has been promised an upgrading by the
Government what funds have been allocated to ensure the station is
upgraded?

(2) When will this upgrading rake place?
(3) When will the station be turned into a 24 hour station to cater for the huge

influx of people during the December-January holiday months when the
population increases from 17 000 to 70 000 people?

Mr WIESE replied:
I have been advised by the Commissioner of Police as follows -

(t) None in 1994-95. A provisional sum of $220 000 in 1996-97.
(2) Ir is anticipated that funds will be available in the 1996-97 Budget

for this upgrade.
(3) Not yet determined. However, the possibility of allocating

temporary duty personnel to the station over the holiday period is
currently being examined.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - COLLECTIVE
AGENCIES

Nardine Wimmins Refluge, Fundng Withdrawal
173 1. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) What is the Minister's understanding of a "collective" type of
management model of community based organisations?

(2) What are the advantages and weaknesses of the collective model?
(3) How many collective agencies are funded by the Department for

Community Development?
(4) Why is a collective model such as that exercised at Nardine Wimnains

Refuge no longer acceptable to the Minister?
(5) Is Nardine Wimmins Refuge an incorporated body?
(6) Is the refuge acknowledged to have adhered to principles governing

incorporation and financial accountability?
(7) Are the refuge's accounts prepared and audited as required?
(8) If yes to (5), (6) and (7), on what grounds has the Minister decided to

withdraw funding for the refuge?
(9) Has the Minister visited this refuge?
(10) Has the Minister met members of the refuge collective?
(11) Does the Minister acknowledge the work pioneered by the Nardine

Wimmins Refuge?
(12) Will the Minister reconsider his decision conveyed in the letter of 11I

October 1994 and continue to fund the collective?
(13) If not, why not?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1)-(2) It is an inadequate model in terms of accountability and community

representation.
(3) Five.
(4) See (l)-(2).
(5)-(7) Yes.
(8) Not applicable.
(9) No.
(10) Yes.
(11) It is acknowledged that Nardine Wimmins Refuge was the first such

facility in Perth.
(12) No.
(13) See (1)-(2).

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS - RELOCATED TO ROCKINGHAM
ELECTORATE

1768. Mr M. BARNETT to the Minister for Water Resources: Local Government:
(1) What action, since being elected, has the Minister or the Minister's

department taken to relocate any portion of his department to within the
electorate of Rockingham?

(2) If none, why?
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Mr OMODEI replied:
Water Resources -

(1)-(2) Rockinghanm is serviced by the Perth south region which has its operations
centre at Canning Vale and regional office in Fremantle. There are no
plans to change this arragement.

Local Government -

(1) None.
(2) Leasing of current accommodation has not expired.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS - RELOCATED TO ROCKINGHAM
ELECTORATE

1775. Mr M. BARNETT to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs; Housing:
(1) What action, since being elected, has the Minister or the Minister's

department taken to relocate any portion of his department to within the
electorate of Rockingham?

(2) If none, why?
Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) None.
(2) The Aboriginal Affairs Department is in the process of implementing a

regional structure aimed at improving social justice for all Aboriginal
people in Western Australia, regardless of which part of the State they live
in. Rockingham is adequately serviced by a major Homeswest branch at
Kwinana.

SCHOOLS - ROCKINGHAM SENIOR HIGH
Expenditure

1777. Mr M. BARNETT to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:
(1) What moneys have been expended on -

(a) each of the following schools in this financial year -

(i) Rockingham Senior High School;
(ii) Safety Bay Senior High School;
(ii!) Hilman Primary School;
(iv) East Waikiki Primary school;
(v) Cooloongup Primary School;
(vi) Charthouse Primary School;
(vii) Safety Bay Primary School;
(viii) Rockingham Beach Primary School:
(ix) Bungaree Primary School;

(b) for what purpose in each case?
(2) (a) What moneys are allocated to each for the balance of this financial

year;
(b) for what purpose?

Mr TIJBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1)-(2) The table details expenditure for each school for the period 1 July
1994 to 7 November 1994, estimated expenditure for the period 8
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November 1994 to 30 June 1995 and the total estimated
expenditure for 1994-95. f[See paper No 638.]

SCHOOULS - HIILLMAN PREPRIMARY
Enrolments

1778. Mr M. BARNETT to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:
(1) How many parents have so far attempted to enrol their children at the

Hillman preprimary school?
(2) How many positions are available at the Hillman preprimary school?
(3) How many children will at the moment have to be placed at other

preprimary centres?
(4) (a) What numbers of vacancies are there currently at each of the other

preprimary centres in the Rockingham electorate;
(b) what vacancies are expected in 1995?

(5) (a) Will the Minister provide a further demountable for the Hillman
preprimary for 1995;

(b) if not, why not?
Mr TUBBY replied:
(1) Seventy-six parents have attempted to enrol their children at the Hillman

Preprimary School.
(2) Fifty-two positions are available.
(3) Twenty-four children will have to be placed at other preprimary centres.
(4) (a) The following number of vacancies are available at other

preprimary centres as at 9 November 1994 -
Safety Bay 0
Hillman 0
Bungaree 42
Rockingham Beach 30
East Waikiki 0
Warnbro 0
Koorana 0
Cooloongup 46
Chanthouse 0
In addition, there is one off-site centre held in reserve with 54
places.

(b) It is unknown how many vacancies are available in 1995.
(5) (a) No.

(b) Children can be redirected to Cooloongup Primary School for a
guaranteed sessional place (which does not have to be offered in a
local school).

RAILWAYS - PATROL OFFICERS, SHORTAGE
1801. Mr CUNNINGHAM to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) Is the law enforcement body responsible for the suburban rail, the railway
patrol section, operating at about 25 per cent below full strength?

(2) Are only five out of an advertised 10 positions for patrol officers going to
be filled, despite the fact that these people chosen to fill these positions
two months ago have not been appointed to their new positions, and are
not expected to be appointed until early December?

(3) Does Westrail intend to place these officers on active duty despite the fact
that they will not have received the necessary police training?
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(4) If the Minister is aware of the shortages of railway patrol officers needed
to police the railway system, does the Minister also accept responsibility
for the fact that at the rime that the four young girls were assaulted at
Cannington Railway Station on Saturday 29 October 1994, due to these
shortages of officers only one mobile crew of patrol officers was
responsible for the whole railway system?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transpont has provided the following response -

(1) The current strength of the railway patrol section is 40, and there
are six vacancies. The member would be aware of recent
announcements concerning increasing the number of patrol
officers by 74 to 114.

(2) Four positions have been advertised. Since advertising these
positions a further two vacancies have occurred. Five of the
applicants met the selection criteria and will be appointed to the
positions and will take up active duty in late December. In
addition private security firms will be contracted until the new
patrol officers can enter the field.

(3) These officers will not receive the full trining prior to being
placed on active duty. However, they will receive an internal
induction course and the training necessary in the use of batons
which is provided and required by the Police Department. As
these officers will be working with fully qualified and experienced
officers the training is considered adequate for them to carry out a
significant role in the security of passengers.

(4) It has been normal procedure to roster one mobile patrol on day
shift on Saturdays, hence, this is the reason the Government is
increasing the patrol officers from 40 to 114.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - CHILDREN'S
ADVISORY COUNCIL

1803. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Community Development:
(1) Has the Minister disbanded the Children's Advisory Council?
(2) If so, from whom and where does he receive advice about children?
(3) If not, who are the chair and members of any advisory panel?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) The chair and members of the Children's Advisory Council have not been

appointed for 1994-95. due to the work being undertaken by the task force
on families in Western Australia. This task force will recommend a plan
of government action to strengthen families.

SUPPORTED ACCOMMODATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM - SERVICES
DEFUNDED

1810. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister for Community Development:
As the Minister has stated that 201 supported accommodation assistance
program funded services will be defunded after 30 June 1995 -

(a) which service will be defunded;
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(b) how does the Minister propose to accommodate people who are
accommodated by the existing services between the time of their
closing and the opening of new accommodation?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
I do not recollect having stated that 20 supported accommodation
assistance program funded services will be defunded after 30 June 1995. I
have broadly endorsed the report of the "Review of the Supported
Accommodation Assistance Programme in WA", which recommends the
redirection of resources within the metropolitan area to provide better
service distribution and additional benefits to the community.
(a)-(b) The process for implementing the review is still under

consideration.
SCHOOLS - CLOVERDALE, NEW

1815. Mr RIPPER to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:
(1) Have Education Department officers told parents at Whiteside, Cloverdale

or Belmay Primary Schools that one outcome of the local school closures
would be the construction of a brand new school in Cloverdale?

(2) Does the Minister endorse this offer to Cloverdale parents?
(3) What are the conditions, if any, attached to the offer?
(4) Where would a new school for Cloverdale be built?
(5) What would be the cost of a new school?
(6) Has any provision been made in the State Government's forward estimates

for the cost of this project?
Mr TUBBY replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) No. The idea was raised by a parent at one of the meetings. The
response provided by the Education Department's project officer
was that the idea may have merit and could be looked at by school
consultative committees.

(2) Until such time as all options are developed, investigated and
formally presented to the Education Department, any endorsement,
at this time, would be inappropriate.

(3) There has been no offer.
(4) No plan has been developed for a new school to be built at

Cloverdale.
(5) A new primary school costs between $4m and $4.5m.
(6) No. Any building proposals under the banner of school

rationalisation will be met from the school renewal and school
rationalisation trust accounts.

SCHOOLS - EDUCATION SUPPORT SCHOOLS AND CENTRES
Carlisle Language Development Centre

1817. Mr RIPPER to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:
To date how many children have been referred by school psychologists for
enrolment at Carlisle Language Development Centre for 1995?

Mr TUBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

Twenty-two students were referred by school psychologists for enrolment
at Carlisle Language Development Centre for 1995.
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POLICE - LOCKUPS
Intellectually Disabled Admissions

1825. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Police:
(1) How many men with intellectual disability were admitted to the following

lockups in each month during 1994 -

(a) East Perth;
(b) Armadale;
(c) Fremantle?

(2) How many women with intellectual disability were admitted to the
following lockups in each month during 1994 -

(a) East Perth;
(b) Annadale;
(c) Fremantle?

(3) What training is provided for police recruits to deal with people with
intellectual disability?

Mr WIESE replied:
(1 )-(2)

There are no specific records kept of persons admitted to lockups who are
intellectually disabled. People suspected of having some mental or
medical disorder which may put them at risk are recorded.

(3) Police recruits have an information session presented by the Principal
Consultant, Clinical Psychologist, Disability Services Commission who
provides information far police officers when interviewing a person with
an intellectual disability-

COMMIJN1TY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - SUPPORTED
ACCOMMODATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Service Standards for Providers, Tenders
1834. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) Has the Department for Community Development called tenders for the
development of service standards that should be met by providers under
the supported accommodation assistance program?

(2) How many organisations responded to the tender?
(3) What was the criteria used to select the successful tenderer?
(4) What is the total sum the Government will pay to the successful tenderer?
(5) Did any companies/organisations submit a lower priced tender?
(6) If so, on what basis were such tenders rejected?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Quotes were sought from four organisations. Two organisations

responded.
(3) Cost.
(4) $12500.
(5) No.
(6) Not applicable.
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SCHOOL CROSSINGS - WARDEN CONTROLLED
Closures; Under Review; Budget Allocation

1835. Dr GAL.LOP to the iVLnister for P olice;
(1) How many warden controlled school crossings have been closed in 1994

in-
(a) metropolitan;
(b) non-metropolitan;
Western Australia?

(2) How many warden controlled school crossings are currently under review
in -

(a) metropolitan;
(b) non-metropolitan;
Western Australia?

(3) What was the budget allocation for warden controlled school crossings in -
(a) 1993-94;
(b) 1994-95?

Mr WIESE replied:
I ant advised by the Commissioner of Police as follows -

(1) (a) Twenty-one.
(b) Four.

(2) (a) Six as at 15 November 1994.
(b) Nil.
All crossings are subject to review regardless of location. In this
way government resources are properly allocated to where the
current need exists for school crossings or any other means of
enhancing primary school student road safety.

(3) (a)-(b) As the school crossings and road safety committee is a
tripartite group of government and other relevant parties
that liaise with each other so as to provide component
services as is necessary for each set of circumstances, no
specific budget allocation exists for warden controlled
school crossings. Each group's participation is
fundamentally absorbed in that group's operational
expenses. However, salaries for type 'A' crossing wardens
are calculated as a part of Police Department salary
requirements. Employee numbers are adjusted as required
to meet crossing needs and in line with FTE management
guidelines.

SCHOOLS - PRIMARY
Four and Five Year Olds, Places

1856. Dr WATSON to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:
(1) How many full time places for five year olds will be available in 1995 at

each of the following primary schools -

(a) Queens Park
(b) Wilson
(c) Gibbs St
(d) Cannington
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(e) Beckenham
(f) Wattle Grove
(g) Orange Grove
(h) Branfield Park
(i) East Maddington
(j) Maddington
(k) East Kenwick
(1) Wirrabirra?

(2) Do these provisions meet local need?
(3) How many sessional places for four year olds are available at each of the

listed schools?
Mr TUBBY replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) (a) Queens Park 25
(b) Wilson 0 sessional program
(c) Gibbs Street 50
(d) Cannington 27
(e) Beckenham 0 sessional program
(f) Wattle Grove 0 sessional program
(g) Orange Grove 12
(h) Bramfield Park 27
(i) East Maddington 54
(j) Maddingron 20
(k) East Kenwick 0 sessional program
(1) Wirrabirra 0 sessional program

(2) All schools offering a full time program except East Maddington
can accommodate their local registered population for 1995. The
excess from East Maddingron can be redirected to other local
schools. This is in line with current policy where at least a
sessional place is guaranteed for five year olds but not necessarily
at their local school.

