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

STATEMENT - BY THE SPEAKER
Television Cameras

THE SPEAKER : Before calling for petitions, for some extraordinary reason a number of
television stations have been ringing me today to determine whether they can take film of the
Chamber at a later time during today's proceedings!

Mr Blaikie: Is the Premier resigning?

The SPEAKER: I am not sure what the reason is, but I doubt it is that. I inform members at
this early stage that I have authorised the camera crews to come in and take film from the
Public Gallery, and some sound will be recorded under certain restrictions. Members should
be aware that filming will take place from midday until approximately 12.40 pm.

PETITION - HISTORIC GPO BUILDING

Conservation and Public Ownership
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [10.06 am]: I have a petition addressed as follows -

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

We, the undersigned citizens of Western Australia request that the State Government
assist efforts by the Friends of the GPO to conserve the historic GPO building and
have it remain in public ownership and use.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this mailer earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 92 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 100.1
PETITION - MOTOR VEHICLES

Anti-pollution Tests Legislation
DR EDWARDS (Maylands) [10.07 am]: I have a petition couched in the following
terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, request that the Parliament legislate for an annual anti-pollution
test on all motorised vehicles.

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 405 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 101.]
PETITION - COMO SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL

Modern G 'ymnasium and Performing Arts Centre
MR (;RAYDEN (South Perth) [10.08 am]: I have a petition to present addressed in the
following terms -
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To: The Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.

We, the undersigned Parents. Friends and Students of Como Senior High School
request that the Ministry of Education take immediate steps to provide the school
with a modem Gymnasium facility and a modem Performing Arts Centre, so as to
permit the full range of educational activities available at other State Secondary
Schools.

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 16 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 102]1

EDUCATION SERVICE PROVIDERS (FULL FEE OVERSEAS STUDENTS)
REGISTRATION BILL

Introduction and First Reading
Hill introduced, on motion by Dr Gallop (Minister for Education), and read a first time.

INDUSTRIAL LANDS DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Minister for Finance and Economic Development) [10.11 am]j:
I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this Bill is to ratify amendments to the Industrial Lands Development
Authority Act 1966.
This amendment firstly provides for the deletion of the definition of 'Minister" from
section 4, bringing the Act into line with current practice and allowing passage of
responsibility to the Minister for Lands in line with the Premier's announcement of 15 June
1990 to bring together related land agencies. This amendment will also extend the operation
of the existing Act for a further 12 months. Currently section 14 of the Act provides for the
winding up of the authority at the end of December 1990.

Since its inception in 1966, the Industrial Lands Development Authority has very
successfully met its mission of ensuring, as an instrument of the State's economic
development, that suitable land and facilities are available to meet the anticipated needs of
industry. From ine to time, the Government has also called on ILDA to provide land, or
land and buildings, to enable the establishment of special industrial development projects
such as the Marine Support Facility and Biotech Park. ILDA is also working on issues such
as the relocation of heavy and noxious industries.

As announced by the Premier in June, the Government is to rationalise the activities of
agencies dealing with land. Accordingly it is intended to combine LandCorp, the land
operations division of the Department of Land Administration, and the Industrial Lands
Development Authority to form an Office of Land Services. This office will be within the
Department of Land Administration and will be the responsibility of my colleague, the
Minister for Lands.

Mr Blaikie: So the Department of Land Administration is to be given an expanded role?

Mr TAYLOR: Yes.

To make this possible, section 4 of the Act defining "Minister" as "the Minister for Industrial
Development" will be deleted. This will enable the Act. to be committed for the time being
to the Mlinister for Lands by the Governor and section 12 of the Interpretation Act 1984 to
operate in the normal way.

4508



[Thursday, 30 August 1990]150

To allow the valuable work of the authority to continue while the necessary broad legislative
changes to reflect this initiative are finalised and passed by the Parliament, a one year
extension of the sunset clause is required. The Industrial Lands Development Authority
Amendment Bill 1990 provides the necessary extension of time.
The Bill deserves the support of Parliament and I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Blaikie.

BILLS (4)

Messages - Appropriations

Messages from the Governor received and read recommending appropriations for the
purposes of the following Bills -

1. Conservation and Land Management Amendment Bill
2. Heritage of Western Australia Bill

3. State Supply Commission Bill

4. Education Service Providers (Full Fee Overseas Students) Registration Bill

SOUTH WEST DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 15 May.
MR OMODEF (Warren) [10.15 am]: It is important to reflect on the performance of the
South West Development Authority over the past six years. I congratulate the members of
the authority, and in particular those dedicated staff members who have been most loyal and
who take their job very seriously in projecting the south west as a progressive and expanding
region of Western Australia. During the time the South West Development Authority has
been in place it has undertaken a number of most worthwhile projects. The authority has
been involved in more than 300 projects since 1983 and I seek leave of the House to
incorporate in Hansard a list of the projects, and consultant and professional fees which were
part of the operations of the South West Development Authority in 1989. The list also
includes grants and subsidies to private and public organisations.

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

[See p 4569.]

Mr OMODEI: The same document shows that in excess of $5 million worth of projects were
undertaken, and it is a credit to the South West Development Authority that those projects
have been completed, in the main. My principal concern is that the authority should be seen
as a facilitating organisation and that the involvement of Government should be at a
minimum. I understand that, under section 13 of the original South West Development
Authority Act of 1984, the Minister is able to direct the authority, and I think that has
occurred in the past to the detriment of the authority.

Mr D.L. Smith: Can you give some examples?

Mr OMODEI: Certainly. If the Minister lets me go on I think he will see where my concern
lies. Members opposite and the Minister would well know that the Act was modelled on the
Victorian Economic Development Corporation Act. I know that for a fact, because I was a
member of the original advisory committee to the South West Development Authority and I
took part in some of the discussions on the drafting of the Bill. We also know that the
Victorian Economic Development Corporation to this date has lost in the order of
$130 million in that State, and I do not want to see anything like that happen in Western
Australia. It is something we must be aware of: A Government body must be cautious in its
approach to involvement in business and industry.

I will mention just some of the projects in the south west in which the South West
Development Authority and the Government have been involved and which have gone
wrong. The Minister would be well aware of the DTX project; the relocation of the silicon
smelter, which cost the State more than $10 million; and the Bunbury Town Centre
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development, where Mr Tili - of Teachers Credit Society fame - went broke halfway
through the project and the original lowest tenderer, Merifield Cooksey Group Pry Ltd,
eventually had to complete the project.
Those matters are of concern to me and. I am sure, of concern to the people of Bunbury and
the south west generally. One of the major projects in which the South West Development
Authority is involved as a facilitator is the harbour city development facing Koombana Bay
and the outer harbour. I would not like to see the authority or the Government becoming
involved in that project to the extent where losses are faced in future. Everyone would agree
that we should be cautious in our approach to joint ventures in general.
The Government should be commended for much of the development in the south west such
as the opening of the new regional offices in Manjimup, Collie and Peel. That is a step in the
right direction. The main criterion for those offices would be to work closely with local
government. The Minister should take on board the point that liaison should take place
between the South West Development Authority and local government. I have noticed
during my travels in Western Australia that most regional development authorities liaise with
local government, particularly the Mid-West Development Authority at Kununurra and in the
Gascoyne. Those authorities should be commended. That is not the case in the south west
where in a number of instances local authorities believe that the South West Development
Authority is usurping their roles.
Mr D.L. Smith: I ami aware of the allegation; I do not believe it is happening.
Mir OMODEI: We can agree to disagree. It is a matter of which we should be aware, and
one which should be addressed. Steps should