(3) There is no provision for fours at schools offering a full time
program or rural integration program. It is expected that places
will be available at the following schools. The numbers are
approximate and are dependent on any future enrolment of a five
year old at the school.
Wilson Primary School 20
Beckenham Primary School 80
Wirrabirra Primary School 80
Total 180

EDUCATION DEPARTMENT - FIRST STEPS PROGRAM
1862. Dr CONSTABLE to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:

(1) (a) Has the First Steps program been systematically evaluated;
(b) if yes, by whom?

(2) When was the evaluation conducted?
(3) Will the Minister make the results of the evaluation available?
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Mr TUBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(I) (a) Yes.
(b) Australian Council for Educational Research.

(2) Impact of First Steps on the Reading and Writing Ability of Year 5
Students - May 1993.
Impact of First Steps on Schools and Teachers - June 1993.
Focus Teachers - January 1994.
Report on the Evaluation of the Validity of the First Steps Writing
and Spelling Continua - March 1993.
Empirical Validation of the First Steps Reading Continuum -
December 1993.
Empirical Revalidation of the First Steps Spelling Continuum -
December 1993.
A further summative evaluation is currently being conducted by
Precision Information Pty Ltd.

(3) ACER reports on First Steps in WA Schools are currently
available. Precision Information Pty Ltd Evaluation Report on
First Steps in WA Schools available April 1995.

SCHOOLS - DEVOLUTION
Issues Paper. Submissions

1863. Dr CONSTABLE to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:
(1) What was the total number of submissions received by the ministerial

independent assessment group on devolution in response to the Issues
Paper on Devolution in Western Australian Schools?

(2) How many submissions were received from -

(a) Parents and Citizens Associations;
(b) principals of -

(i) primary schools;
(ii) high schools;

(c) government school teachers;
(d) others?

Mr TUBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) The total number of submissions received by the ministerial
assessment group on devolution in response to the issues paper is
216.

(2) (a) Sixty-seven.
(b)-(c) Submissions received from schools were as follows -

Primary 64
Secondary 48

(d) Thirty-seven.
SCHOOLS - DEVOLUTION

Issues Paper, Submissions
1864. Dr CONSTABLE to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:

(1) With regard to the Issues Paper on Devolution in Western Australian
Schools, how many submissions from the following groups were -
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(a) in favour;
(b) opposed to further devolution -

(i) Parents arnd Cicizens Associations;
(ii) principals of -

(A) primary schools;
(B) high schools;

(iii) government school teachers,
(iv) others?

(2) How many submissions in each of the above categories indicated areas of
concern and/or uncertainty with regard to devolution?

Mr TUJBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) Responses to the Issues Paper on Devolution in Western Australian
Schools typically address a range of matters such as staffing,
finance, curriculum and accountability. The views expressed on
each of these matters are being noted by the members of the
ministerial independent assessment group. The group is not
categorising submissions as being in favour of or against "further
devolution".

(2) Many submissions present clear points of view in relation to
specific matters raised in the issues paper.

SCHOOLS - PARENTS AND CITIZENS ASSOCIATIONS
1865. Dr CONSTABLE to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:

How many -

(a) primary schools;
(b) district high schools;
(c) senior high schools;
do not have active Parents and Citizens Associations?

Mr TUJBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

As at 30 September 1994 the number of schools which had P & C
Associations affiliated with the Western Australian Council of State
Schools Organisations was -
(a) 510 - Primary schools.
(b) 59 - District high schools.
(c) 73 - Senior high schools.
Other schools -

may operate a P & C Association which is not affiliated with
WACSSO; or
may not operate a P & C Association.

To ascertain the activity level of individual P & C Associations - whether
affiliated with WACSSO or not - would require individual contact with all
government schools which would involve an inordinate commitment of
resources.
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SCHOOLS - DEVOLUTION
1866. Dr CONSTABLE to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:

(% a lHs the Educ aio Depanimient or the ministerial i cndepeneresse t.
group on devolution carried out any research into the effects of further
devolution on -

(a) the amount of time parents will need co spend assisting schools;
(b) what level of expertise in administrative functions and education

policy parents will require to effectively fulfil their
responsibilities;

(c) costs of devolving further responsibilities to schools compared
with current cost of school administration?

(2) If not, why not?
(3) If yes, what are the results of that research?
Mr TUBBY replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply-
(1) (a)-(c) The ministerial independent assessment group has not

carried out research into the effects of further devolution on
items in (a), (b) and (c).

(2) The ministerial independent assessment group is basing its
considerations of these matters on -

(i) the views of parents, teachers, principals and others
expressed in submissions made to the group, and

(ii) the knowledge that individual members of the group have
of these matters, through their own experience and
background and through the relevant educational literature.

(3) Not applicable.
SCHOOLS - DEVOLUTION

Primary and High, ToW Number
1867. Dr CONSTABLE to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:

(1) In the event of increased devolution of educational responsibility to
individual schools and parents, will parents not be legally responsible for
consequences of educational decisions?

(2) If not, what legal protection will be available to parents who are actively
involved in school management and policy?

(3) If yes, who will hold the ultimate responsibility?
(4) What is the total number of -

(a) primary;
(b) high schools;
in Western Australia?

Mr TUBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) In the event of there being further devolution of education
responsibility to individual schools and parents, consideration
would be given to the matter of the corresponding legal
responsibilities. In general, unwanted additional educational
responsibilities will not be thrust onto parents.
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(2)-(3) Unknown at this stage.
(4) Primary schools 550

High schools 5
Senior high schools 83

Numbers are as at semester, 1994 and exclude 60 district high schools,
two senior colleges and four agricultural college s/schools.

BARRACK STREET- JETTY - ROWING CLUB, ABORIGINAL
HERITAGE CLAIM

Perth Ports Development
1868. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) Has there been any form of a claim that the shore or water between the
rowing club and the Barrack Street jetty, Perth contains an area of
significance to Aboriginal culture and heritage?

(2) If so, then what assessment has been made of the significance of this
Aboriginal site?

(3) Was any consideration given to Aboriginal heritage as a part of the
negotiation of the lease for the Perth ports development currently under
construction?

Mr PRINCE replied:
(I) The Swan River has general mythological associations but the area

between the rowing club and the Barrack Street jetty is not recorded as
being a specific area of significance.

(2) Not applicable.
(3) Not known.

POLICE DEPARTMENT - FAZIO, RAYMOND OR KIZON, JOHN, INFORMAL
APPROACHES

1875. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Police;
(1) Further to question without notice 529 of 1994 what informal approaches

were made to the Police Department by Mr Raymond Fazio or Mr John
Kizon?

(2) What was the response, formal or informal?
Mr WIESE replied:
(1) Further to question without notice 529 of 1994, 1 am advised by the

Commissioner of Police that there is no record of any approaches being
made to the Police Department by Mr Raymond Pazio or Mr John Kizon.

(2) Not applicable.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - OPINION POLLS
1879. Dr GALLOP to the Deputy Premier, Minister for Commerce and Trade:

What opinion polls or surveys have been conducted or commissioned by
the Minister's departments or agencies since I January 1994?

Mr COWAN replied:
Department of Commerce and Trade conducted a customer survey in June
1994.
Small Business Development Corporation conducted -

survey of franchisees and franchisors
survey of milk vendors
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Gascoyne Development Commission and the Shire of Exmouth, with
assistance from the Department of Commerce and Trade, sponsored a
population survey in the region on 23 and 24 November 1994. Data will
tic used tu update the ABS information from the 1992 census.
Great Southern Development Commission conducted a survey of 25
farmers in the Katanning region in September/October 1994. The survey
was to gain information on the likely level of canola plantings in the
future, as part of a prefeasibility study into establishing an oil seed
crushing plant.
Pilbara Development Commission commissioned Market Equity to
conduct Pilbara tourism research.
South West Development Commission carried out an optional customer
service questionnaire at the One Stop Shop in October 1994.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - OPINION POLLS
1885. Dr GALLOP to the Attorney General; Minister for Women's Interests;

Parliamentary and Electoral Affairs:
What opinion polls or surveys have been conducted or commissioned by
the Minister's departments or agencies since 1 January 1994?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:
Minis try of Justice
The ministry has conducted a range of surveys targeting customers of
particular services as part of its ongoing process of performance
improvement.
Information Commissioner
Agencies within the public sector provided the commissioner with
information and statistics required to monitor the operations of the
Freedom of Information Act and to report to Parliament.
Office of Women's Interests
The Office of Women's Interests has commissioned an evaluation of the
women's plans developed by 23 government departments and agencies
over 1992-93 and 1993-94.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - OPINION POLLS
1886. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Finance; Racing and

Gaming:
What opinion pails or surveys have been conducted or commissioned by
the Minister's departments or agencies since 1 January 1994?

Mr COURT replied:
The Minister for Finance; Racing and Gaming has provided the following
reply -

State Taxation Department -

None.
State Government Insurance Commission -

None.
Valuer General -

None.
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Government Employees Superannuation Board -
None.
Office of Racing and Gaming -

Survey of problem gambling in Western Australia to identify the number
of problem gamblers.
Limited survey of racing industry for opinions on first edition of a status
report on the racing industry.
Burswood Park Board -

Visitors to Burswood Park are asked to complete a survey form
comprising 10 questions to assist the board to improve the park and its
facilities.
Patrons using the Bunswood Park golf course are asked to complete a golf
survey form to assist the board in improving the golf course and service to
golfers.
Totalisator Agency Board -

In May 1994 the TAB commissioned Reark Research to conducc an
assessment of its advertising campaign known as the "You Bet
Campaign".
Lotteries Commission -

The Lotteries Commission has been involved in the following surveys
since 1 January 1994 -
Customer Service Charter
The impact of OZ Lotto Launch Campaign
Telespin Ticket and Game Show Options
Lotto Innovations (participation in national survey)
OZ Lotto Perceptions
Lotto Game Improvementslrnce Increase (participation in national
survey)
Evaluation of Scratch'n'Win 'Somebody" Television Campaign
Telespin Game Show Host, Chris Main waring
Lotto Combo/Syndicates
Sports Betting

POLICE - MORLEY CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION BUREAU OFFICE
Replacement or Refurbishment

1913. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Police:
(1) Have any plans been made to replace or refurbish the Morley Criminal

Investigation Bureau office?
(2) If so, when is it intended to -

(a) replace the office;
(b) refurbish the office?

Mr WIESE replied:
I am advised by the Commissioner of Police as follows -

(1) Yes.
(2) (a) Planning and construction of a new police complex in

Morley which will include a new CID office is scheduled to
commence in the 1995-96 financial year.

(b) Not applicable.
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EDUCATION DEPARTMENT - PEEL EDUCATION DISTRICT
Student-Teacher Ratios

1935. Dr GALLOP to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:
(1) What is the average student/teacher ratio in the Peel education district?
(2) How does this compare to the State average?
(3) What am the average student/teacher ratios for each student year in the

cities of Rockinghamn and Mandurah?
(4) What is the Government's long term strategy to lower student/teacher

ratios?
Mr TUBBY replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) Primary 20.6
Secondary 13.5

(2) Primary 18.7
Secondary 12.6

The above ratios exclude distance education and senior colleges and are as
at 2 December 1993.
(3) Data are not collected that would enable this calculation.
(4) The Government is committed to maintaining and improving the

way in which resources are used. A major direction for the
Government is to enable resources to be used more flexibly
including how schools can vary student grouping practices. As
well the Government will target resources in areas of special needs
to examine and improve teacher/student ratios rather than adopt a
uniform, standardised approach which has been shown to be
ineffective.

SUPPORTED ACCOMMODATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM - SERVICES
DEFUNDED

1938. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister for Community Development:
(1) In reference to the Minister's statement that 20 Supported Assistance

Accommodation Program funded services will be defunded after 30 June
1995, which services will be defunded?

(2) How does the Minister propose to accommodate people who are
accommodated by the existing services between the time of their closing
and the opening of new accommodation?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:

See question 1810.
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - WOMEN'S REFUGES

1939. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) When will the Government inform the five women's refuges in the inner
city area whether they will be funded for the remainder of 1994-95?

(2) When will the Minister inform these refuges whether they will receive
funding for 1995-96?

(3) Has the Minister consulted consumers of women's refuge services to find
out what their needs are?

(4) What changes does he propose to recommend in services delivered by
women's refuges?
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Mr NICHOLLS replied:
See question 18 11.

PINJAR POWER STATION - WATER USE; WASTE WATER DISPOSAL
1942. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Energy:

(1) VWhat is the annual volume of water currently used at the Pinjar Power
Station?

(2) What is the source of this water?
(3) What is the volume of water which needs to be disposed of as waste water

and what method of disposal is used for this water?
(4) When will the combined cycle generating system be operational at Pinjar?
(5) What will be the total annual water requirement for the Pinjar Power

Station on commencement of the first combined cycle generator?
(6) What will be the total volume of waste water created once the combined

cycle generator is operational?
(7) What method will be used for the disposal of any such waste water?
(8) What have been the dates, volumes and components of any liquid waste

accidentally discharged at the Pinjar site in 1993 and 1994?
(9) For each of the above accidental spills, what volume was not intercepted

by the drainage system and ran off-site to the ground?
(10) What volume of diesel or other fuel is currently stored at the Pinjar site?
(11) What is the anticipated volume of diesel or fuel which will need to be

stored on site once the combined cycle generator has been installed and
operational?

(12) Are the current arrangements for containment or spillage of fuel or ocher
substances considered adequate and if not, what plans are being made to
improve the containment arrangements?

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:
(1) 6 200 kilolitres.
(2) A licensed SECWA bore located on the site.
(3) From October 1993 to October 1994, 101 kL of waste water was disposed

from site. Waste water was removed from site by a licensed waste
disposal contractor using road tankers and disposed of at an approved
location.

(4) No date is currently set as the project is on hold.
(5) The water requirement for the combined cycle block will be 41 000 kL

annually.
(6) The combined cycle block will produce 550 kL of waste water annually.
(7) Transport by road to Forrestdale industrial waste water treatment plant or

another approved waste disposal location-
(8) 26 October 1994 - small volume of cooling water leaked from a pulp seal.

Cooling water is not considered to pose an environmental risk, therefore,
no damage resulted. Measures have been taken to ensure future leaks are
contained.
23 May 1994 - an unknown quantity of dirty rainwater overflowed the
drainage system adjacent to the southern oil separator pit. Soil that was
affected was removed in an approved manner. T'he contaminated soil was
then tested to confirm that there was no further contamination. No
damage resulted. Drainage systems have been improved.

9726 [ASSEMBLY]



[Tuesday, 6 December 1994] 82

8 August 1994 - 375 litres of cooling water leaked from the generator.
Cooling water is not considered to pose an environmental risk and
therefore no damage resulted. Measures have been taken to ensure future

(9) Refer to (8) above.
(10) 1 535 tonnes.
(11) Combined cycle plant does not operate on diesel. The quantity of diesel

stored on site will not change significantly.
(12) The existing arrangement for containment of spillages of fuel or other

substances is considered adequate. An ongoing program to improve
containment is currently under way.

YALLABOO WJNDAH ABORIGINAL CORPORATION - EMUS, CULLINhG
LICENCE

1958. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) Did the Minister have an appointment recently to meet members of the

Yallaboo Windah Aboriginal Corporation ?
(2) Has this organisation, or those involved in a joint venture with this

organisation, applied for a licence to cull emus?
(3) Has this been approved?
(4) If not, why not?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1)-(2) No.
(3)-(4) No, although discussions have been held with others claiming to represent

a Yallabee-Windah Aboriginal Corporation in relation to what would be
required in an application to farm emus.

EMUS - CULLING LICENCES
1959. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for the Environment:.

(1) How many licences to cull emus have been issued in 1994?
(2) On what advice did the Minister base his decision to issue these licences?
(3) How many licences are associated with further uses of the emus?
(4) What are the short, medium and long term implications of issuing this

number of licences on -

(i) the problem of emus assembling at the vermin proof fence;
(ii) the future of emu farming in Western Australia?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1) 103 damage licences to take emus have been issued.
(2) On advice from landholders that the emus were causing damage to their

properties and production, evidence of significant emu population build-
ups from the Agriculture Protection Board and the Department of
Conservation and Land Management and advice from CALM that the
culling would not threaten the conservation of emus.

(3) Two licences have been issued for the processing of emus taken under
damage licence for use as bait in the fishing industry.

(4) In the short term, it is hoped that the authorised killing will reduce damage
to properties caused by emus by reducing their impacts on fences,
watering points, crops and sheep mustering/husbandry practices. Killing
emus under damage licence and allowing recovery processing is, however,
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unlikely to have any significant impact on dhe problem of emus
assembling on the State barrier fences in the medium or long term. Such
events are the natural result of a rainfall shortage following a run of good
to very good rainfall years, during which the emu population increases to
above the long term carrying capacity of the rangelands. The matter of a
medium to I ong termi means of addressing the emu population build-ups
is to be examined by a committee I am establishing. The killing of wild
emus and the processing of some of them for bait will have no impact on
the emiu farming industry.

SCHOOLS - PRIMARY, BELMAY, CLOVERDALE, WHITESIDE
Area Review Committee, Membership

197 1. Mr RIPPER to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:
(1) What are the names of the members of the area review committee

examining the future of Belmay, Whiteside and Cloverdale Primary
Schools?

(2) Which of the members of the area review committee are employees of the
Education Department?

Mr TUBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply-
(1) Membership of the area review committee is as follows -

Belmay Primary School - Colin Hollier and Diane Szymonek.
Cloverdale Primary School - Derrick Ernst and Genevieve Milnes.
Whiteside Primary School - Chris Watts, Kathy Bingham and
Bruce Jacobs
The district superintendent, Isabelle Adams, or her nominee,
Russell Stranger convenes and chairs these meetings. The project
officer, Erica Lawton, will assist die committee.

(2) Education Department employees are as follows -
Belmay Primary School Colin Hollier
Cloverdale Primary School Derrick Ernst
Whiteside Primary School Chris Watts

SCHOOLS - PRIMARY, BELMAY, CLOVERDALE, WHITESIDE
Consultative Committees, Membership

1972. Mr RIPPER to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:
(1) What are the names of the members of the school consultative committees

considering the futures of -
(a) Belmay Primary School;
(b) Cloverdale Primary School;
(c) Whiteside Primary School?

(2) For each of the above school consultative committees which members are
employees of the Education Department?

Mr TUBBY replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) Membership of the school consultative committees are -

Belmay Primary School
Parents - Dianne Smith, Melodic Hayward, Tania Davidson,
Elaine Cook, Heather Pearce, Tom Murray, and Rick Colden.
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Community - Ann Hawkins, Pam Acot
WACSSO - Diane Szymonek.

. 'Pr icpal - %..JIII iIIiie..

Staff - Carol Fogarty and Gwen Gregory.
Cloverdale Primary School
Parents - Genevieve Mimnes, Francesca Greaves, Margaret Legg,
Lynne Sidebottomn, Dorothea Hanson, Sheree Lewis, Robert
Moran, and Shauna Knight.
Community - Daphne Evans and Walter (heaves.
WACSSO - Willow Warren.
Principal - Derrick Ernst.
Staff - Cathy Barty and Julie Hamann.
Whiteside Primary School
Parents - Arthur Ninycute, Bruce Jacobs, Sheryl Harrison, Kathy
Bingham, and James Frost (retired due to illness).
Community - Carol Fiorentino and Julia Phillips.
WACSSO - Willow Warren.
Principal - Chris Watts.
Staff - Brian Schupp (non-voting).
Minute Secretary - Helen Groves (non-voting).
The project officer, Erica Lawton, is available to support each
committee, but does not have the right to vote. The district
superintendent, Isabelle Adams, or her nominee, Russell Stranger,
is an ex officio member without voting rights.

(2) Employees of the Education Department are as follows -
Belmay Primary School -
Colin Hollier, Carol Fogarty, and Gwen Gregory.
Cloverdale Primary School -
Derrick Ernst, Cathy Barty, Julie Hamann, and Dorothea Hanson
(a parent representative who does some relief teaching in the Perth
south education district.
Whiteside Primary School -
Chris Watts, Arthur Ninyctie (AEW at Belmont Senior High
School), Brian Schupp (non-voting), and Julia Phillips (a parent
representative who is a staff member at Tranby Primary School
where she teachers 0.4. She also does relief, teaching in the Perth
south education district, as required).

ZOOLOGICAL GARDENS BOARD - MINISTER'S FORMAL DIRECTIONS
1975. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Has the Minister given any formal directions to the Zoological Gardens
Board?

(2) If so, when, and what was the nature of each direction?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) If the member is referring to formal directions for which there is a

statutory requirement to report to Parliament the following information is
provided:

(2) No.
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WATER AUTHORITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - FLEET MANAGEMENT
TENDER

1988. Mrs HENDERSON to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) How many bids were received fromt the Water Authority of Western

Australia fleet management tender?
(2) Who were the bids received from?
(3) What was dhe cost of each bid?
(4) Why was the decision made not to award the tender?
(5) Did all the bids comply with government policy on Competitive

Tendering and Contracting - Guidelines for use by Agencies?
(6) If not, which bids did not comply with the guidelines and why?
(7) Which bids were short-listed for consideration?
(8) Was the Water Authority bid short-listed?
(9) Which bid was recommended to be awarded the contract?
(10) Why was the contract not awarded to this bid?
(11) Will a government agency be awarded a tender if it is the lowest and most

competitive and complies with government policies on contracting out?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Twenty-two covering one or more aspects of financing, fleet management

and maintenance.
(2) Tenderers' name -

Macquarie Bank Limited - Corporate financing and leasing services
Ford Leasing - A division of Ford Credit Australia Limited
Melville Motors Pty Ltd
Commonwealth Bank of Australia
TNT Fleet Management - A division of TNT Australia Ltd
United Pacific Finance Pty Limited
JMJ Fleet Management Pty Ltd
DCP Nominees Pty Ltd T/AS Centrefleet
Houghton Motors Pty Ltd
Motor Management Services Pry Limited
Atkinson's Car Care Centre
HEM Fleetcare
Link Asset Management Pty Ltd T/AS Fleetlink
Matrix Group Limited T/AS Matrix Finance Group
Fay, Richwhite Equipment Finance Group Limited
Westpac Banking Corporation
Lease Plan Australia Ltd
Toyota Motor Sales Australia Limited T/AS Toyota Fleet Lease
Fleet Systems Pty Limited
Autofleet Pty Ltd (Esanda Finance)
Water Authority of Western Australia - Fleet management in-house bid
team
Custom Service Leasing Limited (Custom Fleet)

(3) This information was provided confidentially.
(4), (7)-(10)

Due to a change in scope resulting from a decision to include heavy
commercial vehicles in the contract, and a government decision on a
whole of government contract for fleet finance, the authority will recall
tenders on a modified contract.

8730 [ASSEMBLY]



[Tuesday, 6 December 1994] 83

(5) Yes.

(6) Not applicable.
(11) Yet.

MENTAL HEALTH - CHILD AND ADOLESCENT PSYCHIATRIC SERVICES
1996. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

What specific action is the Government taking in response to the
following Burdekin report recommendations on the funding of child and
adolescent psychiatric services -

(a) Governments should allocate increased funding for child and
adolescent mental health services as a matter of urgency;

(b) Health Departments should allocate significantly increased
resources for the establishment or augmentation of adolescent
community mental health clinics, drop-in centres for disturbed or
mentally ill adolescents, and child and family outreach and home
support services;

(c) Health Departments should allocate substantially increased
resources to acute inpatient assessment and treatment facilities for
children with mental illness or severe emotional or behavioural
disturbance, facilities should not be restricted to children with a
diagnosable mental illness?

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

(a) As part of its implementation of the national mental health plan the
Government allocated an additional $400 000 for child and
adolescent mental health services in the north metropolitan region
in 1992-93 and a further $500 000 has been allocated in this
financial year for services in the south metropolitan region.
Furthermore, an additional $1.6m has been allocated this year for
services in rural areas which will service both adults and youth.

(b) The funding outlined in (a) above has been allocated for the
establishment of child and adolescent community mental health
centres and community outreach services for disturbed children,
adolescents and their families. The services being established in
the south metropolitan region will include a day patient program
for children and adolescents with psychiatric disorders. Plans have
also been developed for the development of a day patient programn
at Bentley. In addition, approximately $250 000 has been
allocated provisionally from the 1994-95 national mental health
strategy funding program for the development of home support
services for children as an alternative to inpatient care/for the
reduction of inpatient care. Approximately $380 000 has been set
aside from the national program for the development of a 'first
episode psychosis' service for youth. Expressions of interest for
the provision of these services were recently advertised.

(c) A new 12 bed adolescent inpatient unit is being developed on the
Bentley Hospital site. This unit will have four secure beds and be
approved to treat involuntary patients. A review of the current
inpatient services at Hillview Hospital, which has been
commissioned, is due for completion in the near future. The
Health Department intends to continue to provide 12 to 16
residential beds, additional to the beds at Bentley Hospital, for
adolescents with emotional problems. Furthermore, plans are
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being developed for the development of one additional bed in the
psychiatric unit at Princess Margaret Hospital for Children
(currently eight beds) and (he establishment of a day hospital.

MENTAL HEALTH - BURDEKIN REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS
Coordination of Departments and Agencies

1997. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
What action is the Government taking in response to the following
Burdekin Report recommendations on the co-ordination of action across
deparnments and agencies -

(a) Government departments involved in the delivery of services for
children, families and adolescents must ensure improved inter-
agency co-ordination of services, private and non-government
service providers such as clinical psychologists, family therapists,
GPs and relevant NCOs should be involved in establishing
procedures for inter-agency co-ordination;

(b) State and territory mental health services, in collaboration with
Departments of Family and Community Services, should provide
more day programs for child, adolescent and family counselling
and therapy and more in-home support - an appropriate campaign
should be undertaken to increase awareness of and access to such
services for families under stress?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -
(a) As part of its implementation of the national mental health plan the

Health Department has established formal intersectoral links with
the Disability Services Commission and the Ministry of Justice
(including juvenile justice) to coordinate policy and service
responses. In terms of day to day coordination of services, the
service providers axe gradually developing close linkages with
other public, private and non-govemnmern services in their local
areas. The requirement for linkages between agencies dealing with
children and adolescents is being incorporated in contracts with all
service providers.

(b) An additional $400 000 was allocated for child and adolescent
mental health services in the north metropolitan region in 1992-93
and a further $500 000 has been allocated in this financial year for
services in the south metropolitan region. This funding has been
allocated for the establishment of child and adolescent community
mental health centres and community outreach services for
disturbed children, adolescents and their families. The services
being established in the south metropolitan region will include a
day patient program for children and adolescents with psychiatric
disorders. Plans have also been developed for the development of
a day patient program at Bentley. In addition, approximately
$250 000 has been allocated provisionally from the 1994-95
national mental health strategy funding program for the
development of home support services for children as an
alternative to inpatient care/for the reduction of inpatient care.
Expressions of interest for the provision of these services were
recently advertised.

CONTRACTS, GOVERNMENT - ADVERTISING OR PROMOTIONS
2016. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) What advertising or promotions contracts have been awarded by agencies
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within the Minister's portfolio areas since the Minister assumed
ministerial office for each of the portfolio areas?

(2) Which companies or persons were each of the advertising or promotions
contracts aw~arded to?

(3) What was the monetary consideration for each of the contracts?
Mr LEWIS replied:

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1)-(3) 1 am not prepared to divert the considerable departmental
resources which would be required to provide this information.
However, in the interests of accountability, if the member has a
specific query she should put it in writing and I will have the
matter addressed.

CONTRACTS, GOVERNMENT - ADVERTISING OR PROMOTIONS
2017. Mrs ROBERTS to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education;

Employment and Training; Sport and Recreation:
(1) What advertising or promotions contracts have been awarded by agencies

within the Minister's portfolio areas since the Minister assumed
ministerial office for each of the portfolio areas?

(2) Which companies or persons were each of the advertising or promotions
contracts awarded to?

(3) What was the monetary consideration for each of the contracts?
Mr TUBBY replied:

(l)-(3) 1 am not prepared to divert the considerable departmental
resources which would be required to provide this information.
However, in the interests of accountability, if the member has a
specific query she should put it in writing and I wili have the
matter addressed.

CONTRACTS, GOVERNMENT - ADVERTISING OR PROMOTIONS
2018. Mrs ROBERTS to the Attorney General; Minister for Women's Interests;

Parliamentary and Electoral Affairs:
(1) What advertising or promotions contracts have been awarded by agencies

within the Minister's portfolio areas since the Minister assumed
ministerial office for each of the portfolio areas?

(2) Which companies or persons were each of the advertising or promotions
contracts awarded to?

(3) What was the monetary consideration for each of the contracts?
Mrs EDWARDES replied:

(1)-(3) I am not prepared to divert the considerable departmental
resources which would be required to provide this infornation.
However, in the interests of accountability, if the member has a
specific query she should put it in writing and I will have the
matter addressed.

CONTRACTS, GOVERNMENT - ADVERTISING OR PROMOTIONS
2022. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for the Environment; Disability Services:

(21) What advertising or promotions contracts have been awarded by agencies
within the Minister's portfolio areas since the Minister assumed
ministerial office for each of the portfolio areas?
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(2) Which companies or persons were each of the advertising or promotions
contracts awarded to?

(3) What was the monetary consideration for each of the contracts?
Mr MINSON replied:

(1 )-(3) 1 am not prepared to divert the con siderable departmental
resources which would be required to provide this information.
However, in the interests of accountability, if the member has a
specific query she should put it in writing and I will have the
matter addressed.

CONTRACTS, GOVERNMENT - ADVERTISING OR PROMOTIONS
2023. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Community Development; the Family;

Seniors:
(1) What advertising or promotions contracts have been awarded by agencies

within the Minister's portfolio areas since the Minister assumed
ministerial office for each of the portfolio areas?

(2) Which companies or persons were each of the advertising or promotions
contracts awarded to?

(3) What was the monetary consideration for each of the contracts?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:

(1-(3) I am not prepared to divert the considerable departmental
resources which would be required to provide this information.
However, in the interests of accountability, if the member has a
specific query she should put it in writing and I will have the
matter addressed.

TENDERS - GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS, BREACH OF PROCESSES
2028. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Water Resources:

Given that the Minister informed the House on 9 December 1993 in
relation to the breach of tender processes that occurred in awarding a
printing contract to a company associated with a Liberal member of
Parliament that 'I advised my officers that the Government's requirements
for the tendering process should be met ... I regret that has not occurred
on this occasion. However I give the House a commitment that the
Government's requirements will be adhered to in the future" -

(a) what action did the Minister take to ensure that such breaches
would not occur in the future;

(b) did the Minister write to all agencies in his portfolio areas to
ensure that future tendering processes would be conducted fairly
and would guard against conflicts of interest, corruption or
favouritism;

(c) will the Minister table any written instructions that he has sent to
agencies in his portfolios with regard to tender processes and the
awarding of government contracts;

(d) will the Minister table all correspondence that he or his staff sent
to the Auditor General in regard to this matter?

Mr OMODEI replied:
(a) My officers were instructed to ensure that such breaches did not occur. I

also raised this issue with each of my agencies' CEOs during normal
briefing sessions.
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(b)-(c) Not applicable.
(d) No.

t.A.JNUTJLif 13 - EJNGAGE.VDl t1JIJV RN E

First Report Tabling
2053. Dr CONSTABLE to the Premier.

With reference to question without notice 582 of 15 November 1994 -
(1) When will the first report concerning details of all consultants

engaged by the Government be tabled in Parliament?
(2) What period of time will the report cover?
(3) Will future reports be published quarterly?

Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(2) The first report will cover the six month period ending 31 December 1994

and will be tabled as soon as possible after completion of the report.
(3) Subsequent reports will be tabled on a six monthly basis.

DIESEL - TAX ANOMALY
2077. Mr McCINTY to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

Does the Minister have any plans to amend the current anomaly whereby
private diesel users pay a higher tax per litre than petrol users?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -
This matter, along with a number of other matters related to government
charges and levies, is continually under review.

WESTRAIL - FREMANTLE RAILWAY STATION OLD PARCELS OFFICE
Fremantle and Districts Model Railway Association, Rent Increase

2078. Mr McGINTY to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) Has Westrail told the Fremantle and Districts Model Railway Association

that the rent it pays on the old parcels office at Fremantle Railway Station
will increase by 1 300 per cent from approximately $1500 per annum to
$19 080 per annum?

(2) Is the Minister aware that this community group lacks the financial
capacity to pay this rent and will therefore be evicted?

(3) Will the Minister direct Westrail to retain the existing rental
arrangements?

(4) Will the Minister direct Westrail to retain the existing rental arrangements
until a commercial tenant, willing to pay the dramatically increased rate,
signs a tenancy agreement and a notice to quit is given by Westrail to the
Association in accordance with the existing lease agreement?

(5) Is the imposition of a 1 300 per cent rental increase on a voluntary, non-
profit community group unconscionable?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -
(1) Westrail has advised the Fremantle and Districts Model Railway

Association that rent on the premises it occupies at the Fremantle
railway station will increase from $1 480 to $19 080 per annum.

(2)-(3) No.
(4) At the request of the association, Westrail has agreed for it to
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remain as a tenant in the premises at the existing rental of $1 480
per annum until such time as another tenant is found.

(5) To ensure a true market value is received for the premises
occupied by the association, an assessment was made by an
independent licensed valuer. The association has now enjoyed low
rent and, therefore, a government subsidy since approximately
1982. It is now up to the association to find alternative
accommodation, as the subsidy cannot continue to be provided
indefinitely and it is not appropriate that it be provided by
Westra ii.

CREDIT CARDS; GOVERNMENT - MINISTER AND MINISTER'S STAFF
2091. Dr GALLOP to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education;

Employment and Training; Sport and Recitation:
(1) Has the Minister been issued with a government credit card?
(2) Has it been used by the Minister?
(3) Which of the Minister's staff have a government credit card?
Mr TUBBY replied:
(1)-(2) Yes.
(3) None.

CREDIT CARDS, GOVERNMENT - MINISTER AND MINISTER'S STAFF
2097. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Community Development; the Family; Seniors:

(1) Has the Minister been issued with a government credit card?
(2) Has it been used by the Minister?
(3) Which of the Minister's staff have a government credit card?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1)-(2) Yes.
(3) Principal private secretary.

CREDIT CARDS, GOVERNMENT - MINISTER AND MINISTER'S STAFF
2099. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Police; Emergency Services:

(1) Has the Minister been issued with a government credit card?
(2) Has it been used by the Minister?
(3) Which of the Minister's staff have a government credit card?
Mr WIESE replied:
(1)-(2) Yes.
(3) Principal private secretary.

CREDIT CARDS, GOVERNMENT - MINISTER AND MINISTER'S STAFF
2101. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs; Housing:

(1) Has the Minister been issued with a government credit card?
(2) Has it been used by the Minister?
(3) Which of the Minister's staff have a government credit card?
Mr PRINCE replied:
(l)-(2) Yes.
(3) David Brewster, principal private secretary and Christine Boa, executive

officer.
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CREDIT CARDS, GOVERNMENT - MINISTER AND MINISTER'S STAFF
2102. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Resources Development; Energy:

(t) Ha'Ule niscl~er been, issued witi. a 5uvcaimment "cdit card?

(2) Has it been used by the Minister?
(3) Which of t Minister's staff have a government credit card?
Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:
(1)-(3) 1 refer the member to the answer to previous parliamentary question 1225

dared 14 September 1994.
GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - MINISTERIAL

DIRECTIONS
2107. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Mines, Lands:

(1) What formal directions has the Minister given to departments or agencies
within the Minister's portfolio since February 1993?

(2) For each case, was Parliament advised?
Mr C.. BARNETT replied:

The Minister for Mines; Lands has provided the following response -

(1)-(2) The member's question is unclear. However, where there is a
statutory obligation, derails of direction by Ministers are tabled in
Parliament within specific time frames, and reported in the
relevant agency's annual report. I would refer the member to those
sources for the information sought.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - MINISTERIAL
DIRECTIONS

2108. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:
(1) What formal directions has the Minister given to departments or agencies

within the Minister's portfolio since February 1993?
(2) For each case, was Parliament advised?
Mr LEWIS replied:

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -

(I)-(2) The member's question is unclear. However, where there is a
statutory obligation, details of direction by Ministers are tabled in
Parliament within specific time frames, and reported in the
relevant agency's annual report. I would refer the member to those
sources for the information sought.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - MINISTERIAL
DIRECTIONS

2109. Dr GALLOP to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education;
Employment and Training; Sport and Recreation:

(1) What formal directions has the Minister given to departments or agencies
within the Minister's portfolio since February 1993?

(2) For each case, was Parliament advised?
Mr TUBBY replied:

(I)-(2) The member's question is unclear. However, where there is a
statutory obligation, details of direction by Ministers are tabled in
Parliament within specific time frames, and reported in the
relevant agency's annual report. I would refer the member to those
sources for the information sought.
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GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - MINISTERIAL
DIRECTIONS

2110. Dr GALLOP to the Attorney General; Minister for Women's Interests;
Parliamentary and Electoral Affairs:

(1) What formal directions has the Minister given to departments or agencies
within the Minister's portfolio since February 1993?

(2) For each case, was Parliament advised?
Mrs EDWARDES replied:

(1)-(2) The member's question is unclear. However, where there is a
statutory obligation, details of direction by Ministers are tabled in
Parliament within specific time frames, and reported in the
relevant agency's annual report. I would refer the member to those
sources for the information sought.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - MINISTERIAL
DIRECTIONS

2114. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for the Environment; Disability Services:
(1) What formal directions has the Minister given to departments or agencies

within the Minister's portfolio since February 1993?
(2) For each case, was Parliament advised?
Mr MINSON replied:

(1)-(2) The member's question is unclear. However, where there is a
statutory obligation, details of direction by Ministers are tabled in
Parliament within specific time frames, and reported in the
relevant agency's annual report. I would refer the member to those
sources for the information sought.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - MINISTERIAL
DIRECTIONS

2115. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Community Development; the Family; Seniors:
(1) What formal dir~ctions has the Minister given to departments or agencies

within the Minister's portfolio since February 1993?
(2) For each case, was Parliament advised?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:

(1)-(2) The member's question is unclear. However, where there is a
statutory obligation, details of direction by Ministers are tabled in
Parliament within specific time frames, and reported in the
relevant agency's annual report. I would refer the member to those
sources for the information sought.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - MINISTERIAL
DIRECTIONS

2119. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs; Housing:
(I) What formal directions has the Minister given to departments or agencies

within the Minister's portfolio since February 1993?
(2) For each case, was Parliament advised?
Mr PRINCE replied:

(1)-(2)
The member's question is unclear. However, where there is a
statutory obligation, details of direction by Ministers are tabled in
Parliament within specific time frames, and reported in the
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relevant agency's annual report. I would refer the member to those
sources for the information sought.

DISABILITY SERVICES COMMISSION - RESIDENTIAL FACILITIES
Residents Statistics; Locations; Closures

2121. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Disability Services:
(1) How many people are resident in Disability Services Commission

facilities, and how has that changed since 1 January 1994?

(2) Where are these facilities?

(3) Which ones are proposed to be closed in 1994-95 and 1995-96?
(4) How many people who are post head injury are supported in DSC funded

accommodation (Government and non-government)?
(5) How many people with a psychiatric disability are so supported?

(6) How many people who are deaf and blind axe so supported?

(7) How many people and of what age have been moved from institutional
care to the care of their family since August 1993 (McCanrey report)?

(8) What residential facilities are supported outside the metropolitan area?

Mr MINSON replied:

(1) Seven-hundred-and-nineteen people with disabilities are permanent
residents within DSC facilities. There is the capacity to accommodate 38
more people with disabilities in beds used for respite or rollover short stay
purposes. This total bed capacity has not changed since 1 January 1994.
Actual numbers of people resident in DSC facilities fluctuate on a day to
day basis depending on the number of people in short term stay.

(2) Sixteen facilities are located in east metropolitan region; 30 facilities are
located in north metropolitan region; 15 facilities are located in south east
metropolitan region, and 13 facilities axe located in south west
metropolitan region.

(3) It is proposed that half of Pindarra Hostel, Bradford Hostel and a group
home in Wamnbro will close within three years, as part of the service
redevelopment program of the Commonwealth State Disability
Agreement. Current residents at these facilities will receive a variety of
accommodation and support options more suited to their individual needs.

(4) Fifty-seven people with acquired brain injury are supported in funded
facilities as follows -

Group homes 4 people

Nursing homes 7 people

Hostels 46 people
(5) Forty-nine people with a psychiatric disability are supported in funded

facilities as follows -

Group homes 43 people

Nursing homes I person

Hostels 5 people

A further eight people with a psychiatric disability are supported in their
own accommodation.

(6)-(7) None.

(8) Eleven group homes and five hostels located outside the metropolitan area
are supported.
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COMMISSION ON GOVERNMENT - SALARIES AND ALLOWANCES
TRIBUNAL, COMMISSIONERS' SALARIES RECOMMENDATION

2130. Dr GALLOP to the Premier:
(1) When did the Premier refer to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal the

names of the Commissioners on Government for a recommendation on
their salaries and allowances?

(2) On what date did the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal make its
determination and advise the Government?

Mr COURT replied:
(1) 24 October 1994.
(2) The tribunal made its deterninauion on 20 October 1994 following a

request made by the Premier dated 5 July 1994 to recommend the rates of
remuneration. The levels were set having regard to the specified matters
to be attended to as contained in schedule 1 attaching to the Commission
on Government Act and the statutory time constraints placed upon the
commissioners.

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN - MEDIA, PUBLIC RELATIONS OR
COMMUNICATION TRAINING AT GOVERNMENT EXPENSE

2141. Dr GALLOP to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education;
Employment and Training; Sport and Recreation:
(1) Has the Minister undertaken any media, public relations or

communication training at government expense?
(2) If so -

(a) when;
(b) what was the name of the firm;
(c) what was the cost?

Mr TUBBY replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

MINISTERIAL OFFICES - STAFF OR CONSULTANTS' EMPLOYMENT
2157. Dr GALLOP to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:

(1) Further to question on notice 1128 of 1993-94, what staff or consultants
have since been employed in the Minister's office and on what salaries,
terms, conditions and allowances?

(2) What staff or consultants are no longer employed in the Minister's office
and for what reason?

(3) What variations have occurred to salaries, terms, conditions and
allowances, if any?

Mr TUBBY replied:
(1) Name Position Level

Brad Goddard Policy officer - Education Act secondee 6
Roslyn Towers Executive assistant - Term of government 3

appointment
(2) Name Position Level

Marc Dale Research assistant -contract expired 2
Carol Thompson A/Administration liaison officer - transfer 3
S. Connaughton Appointments secretary - secondmient 3
Nikki Tozer A/Assistant appointments secretary

- maternity leave 2
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(3) Mr Peter Browne was successful in his application for an executive
director's position at the Education Department and he has continued his
secondment in the Minister's office to reflect the salary range accorded to
that oasition. Following a revi' ew by the then Public Service Commission,
Mr Pereira's position has been reclassified from a level 6 to a level 7.

MINISTERIAL OFFICES - STAFF OR CONSULTANTS' EMPLOYMENT

2163. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

(1) Further to question on notice 127 of 1993, what staff or consultants have
since been employed in the Minister's office and on what salaries, terms,
conditions and allowances?

(2) What staff or consultants ame no longer employed in the Minister's office
and for what reason?

(3) What variations have occurred to salaries, terms, conditions and
allowances, if any?

The answer was tabled.
[See paper No 639.]

CLEANING CONTRACT'S - AWARDED BY GOVERNMENT AGENCIES
2177. Mrs ROBERTS to the Attorney General; Minister for Women's Interests;

Parliamentary and Electoral Affairs:
(1) What cleaning contracts have been awarded by agencies within the

Minister's portfolio areas since the Minister assumed ministerial office for
each of the portfolio areas?

(2) Which companies or persons were each of the cleaning contracts, awarded
to?

(3) What was the monetary consideration for each of the contracts?
Mrs EDWARDES replied:

The Ministry of Justice has awarded a total of
details of which are as follows -

Name of Contract
Company and/or
Person

Kings Cleaning

Juvenile Justice
Rangeview Remand Deiron Cleaning

Community Corrections Centres
Northbridge & ** Coltion Property
Victim Offender Services
Mediation Unit

Colion Property
Services
Golden West

Maddington" Coition Property
Services

Contract
Period

14.1.94-13.1.95
with 12 month
opti on

30.3.94-29.3.9 5
with iwo 12 month
options

18 cleaning contracts the

Monetary
Value of

Purpose of Each Contract
Contract per annumn

S

Clean Adin
Building

1.1.94-Current Clean Centre

[.12.93-1.10.95 Clean Centre

1.12.93-Current Clean Court

1.9.93-Current Clean Centre

9814.00

9653.00

11995.32

5 334.96

2 740.68
5 896.32

Location

Prisons
Albany

Balcat*

Rockingham*
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Bunburf** BMA
Kalgoorlie** Delron Cleaning
Albany** F.D. & G. Clarke

Midland** Airlite Cleaning

Northam"* DR. Hoddy

Walcott Centre** Coition Property
Services

Juvenile Justice Centres
Esperance
Kalgoorlie**

Camarvon
Youth Justice
Bentley**
5 Allen Court
Killara Victoria
Park"
15 Mackie Street
Courts
Mandurah**

Supreme Court**
Midlan**
Joondalup**

Childrens

Central Law Conrt
Courts &
District Court**
Fremanle"
Public Trust"

L. Totterdell

Quirk Corp
Gascoyne Cleaners

Nortbcoast

Eddy Cleaning

Service

Avalon Cleaning

BMA
N/A
Southern Cross
Cleaning

PRY Building
Mang Services

N/A
BMA

BMA
*Conract let by BMA.

JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF -

I .12.93-Current
1.9.94-Currnt
1.1.94-Current
1.1 .94-Current
1.1 .94-Cunvent

Current
1.6.94-Current
11.10.93-7.1.94

14A.94-Current

1.1 .94-Current

Clean Centre
Clean Centre
Clean Centre
Clean Centre
Clean Centre

Clean Centre
Clean Centre
Clean Office

3 880.56
3 126A8
3071.28
5 149.92

11 293.44

1 560.00
4428.00

123.75

Clean Centre 7562.28

Clean Centre 7562.28

1.11.94-31.10.95 Clean Courtuse9 836.04

N/A
BMA
Joint Police
1,12.93-1.12.94

N/A N/A

Clean Courthouse27 699.00

N/A N/A

Joint Police N/A

HOME DETENTION PROGRAM

N/A
N/A

2187. Dr CONSTABLE to the Attorney General:
(1) How many individuals are currently on the home detention program?
(2) (a) How many individuals were placed on the home detention program

in each of the last three years;
(b) how many people on home detention committed offences in each

of the past three years?
Mrs EDWARDES replied:

Offenders can be placed on home detention as a condition of bail or can be
released from prison into the program. The separate statistics are provided
in each case for the member's information.
(1) 13 as a condition of bail; 32 released from prison into the program.
(2) (a) November 1991 to October 1992 - 141 prisoners, 23 on

bail. November 1992 to October 1993 - 228 prisoners, 42
on bail. November 1993 to October 1994 - 234 prisoners,
45 on bail.

(b) The statistical summaries for the past three years do not
distinguish between failure by commission of further
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offences and non-compliance with other conditions such as
curfew restrictions. A sample survey of the most recently
terminated 50 home detention orders showed 41 successful
completions, eighL- breaches of curfew, and one charge of
further offending. Successful completions in the past three
years have averaged between 85 and 90 per cent.

EDUCATION - FOUR YEAR OLDS
Placements in Legislative Assembly Electorates

2192. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:
Further to question on notice 1441 of 1994, can the Minister advise how
many four-year-old placements in each Legislative Assembly electorate
were provided in the 1993 calendar year?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
A total of 7 859 four-year-old places were funded during the 1993
calendar year. Refer attachment 1 for details relating to specific
Legislative Assembly electorates. [See paper No 640.]

TRANSPERTH - FARES REVENUE
2193. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport:

(1) What was the total revenue received from public transport fares by
Transperth in -

(a) 1992-93;
(b) 1993-94?

(2) What is the total revenue from public transport fares to date in 1994-95?
(3) What is the projected revenue from this source in 1994-95?
Mr LEWIS replied:

The Minister for Transport has provided the following reply -
Metropolitan (Perth Passenger Transport Trust) -

(1) (a) $54343000.
(b) $63 637 932.

(2) $27174811.
(3) $69 670 000.

KEMERTON INDUSTRIAL PARK - LAND, GOVERNMENT PURCHASE
2221. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister representing the Minister for Lands:

(1) What is the total area covered by the Kemerton Industrial Park?
(2) How much of this land is designated for industrial use and how much is to

be set aside as a buffer zone?
(3) How much of the land within the industrial area has already been acquired

by the Government?
(4) How much of the buffer area has been acquired by the Government?
(5) What was the average cost to the Government of purchasing both the land

to be made available for industrial purposes and the land to be provided as
a buffer zone?

(6). How much of the industrial area still remains in private ownership?
(7) How much of the buffer area still remains in private ownership?
(8) When does the Minister expect that the remainder of the industrial land

will be purchased?
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(9) Is the hold-up in the purchase of this land delaying the development of a
town planning scheme by the Shire of Harvey to cover the Kemerton
Industrial Park?

(10) Is the Minister taking any particular action in order to try to resolve delays
in the purchase of the land and the provision of the necessary town
planning scheme?

(11) If so, what actions is the Minister proposing to take?
Mr LEWIS replied:

T'he Minister for Lands has provided the following reply -

(1) 5 300 hectares (approximately).
(2) Industrial 1 500 ha (approximately);

buffer 3 800 ha (approximately).
(3) 1340 ha.
(4) 3 162 ha.
(5) $3 225/ha.
(6) 160 ha.
(7) 638 ha.
(8) The Government is standing in the marketplace to acquire the

remaining private landholdings at valuation and when they come
onto the market.

(9) Yes.
(10) No.
(11) The Kemerton Advisory Board is understood to be preparing a

draft Cabinet submission for consideration by the Deputy Premier
and Minister for Resources Development to Government for a
special allocation of funds to be made available for the remaining
acquisition.

MINISTERIAL OFFICES - REFURBISHMENT, RELOCATION OR UPGRADE
2224. Dr GALLOP to the Deputy Premier, Minister for Commerce and Trade:

(1) What refurbishment, relocation or upgrade has taken place in the
Minister's office since February 1994?

(2) What was the cost of these improvements or changes?
(3) What is the breakdown of costs?
(4) What is the Minister's host agency?
(5) Did the host agency meet the costs?
Mr COWAN replied:
(1) Partitioning alterations to several offices and the ministerial meeting room

have recently been undertaken.
(2) The final cost of the changes is not known at this time as the work is

currently not completed.
(3) Not applicable.
(4) Department of Commerce and Trade.
(5) The costs will be met from the ministerial office budget which forms part

of the department's allocation.
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MINISTERIAL OFFICES - REFURBISHMENT, RELOCATION OR UPGRADE
2225. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Resources Development; Energy:

() What refurbishment, relocation or Upgrade has taken place in the
Minister's office since February 1994?

(2) What was the cost of these improvements or changes?
(3) What is the breakdown of costs?
(4) What is the Minister's host agency?
(5) Did the host agency meet the costs?
Mr C.J BARNETT replied:
(1) None.
(2)-(3) Not applicable.
(4) Department of Resources Development.
(5) Not applicable.

MINISTERIAL OFFICES - REFURBISHMENT, RELOCATION OR UPGRADE
2227. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Mines; Lands:

(1) What refurbishment, relocation or upgrade has taken place in the
Minister's office since February 1994?

(2) What was the cost of these improvements or changes?
(3) What is the breakdown of costs?
(4) What is the Minister's host agency?
(5) Did the host agency meet the costs?
Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:

The Minister for Mines; Lands has provided the following reply -

(1) Nil.
(2)-(3) Not applicable.
(4) Department of Land Administration.
(5) Not applicable.

MINISTERIAL OFFICES - REFURBISHMENT, RELOCATION OR UPGRADE
2229. Dr GALLOP to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education;

Employment and Training; Sport and Recreation:
(1) What refurbishment, relocation or upgrade has taken place in the

Minister's office since February 1994?
(2) What was the cost of these improvements or changes?
(3) What is the breakdown of costs?
(4) What is the Minister's host agency?
(5) Did the host agency meet the costs?
Mr TUJBBY replied:
(1) Two half glass partitions have been installed.
(2) $725.
(3) Not applicable.
(4) Education Department of Western Australia.
(5) The host agency will meet the costs of this work.
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MINISTERIAL OFFICES - REFURBISHMENT, RELOCATION OR UPGRADE
2235. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Community Development; the Family;, Seniors:

(1) What refurbishment, relocation or upgrade has taken place in the
Minister's office since February 1994?

(2) What was the cost of these improvements or changes?
(3) What is the breakdown of costs?
(4) What is the Minister's host agency?
(5) Did the host agency meet the costs?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) Nil.
(2)-(3) Not applicable.
(4) Department for Community Development.
(5) Not applicable.

MINISTERIAL OFFICES - REFURBISHMENT, RELOCATION OR UPGRADE
2239. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs; Housing:

(1) What refurbishment, relocation or upgrade has taken place in the
Minister's office since February 1994?

(2) What was the cost of these improvements or changes?
(3) What is the breakdown of costs?
(4) What is the Minister's host agency?
(5) Did the host agency meet the costs?
Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) (a) March 1994 - minor establishment works (7th floor, May Holmnan

Centre).
(b) July 1994 - relocation to new office (11thk Floor, Dumas

House).
(2)-(3) (a) $2 662.

(b) The fit-out contract was tendered as a combined client fit-out
including all contracts, fees etc associated with the building works,
services, furniture items and relocation costs for the ministerial
offices of the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs; Housing, Minister
for Water Resources; Local Government, and the Building
Management Authority. On this basis the indicative costs for my
office were $180 000.

(4) Homes west.
(5) No.

JANDAKOT MOUND - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECHION POLICY
2254. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Has the Minister returned the Jandakot mound environmental protection
policy to the Environmental Protection Authority?

(2) If yes, why?
(3) Does the Minister intend to gazette this policy?
(4) If not, why not?
(5) If yes, when?
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Mr MINSON replied:
(1) -The Revised Draft Jandakot Mound Groundwater Environmental

Prtetin olc ,wats.4t tEn C~nmnt-l Dnton Authrity,

in accordance with section 31(c) of the Environmental Protection Act.
(2) The reasons for this remittal are clearly set out in the Gazetted Certificate

of 24 June 1994.
(3)-(5) The EPA is yet to advise me on its review of the draft policy. However, I

understand that the EPA is awaiting the report of the Legislative
Assembly Select Committee on Metropolitan Development and
Groundwater Supplies, so as to cake account of the views developed by
that select committee.

WILDLIFE PROTECTON ACT - AMENDMENTS
2256. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Does the Government intend to proceed with the proposed amendments to
the Wildlife Protection Act?

(2) If not, why not?
(3) If yes, when will they be introduced into Parliament?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) The Government intends to proceed with legislation to replace the

Wildlife Conservation Act 1950.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) This proposed legislation will be introduced following resolution of the

issues raised as a result of the previous Government releasing a draft
wildlife conservation Bill for public comment.

NATUJRE CONSERVATION STRATEGY - PUBLIC RELEASE
2257. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Is the Minister aware that the nature conservation strategy for Western
Australia was released for public comment in February 1992?

(2) When did the public comment period for this strategy begin and end?
(3) Has the nature conservation strategy been fin alised?
(4) If not, why not?
(5) When will the strategy be released?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The strategy was released in February 1992. Official closure of public

comment was 6 July 1992, although submissions continued and were
accepted until September 1992.

(3) No.
(4) A final draft is under consideration in the Department of Conservation and

Land Management.
(5) It is proposed that the strategy will be released early next year.

ELECTROPLATING INDUSTRY - EFFLUENT DISCHARGE
2258. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) What effluent discharges are produced by electroplating industries in
Western Australia?
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(2) How many electroplaters in WA hold licences granted by the Department
of Environmental Protection or its predecessors to discharge effluent?

(3) With regard to the discharge of effluent by electroplaters, how many has
the Department of Environmental Protection established meet the
conditions of their licences to discharge effluent?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Waste water containing various metals (including zinc, copper, iron,

nickel, chromium and cadmium), cyanide, acids and alkalis.
(2) Sixteen.
(3) I am advised that all these licensed premises are currently complying with

their conditions of licence.
ART GALLERY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - GALLERY ATTENDANTS,

FTFEs, EMPLOYMENT
2280. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister representing the Minister for the Arts:

(1) How many full time equivalents as gallery attendants are employed at the
Western Australian Art Gallery in 1994?

(2) How many FTEs as gallery attendants were there in -
(a) 1985
(b) 1986
(c) 1987
(d) 1988
(e) 1989
(f) 1990
(g) 1991
(h) 1992
(i) 1993?

The answer was tabled.
[See paper No 641.1

ART GALLERY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - SECURITY
2281. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister representing the Minister for the Arts:

Is the Minister confident that the valuable art collection at the Western
Australian Art Gallery is secure?

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

The Art Gallery of Western Australia is confident its security systems and
services provide effective protection for its collection and for works of art
on loan. The gallery maintains 24 hour security and electronic
surveillance, augmented by patrols of the public galleries by attendants.
In addition, a number of passive security measures (locked display cases,
raised platforms, guard rails etc) are now in use to ensure additional
protection. In special circumstances - for example, the recent large Boyd
exhibition - extra attendants are employed on an "as needed" basis.

MENTAL HEALTH - SUPPORTED ACCOMMODATION ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM

Funding

2283. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) With reference to the recently announced allocation of $786 000 to a few

supported accommodation projects under the mental health budget, will
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the Minister indicate whether tenders or expressions of interest were
called for this money?

(2) If not, why not?
(3) On what basis were the funding decisions made?
(4) Who made the funding decisions?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(I) The Disability Services Commission called for expressions of
interest for housing support projects for disabled people. A
consortium of Wesley Care and the De Paul Community Support
Service was successful and the project was allocated $66 000.
The East Metropolitan Health Authority and the South
Metropolitan Health Authority allocated a total of $134 000 for
outreach and accommodation services.
Each of the three metropolitan health authorities contracted
separately with the De Paul Community Support Services for
housing support services for people living in their regions. The
total amount of the three contracts was $585 000. No formal
expressions of interest or tenders were called for although informal
discussions were held with a number of non-government agencies
about possible participation in the projects.

(2) The De Paul Community Support Service had been funded for a
pilot housing support project which had been operating
successfully in the south and east metropolitan areas for just over
12 months prior to the national funding becoming available. Two
non-government organisations had been invited to submit
proposals for the pilot project which had been awarded to the De
Paul Community Support Service. The regions decided, when the
national funding became available, to extend the existing services
based upon the success of the pilot project and the need to get the
project operational as soon as possible. This was consistent with a
determination of the Stare Supply Commission to waive the
tendering requirements for non-government health service
providers in 1994-95.

(3) The funding decisions were made separately by each of the health
authorities based on the performance of the De Paul Community
Support Service over the previous 12 months of the pilot project.

(4) The Regional Coordinators of Psychiatric Services and their staff
made the decisions which were then ratified in contracts by the
directors of the individual health authorities.

HOMESWEST - FRE"ITING MORTAR
2287. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Housing:

(1) How does Homeswest define "fretting mortar"?
(2) Does Homeswest acknowledge that serious problems exist in many new

developments because of fretting mortar leading to large holes in mortar,
sand falling out of mortar joints, loose bricks on tops of walls and
collapsed letterboxes?

(3) If yes, in how many Homeswest developments is such a problem said to
exist?

(4) Who is providing technical advice to Homeswesr on this issue?
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Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) Fretting mortar is the process whereby the particles of the joint freely fall

out of the joint.
(2) No.
(3) Not applicable.
(4) Homeswesr is using its own in-house building expertise.

THEATRE - ALEXANDER REPORT
2288. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister representing the Minister for the Arts:

(1) What was the cost of the Alexander report into theatre in Western
Australia?

(2) What have been the outcomes of the report?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:

The Minister for the Arts has provided the following reply -
(1) The Alexander report cost $51 429.48.
(2) Department for the Arts -

Most of the recommendations have been implemented with funds
made available from the closure of the State Theatre Company
being retained for the theatre industry. In 1993 and 1994 most of
these funds were allocated to projects and incentive funding. For
1995 the extra funds will be allocated to the major companies,
incentive funding and some projects.
Other significant achievements include -

devolution of funds to Performing Arts Touring
Information Organisation (now called Country Arts WA);
the Minister for the Arts appoints the members of arts
assessment panels;
co-productions are a feature of the theatre industry with all
major companies offering support for project based
productions;
advertisements for the arts investment funds now include
the amount available for each artform;
the Executive Director of the Department for the Arts now
signs all letters for the Arts Investment Program which
includes reasons for rejection;
officers are seconded from the industry on a short-term
basis to assist with peak workloads;
the contract policy is being fully implemented for the
employment of staff;
a theatre summit was held to resolve issues currently facing
the industry. The Minister has supported most of the
recommendations including the allocation of $320 000 to
the existing companies on recommendation from an
industry panel. The Minister still wishes to retain incentive
funding and did not wish to appoint representatives to the
industry panel;
the Lotteries Commission Act has been amended to
increase the allocation available to the arts on an annual
basis;
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final details are being drawn up through Arts Voice and the
Department for the Arts for triennial funding for theatre
companies;
cross artform applications are assessed by a multi-arts
panel;
a steering committee has made recommendations to the
Minister regarding the 2 000 and 6 000 seat theatres;
audience development is an essential component of
contracts with theatre companies; and
a review of the Festival of Perth has been carried out with
many of the matters raised in the Alexander report being
addressed.

Perth Theatre Trust -

The Alexander report made several recommendations which
followed consultations with the trust and its users. In summary,
the report recommended a focus on the venue management
function of the trust and the retention of BOCS as a key service to
the users-
These recommendations were considcred by the trust and
following a review of its structure and role the nrus: has adopted
several of the recommendations.
In particular, the trust has streamlined its operation and focused its
activities on its core functions. There will be greater attention to
maintenance and improvement of the venues and the development
of a comprehensive marketing plan. The changes will facilitate
better communications between the different operational areas of
the trust and should enable a simpler structure to be presented to
the industry and the public.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - FAMILY CENTRES
Huntingdale and Thornie; Four Year Olds Program, Waiting List

2289. Mrs HENDERSON to the Minister for Community Development:
(1) With reference to the commitment given in 1992 to the City of Gosnells

and to the community that family centres would be constructed in
Huntingdale and Thomrlie during the 1993-94 financial year -
(a) has land been acquired for this purpose in Huntingdale;
(b) has land/building been acquired for this purpose in Thornlie;
(c) have funds been allocated for the establishment of these centres;
(d) have negotiations progressed to establish a family centre in the

former preschool building in Coops Avenue, Thorn lie?
(2) Is the Minister aware of the number of families on the waiting list for

places for the four year olds' program at the Forest Lakes Family Centre?
(3) Does the Minister intend to provide funds to enable a supplementary

program for four year olds to be run in 1995 at the Forest Lakes Family
Centre?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) (a)-(d) No.
(2) Yes.
(3) The Forest Lakes/hornlle Family Centre was funded in 1994 to operate a

supplementary program for 40 children.
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BREAST CANCER - MOBILE SCREENING UNITS
2293. Mr TAYLOR to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

Is it correct that due to lack of finances in the Health budget, one or more
mobile breast cancer screening units are parked in Perth rather than
touring the State as was originally intended?

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

No. Two mobile mammography units were closed due to difficulties in
recruiting radiographers who are qualified in mammography and willing
to work on the mobile units.
The mobile unit which was being used in Wanneroo has recently
commenced operations on the run from Yarloop to Dunshorough.
The Health Department of Western Australia has advertised nationally and
internationally and was successful in recruiting an English radiographer
who commenced duties on the south west unit in October. The
department is negotiating with another English radiographer to commence
duties on the northern regions unit early in 1995.

SCHOOLS - PERTH SCHOOL OF EVANGELISM
Young Persons' Programs - Funding

2304. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:
(1) Has the Perth School of Evangelism applied for or received funds to run

programs for young persons?
(2) What funds have been provided?
(3) What programs art the funds to be used for?
(4) What are the funding periods?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) No.
(2)-(4) Not applicable.

SCHOOLS - PERTH SCHOOL OF EVANGELISM
Young Persons' Program - Funding

2306. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) Has the Perth School of Evangelism applied for or received funds to run

programs for young persons?
(2) What funds have been provided?
(3) What programs are the funds to be used for?
(4) What are the funding periods?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) The Perth School of Evangelism has not applied for or received
funds from agencies under the Health portfolio.

(2)-(4) Not applicable.
BETTER CITIES REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT - HAMILTON HILL

Private Property Owners' Concerns
2308. Mr McGINTY to the Minister for Housing:

(1) What action has been undertaken by the Minister to alleviate concerns
fronm private property owners whose lifestyle and property values are
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affected by the Hamilton Hill Better Cities redevelopment project, and
who stated these concerns in a letter addressed to the Minister?

(2) Was the Minister's response given to the concerned property owners an
adequate way of reassuring them that proper action is undertaken to
address their areas of concern namely -

(a) demolishing practices including proper handling and prompt
removal of asbestos cement sheets of Homeswest dwelling;

(b) appropriate disposal of septic tanks;
(c) the proposal to build high density double storey group dwellings?

(3) If yes, why is it that those residents are not satisfied with the Minister's
response?

(4) If no, what else will be done to ensure that these problems will not recur in
the future?

Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) Public meetings, letter drops, consultation, correspondence. Works are

currently proceeding to ensure the betterment of the area. The letter was
received from the Hamilton Hill Residents Action Group.

(2) Yes.
(3) 1 am unaware of the residents' concern with regard to my correspondence

to them dated 15 November 1994. However, I will address any concern
they may wish to raise with me.

(4) Not applicable.

WATER RESTRICTIONS - IMPACT ON WATER QUALITY
2310. Mrs ROBERTS to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Are the current 8.00 am to 8.00 pm water restrictions having an impact on
the quality of our drinking water?

(2) If so, what impact?
(3) What measures, if any, is the Water Authority of Western Australia taking

to improve the quality of drinking water?
Mr OMODET replied:
(1)-(3) See response to question 2244.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - DCD NEWS
2323. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) What was the cost of production of the document "DCD News - October
1994 Vol I No 6"?

(2) What was the purpose of producing the document?
(3) What was the cost of distribution of the document?
(4) To whom were the copies distributed?
(5) Where was the document printed?
(6) By which company was the document printed?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) The overall cost of producing "DCD News" was $4 376.
(2) "DCD News" is a quarterly magazine highlighting the work of the

Department for Community Development. It is used as an information

8753



and education tool for the various departmental staff and other relevant
organisations. The magazine is also effective in highlighting the
individual efforts of staff.

(3) $460.47.
(4) Copies of "DCD News" are sent to all offices of the Department for

Community Development, associated welfare agencies, members of
Parliament, all Western Australian media outlets, relevant libraries and on
request to individual members of the public.

(5) 'DCD News" was printed in Western Australia.
(6) "DCD News" was printed by Picton Press.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - WASTEWATER 2040 - SOUTH WEST
DISCUSSION PAPER

2324. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) What was the cost of production of the document "Wastewater 2040 -

South West Discussion Paper"?
(2) What was the purpose of producing the document?
(3) What was the cost of distribution of the document?
(4) To whom were the copies distributed?
(5) Where was the document printed?
(6) By which company was the document printed?
Mr OMODE1 replied:
(1) $27 215.46.
(2) To respond to south west stakeholders' concerns at the end of stage 1 of

the Waste water 2040 consultation process.
(3) $900 approximately. The precise cost is unknown, as the document was

mailed out with other Wastewater 2040 information.
(4) To stakeholders in Wastewater 2040.
(5)-(6) Kaleidoscope Print and Design Pty Ltd of West Perth.

PILBARA - COUNSELLING SERVICES
2327. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) What counselling services, funded by DCD, ame available in the Pilbara
region?

(2) What areas/towns are serviced by each counsellor?
(3) Who pays for the travel costs of each counselling service?
(4) Is accommodation provided for any of the counselling services?

(a) If not, why not;
(b) If so, who provides the accommodation?

(5) What equipment/resources, if any, are provided to each counselling
service?

(6) By what method/process are the needs of the region determined?
(7) By what method/process is the level/frequency of service within the

region determined?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) Pilbara Community Legal Service - financial counselling. Pilbara Mobile
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Counselling Service - family counselling. Treloar House family
counsellor.

(2) The Pilbara Community Legal Service cravides financial counselling to
Port and South Hedland, Karratha. Roebourne, Newman, Jigalong.
Nullagine and Marble Bar. The Pilbara Mobile Counselling Service
serves Newman, Tomi Price and Paraburdoo. The Treloar House family
counsellor serves Port and South Hedland and provides a limited outreach
service to Newman, Jigalong, Nullagine and Marble Bar.

(3) Travel costs am met by the services. Travel costs are included in the
funding provided by the department; however, departmental funding may
not cover all costs and services may meet these from other sources of
funding.

(4) The services provide accommodation for counsellors. Accommodation
costs farm part of submissions for funding. The financial counsellor
serving Marble Bar uses the departmental office if it is available and
convenient.

(5) None. Equipment and resources am provided by the services.
(6) Regional needs are determined through district and regional planning

processes. Sources of information used in these processes include
Australian Bureau of Statistics data, demand for services and information
provided by ATSIC, other government agencies, local government, the
non-government sector and community consultation. These planning
processes ensure that community needs ale prioritised and that services
are not duplicated.

(7) District and regional planning processes establish the level of service
required within the region. The amount of funding available and the
capacity of the community to support services also determine the level of
service.

PILBARA - COUNSELLING SERVICES
2328. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

(1) What counselling services, funded by the Health Department, are
available in the Pilbara region?

(2) What areas/towns are serviced by each counsellor?
(3) Who pays for the travel costs of each counselling service?
(4) Is accommodation provided for any of the counselling services?

(a) If not, why not;
(b) If so, who provides the accommodation?

(5) What equipment/resources, if any, are provided to each counselling
service?

(6) By what method/process are the needs of the region determined?
(7) By what methodprocess is the level/frequency of service within the

region determined?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) Counselling services funded through the HDWA in the Pilbara are
those provided by -

4 community mental health nurses
3 clinical psychologists
2 social workers
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2 alcohol and drug counsellors (ADA)
2 Holycak Centre alcohol counsellors
2 visiting psychiatrists
2 SARC counsellors.
Counselling is also provided through community nurses, school
health nurses and general practitioners. Lay and professional
counselling is also provided through women's centres funded as
non-government organisations in some Pilbara towns.

(2) Port Hedland (resident and visiting)
Karratha (resident and visiting)
Roebourne and Wickham (visiting)
Tom Price and Paraburdoc (resident and visiting)
Newman (resident and visiting)
Marble Bar and Nullagine (visiting)
Remote Aboriginal communities (limited visiting services).

(3) The HDWA pays the cost of staff visiting towns and communities
to provide a range of services including counselling.

(4) Client travel and accommodation costs to access counselling
services specifically are not met by the HDWA. Clients or patients
who need counselling services for problems or conditions
associated with other health problems are able to have their travel
and accommodation costs met through the inter hospital transfer
scheme depending on whether or not they are transferred into
hospital via RFDS or ambulance, transferred from one hospital to
another or financially assisted to travel as an outpatient to consult
with a medical specialist; for example, a psychiatrist or a specialist
physician.

(5) Health service providers who employ staff to carry out counselling
services provide the necessary equipment or resources.

(6) Needs are determined in three ways: By listening to the views of
community members; by taking into account the experience of
health professionals providing services; and by the analysis of the
mental health problems experienced in the region and developing
the most appropriate and effective strategies for services to meet
these needs.

(7) The level/frequency of service is determined through monitoring
service utilisation, monitoring service effectiveness, continued
consultation with the community, and the continued involvement
of service providers in needs analysis and service planning.

KINGS PARK OF THE NORTH - COALITION COMMITMENT
2329. Mr GRAHAM to the Premier:

(1) Has the Premier or the Premier's department, or any Minister taken any
action to honour the coalition commitment to "Create a Kings Park of the
North under our arboretum-botanical garden plan"?

(2) If so -

(a) what action has been taken;
(b) where will such a park be located?

(3) If not, why not?
Mr COURT replied:

I refer the member to my answer to parliamentary question 1578.
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GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS - HOMEFRONT
2337. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Wh-at was the cost of production of the docum-ent "[ion ief runt -S'.0 eptember/October 1994?
(2) What was the purpose of producing the document?
(3) What was the cost of distribution of the document?
(4) To whom were the copies distributed?
(5) Where was the document printed?
(6) By which company was the document primted?
Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) $3261.
(2) "Homefront" is the staff magazine, currently produced two monthly, to

deliver information on the organisation's business and social activities to
officers statewide.

(3) No record maintained. The magazine is distributed by internal courier
system and government mail systems.

(4) One copy to all Homeswest, GEHA and Rural Housing staff; all state
parliamentarians and WA federal parliamentarians; the Housing Industry
Association; Master Builders Association; Department for Community
Development; editor of CSA Journal;, inner city living organisation;
Minister for Housing and staff.

(5) Perth.
(6) Lamb Print.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

STATESHIPS; - TENDERS
660. Mrs HALLAHAN to the Premier

I refer to the Government's decision to abandon the tender process for the
private sector management of Stateships, and the spurious claim by the
Minister for Transport that the private sector bids were rejected because
they would complicate negotiations with Westpac over the lease
agreement for three of the ships. Is it not true that -

(1) The private sector bids were for the management of Stateships,
regardless of who owned the ships?

(2) The tender documents explicitly exclude the issue of vessel leases
from the tender?

(3) The real reason that private sector bids were rejected is that if the
tender could not be awarded to Liberal Party benefactor Len
Buckeridge it would be awarded to no-one?

(4) The Government will reopen the tender process only when it is
certain Mr Buckeridge's bid is guaranteed of success?

Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(4) The assertions made by the member for Armadale are absolute nonsense,

and wrong. The tender called for the public sector to carry out the
management function alone. The Government would be responsible for
paying the lease payments and wages of the crews involved. The lease for
the three ships means that Stateships loses around $19m a year. The
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proposals received would have resulted in a saving of between $2m and
$4m on the management side. However, it was a complex arrangement.
and the Government was concerned that it would lose control of the
management side of Stateships while it was trying to renegotiate the lease
of the three ships, and that involved too much risk. Those negotiations
included a possible sale of the three ships. Under the contractual
arrangements, the successful tenderer would maintain the ships concerned.
Members apposite should hang their heads in shame over that lease. The
Government is concerned about the losses associated with Stateships and
will do whatever it can to lessen them.

WA INC - LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION, NOT PART OF CLAIMS
661. Mr DAY to the Premier:

Is the Premier aware of an article in the Sunday Times this week in which
the Leader of the Opposition said he was not part of WA Inc because he
was not elected to Parliament until 1990? Would the Premier report on
this claim?

Mr COURT replied:
Members opposite should read Peter Walsh's article in The Australian
Financial Review today to see whether he thought that the L.eader of the
Opposition was a part of WA Inc. He was a part of WA Inc the whole
way through the exercise. The Swan Brewery deal was a classic WA Inc
deal.

Mr McGinty: Was the Premier charged with tax evasion?
Mr COURT: No, I definitely was not. When I raised the Swan Brewery deal last

week the first thing that members opposite said was "dirty tricks". When
we were in opposition and raised the WA Inc deals in this Parliament all
Messrs Burke, Dowding, and Parker could throw at us was a cry of "dirty
tricks". I will present the facts surrounding the Swan Brewery deal.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: All members opposite can say is 'dirty tricks."
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Morley.
Mr COURT: The debate on whether the Swan Brewery should have been

demolished or redeveloped is over. We can debate whether the deal was
conducted in a proper way. The Leader of the Opposition has gone to
great lengths to hide the facts from the public, the Premier, the media, the
Cabinet and the Labor Party.

Point of Order
Mr M. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, I draw your attention to Standing Order No 132.

1 know that you know it and to make sure that members know what I am
talking about, it reads as follows -

All imputations of improper motives, and all personal reflections
on Members, shall be considered highly disorderly.

Mr Speaker, I put it to you that the Premier is misusing question time in
this way and if he wants to reflect on any member of this House other
alternatives are open to him.

The SPEAKER: Order! I thank the member for Rockingham for bringing
Standing Order No 132 to the attention of members. Notwithstanding
what it says, I am sure the member for Rockingham, the former Speaker,
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fully appreciates that in this House many things take place which, under
same definition, would accurately fit that standing aider and, nevertheless,
the debate is allowed to continue. Many members of this House would

USCIIII~110 - uuu WULO say sadly and others would say that t'aV s o
Parliaments in Australia operate - which comes close to contravening
Standing Order No 132. 1 do not believe what was said by the Premier
transgresses either thac standing order or the traditional practices af this
House.

Questions without Notice Resumed
Mr COURT: The Government, when in opposition, was always suspicious of this

so-called two week tender period when the Swan Brewery deal was put
together. What gave the Leader of the Opposition away last week was the
fact that he did not read out the notation on one of the letters. He could
not read it out because it would have given the game away. He wanted to
ensure that only Multiplex -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: I am talking about a WA Inc deal and I will read from Hansard the

following interjection by the member for Cottesloe -

Are you saying that there was that correspondence from the BMA
for submissions to be in by 22 May, and that we should believe
that by today, 4 June, you are on the verge of concluding this deal?
Had you discussed this matter in depth -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Frequently in this House words are uttered which are not

well received by other members. It seems to be a tradition and practice of
this House for that to happen on many occasions. I suggest there are very
few members of this House who have not at some time or other asked a
question that is designed to have the effect of denigrating one or more
members. Therefore, at times members do not like what is being said, but
if it is within the standing orders - I believe on this occasion it is - then so
far as I am concerned it is not acceptable for people to interject. Members
know that all interjections are unacceptable and are contrary to the
standing orders. There are far too many interjections at the moment. It
seems to me they are of the sort that will create a situation where members
cannot hear the member answering the question. That cannot be tolerated
and the House cannot accept it.

Mr COURT: I am presenting some facts and I will be brief.
Several members interjected.
Dr Gallop interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Deputy Leader of the

Opposition.
Mr COURT: The now Leader of the Opposition, who was then the Minister for

Heritage, replied to the interjection from the member for Cottesloe as
follows -

A legal firm and a firm of commercial negotiators were appointed
to deal with the precise details of this arrangement, particularly so
that it would remain at arn's length from me and from the
Government -

The now Leader of the Opposition told this House that he had not had
those dealings and that it had been kept at arm's length.
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Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Leader of the Opposition.

Mr COURT: I will table the details of the meetings that were held during that
tender process and they show that not only was the Leader of the
Opposition involved in the talks - he said he would remain at arm's
length - but also he was involved in detailed discussions surrounding it.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Deputy Leader of the

Opposition for the second time. Many members are ignoring my calls to
order, and that cannot be tolerated.

Mr COURT: In this Parliament we were not told the whole story about this deal.
Mir McGinty: We have a tax avoider, and it is you. You had to pay out tens of

thousands of dollars in an out of court settlement when you were charged
with an offence.

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

Mr COURT: We have had the old, dirty tricks side of things for 10 years.
Mr McGinty: You are a filthy muckraker.

Withdrawal of Remark
The SPEAKER: Order! I call on the Leader of the Opposition to withdraw and

apologise.
Mr Taylor: What a joke!
Mr McGinty: He is exactly that.
The SPEAKER: Order! I take it that the member is refusing to withdraw.
Mr McGinty: No. I am withdrawing and apologising.

Questions without Notice Resumed

Mr COURT: I will table in the Parliament details of the meetings that occurred
which the Leader of the Opposition said did not occur. Today we are
asking the Leader of the Opposition. "Why didn't you tell the whole story
when the Swan Brewery deal was being announced?" Having seen the
detail I will table, if members opposite support the Leader of the
Opposition, they can all be condemned for supporting that sort of cover-
up.

ABORIGINAL HOUSING BOARD - KICKETIT, MARION, CONTRACT
PAYOUT

662. Mr RIEBELING to the Minister for Housing:
I refer to the Minister's ham-fisted attempt to sack Ms Marion Kickett as
chairperson of the Aboriginal Housing Board by way of an announcement
in Parliament on 22 November 1994, without any prior notice or
consultation and in breach of the Minister's legal and contractual
obligations. I ask -

(1) Does the Minister intend to pay out Ms Kickett to the end of her
contract in May 1996?

(2) What is the approximate cost to the taxpayer of such a payout?
(3) Why did the Minister fail to do the decent and honourable thing

and discuss the matter with Ms Kickett prior to the public
announcement?

(4) How does the Minister reconcile his decision to amalgamate the
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positions of director and chairman of the Aboriginal Housing
Board with the Government's previous policy of separating such
positions? I cite as an example the bungled sacking of Barry
Carbon from the joint position of chairman and chief executive
officer of the Environmental Protection Authority.

Mr PRINCE replied:
I thank the member for the question.

Dr Gallop: The Minister for Police is on operational duties at the moment!
The SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is approaching the

point where I will have to take firmer action.
Mr PRINCE:
(1)-(4) Members need to be reminded - I have made a number of statements in

this House about this matter - that there is now an Aboriginal Housing
Directorate, a mainline organisation of Homeswest. This is an innovation,
with the Homeswest operation focusing much more on Aboriginal housing
than has ever been the case before. Prior to the establishment of the
directorate the Aboriginal Housing Board existed as an add-on, not part of
the mainstream organisation. It had an advisory capacity and a number of
staff but did not fit well into the operations of Homeswest.
Of the 38 000 housing tenancies run by Homeswest in this State, at least
6 500 are for Aboriginal people; however, there are probably more than
that. llomeswest should be directed more towards providing housing for
Aboriginal people. To that end the Aboriginal Rousing Directorate was
created, as were the training scheme for Homeswest officers and the
direction that 10 per cent of the employees of Homeswest should be
Aborigines. Part of this reform package involves the Aboriginal Housing
Board, by agreement with the Aboriginal and Tones Strait Islander
Commission, being restructured so that it has state representatives on each
body and a chairperson. It is an advisory body only. The principal
position is that of the head of the Aboriginal Housing Directorate. That
position was tested and went through a merit selection process in which I
had no pant. It was handled under public sector laws and regulations. It
was a totally open process. The appointment, which I announced in this
Parliament a week or two ago, came from that process and was approved
by the board of Homeswest, which has among its numbers an Aboriginal
magistrate-
I have been informed that Ms Kicketi is employed on a contract which is
terminable on one month's notice. I have been Minister since January.
She has never been to see me despite invitations to do so. It is not
necessary that she be paid out. That is a matter between her and the
executive of Homneswest. Whether it will or will not cost Homneswesx is a
matter for it to determine, not me. I will see Ms Kickett at any time that is
convenient.
The amalgamation referred to is not an amalgamation. An advisory board
of representatives of ATSIC and other Aboriginal people will advise
Homeswesc. The Aboriginal Housing Directorate will be the mainstream
body to look after Aboriginal housing in Homeswest.

H4AZARDOUS MATERIALS - EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT SCHEME
663. Mr TRENORDEN to the Minister for Emergency Services:

(1) A truck accident involving a load of simazine in Toodyay resulted in a
contamination scare. Are there procedures in place for responses to these
types of accidents when they occur off a major highway?
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(2) Although simazine is not a hazardous chemical because it is not life
threatening, it is still an environmental threat. Is there a role for the State
Emergency Service and other organisations under the Minister's control?

(3) If there is no response mechanism in place for spills that are non-
hazardous to human life but hazardous to the environment, is there a plan
to formulate a response?

(4) Currently whose responsibility in government is a spill of this kind?
Mr Catania: I don't know, it is operational!
Mr WIESE replied:

The member certainly got that right; he does not know.
(1) A set procedure is in place for responses to hazardous material

incidents of that type in Western Australia. The Western
Australian hazardous materials emergency management scheme,
WABMEMS, which is under the auspices of the State Emergency
Management Advisory Committee, is a statewide response plan to
combat and make safe any of these hazardous materials incidents.

(2) The Health Department and the Environmental Protection
Authority have a role to play in the hazaridous materials emergency
management plan. Their roles and responsibilities are laid down in
that scheme, which is under my control as Minister for Emergency
Services. Although simazine is not life threatening, it has the
potential to be a very significant environmental threat. Any
spillage would therefore come under the hazardous materials
emergency management scheme and under my control as Minister
for Emergency Services.

(3) Not applicable because there is a response mechanism in place for
those spills-

(4) Under the scheme, the Western Australian Fire Brigade chairs the
WAIIMEMS committee and a number of government departments
have responsibilities within that scheme including the Western
Australia Police Department, the Western Australian Fire Brigades
Board, the Health Department, my department, the Environmental
Protection Authority, the Water Authority, the Department of
Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare, local government, the
State Emergency Service, Wesirail and the Australian National
Railways. That list is not complete and absolute. Also it must be
borne in mind that consignors and owners of the transport have a
responsibility under that Western Australian hazardous materials
emergency management scheme.

WATTS, CAROL - HQMESWEST CONTRACT
664. Mr RIEBELING to the Minister for Housing:

I refer to the Premier's misleading answers to parliamentary questions in
the past in relation to former government consultant Carol Watts - a
person the Premier claimed was being paid $82 000 a year when, in fact,
her total package was more than $120 000 a year - and ask -

(1) Was Ms Watts, a consultant to the former Minister for Housing on
a contract paid by I-omeswest, given entitlements in lieu of annual
leave, sick leave, long service leave, short leave and public
holidays?

(2) Did these entitlements, along with a class 2 salary and a vehicle
allowance, amount to $4 655.88 a fortnight or approximately
$121 000 per annum?
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(3) Is it true that, despite these entitlements, Ms Watts went on
*' unofficial" leave on or around 26 March 1993 until 26 April
1993, and submitted accounts to Homeswest for consultancy fees
for that period?

(4) If so, what action has the Minister taken to recover these fees and
refer the matter to appropriate authorities?

Mr PRINCE replied:
I thank the member for a little notice of that question, which went to my
office this morning.
(1) Yes.
(2) Yes. The salary was a class 2 salary and the entitlements were

extra. I am informed the total package was between $120 000 and
$121 000 per annum.

(3) 1 am informed that Ms Warts was not on unofficial leave from 26
March to 26 April 1993. She travelled overseas to South Africa
and the United Kingdom. In South Africa she met the then
Minister for Sport, and she attended a number of briefings.

Mr Ripper: Were her travel expenses paid by the Government as well?
Mr PRINCE: No, she paid all her own travel and accommodation

expenses. She continued to receive a consultancy fee while she
was away, but paid the total cost of the trip herself. She saw
representatives from a number of departments in South Africa,
both tourist and sport related, because at the time the Minister for
Housing was also Minister for Tourism and Minister for Sport and
Recreation. She then went to London where she spent a week on
briefings with regard to public housing, almost exclusively,
although some other tourism matters were involved. On her return
she presented a report to the Government with regard to the
matters.

Mr Catania: Will you table the report?
Mr PRINCE: They are only notes. She submitted a report to

Government. She paid all her air fares, accommodation and other
travel expenses for the total period.

(4) Not applicable.
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - YOUNG HOMELESS

PERSONS' ALLOWANCE
665. Mrs van de KLASHORST to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) Is it true, as alleged by the Combined Public Service Unions/Civil Service
Association, that the commonwealth/state protocols for the young
homeless persons' allowance were introduced without consultation with
the staff of the Department for Community Development?

(2) What effect have the protocols had on the department's workload?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(l)-(2) 1 thank the member for some prior notice of the question. Members have

already been informed that the CPSU/CSA has put in place work bans
within the Department for Community Development, encouraging or
directing staff not to undertake the actions and protocols required when
young homeless people are referred to the department as part of the young
homeless allowance procedures. The CSA representative has made a
statement to the effect that case management protocols for young
homeless people at risk were introduced following the department's
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failure to consult the'staff prior to their introduction. That is not correct.
Consultation cook place with the staff which began in December 1993
with a meeting between managers and team leaders in metropolitan
offices. As a result, a work party was established. In May 1994 draft
guidelines were discussed and distributed to all regional and district
managers and their staff for input. In mid-September draft protocols were
again circulated. On 29 September, before the protocols were signed, a
major workshop was held associated with the introduction of these
protocols. The Civil Service Association continues to pursue work bans
using young children in our community, during their most vulnerable
time, as part of its power game to prevent the Department for Community
Development management offering a choice to workers in DCD between
workplace agreements and enterprise bargaining.

Mr Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order, member for Peel!
Mr NICHOLLS: I have been surprised at not only the union's continuing these

actions, but also the silence of members opposite and what I believe is
their tacit, if not active, support of the union's campaign to implement
these work bans which affect young people within the community.

Mr Brown: Is there enough staff?
Mr NICHOLLS: Is the member for Morley talking about workloads? It is

interesting the member for Morley raises that matter. In the years 1988-
1989 to 1991-1992 the number of allegations -

Mr Brown interjected.
Mr NICHOLLS: The member for Morley asked the question and should listen to

the answer.
The SPEAKER: Order, member for Morley!
Mr NICH-OLLS: In the years 1988-89 to 1991-92 the number of allegations

reported to the Department for Community Development more than
doubled.

Mr Brown interjected.
The SPEAKER: The member for Morley, order!
Mr NICHOLLS: Under the Labor Government, as the allegations increased, the

staffing levels in the field division of the department decreased by 3.3 per
cent.

Mr Ripper: Was that over 10 years?
Mr NICHOLLS: Over four years. While the member for Belmont was the

Minister, the rate of allegations increased and he decreased the staff in that
area. Since February 1993 an additional 20 FTEs have been provided.

Mr Brown interjected.
Mr NICHOLLS: Members opposite have selective amnesia.
Mr Brown interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Morley for the

second time.
Mr NICHOLLS: When the Opposition tried out the notion of workloads when

the member for Belmont was Minister, the allegation rate increased and
his Government decreased the staff levels. In this case the Opposition's
union mates are putting in place work bans that are telling staff in the
Department for Community Development not to help young children who
apply for the young homeless allowance. The Opposition's union mates
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are trying to prevent those young people from getting the support they
need. The union stands condemned and so do members opposite for their
lack of action.

A NR-EPS - INQU I-RY. S ET OFF BY REIWIA.A REPORT
Hassell, Bill, Employment Contract

666. Mrs HENDERSON to the Premier:
I refer to an article in The West Australian today, headed "REIWA set off
probe into competitor", which reveals that the Ministry of Fair Trading has
vindictively pursued the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia's rival,
ANREPS Private Property Sales, which helps people sell homes privately,
at the behest of REIWA and with few, if any, consumer complaints.
(1) Is the Premier await that, prior to the former Liberal Party

President, Bill Hassell, receiving his plum job as Agent General to
London in September this year, he was employed by REIWA on a
contract reputedly worth $100 000 a year specifically for the task
of combating ANREPS' success in the home sales area?

(2) How does he explain the Fair Trading Ministry's zealous approach
other than the fact that the department was doing the bidding of Mr
Hassell, or his political friends?

Mr COURT replied:
()()I am not aware of Mr Hassell's employment contracts; that is his business,

as is rightly so outside this Parliament. I am not aware of the article to
which the member for Thornlie refers.

Mr Ripper: Didn't you get his resume before you appointed him to London?
Mr COURT: So I know what he gets paid? I do not know what a private citizen

is paid; it is none of my business.
Mr Ripper interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Belmont.
Mr COURT: If the member for Thornlie wants to put a question on notice, I will

answer it.
CARAVAN PARKS - LEGISLATION

667. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister for Local Government:
With the repeated failed promises by successive Governments over much
needed changes to caravan park legislation, will the Minister inform the
House of any progress in this regard?

Mr OMODET replied:
I am pleased to inform the member for Vasse, who chaired a committee
into camping regulations in the south west, that later this week I will
introduce a caravans and camping Bill into the Parliament. The history of
the Bill goes back 10 years at least when the previous Government
promised to bring forward legislation. In 1987 the caravan industry
strategy working group was set up and received bipartisan support. In
1989, 800 submissions were received in response to the committee's
report. The then Labor Government decided it would introduce legislation
in 1990. We all know that did not occur.
This Government had a heavy legislative program in its first year in
office. It has given a commitment to introduce the legislation. That
commitment comes on the heels of a new local government Act which
will be completed by Christmas, and will be released as a Green Paper
over the Christmas break. It also comes on the heels of local government
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amendment legislation to allow for differential rating and rating of mining
tenements; four by two elections and postal voting for the new City of
Perth and its towns; amendments to accounting legislation; and
amendments to the local government superannuation legislation. They are
all items which the previous Labor Government promised the local
government industry over a long period, on which we all know it failed to
deliver. I am pleased that I can respond positively to the member for
Vasse. His efforts as the chairman of the advisory committee on camping
will come to fruition when the new caravans and camping legislation is
introduced later this week.


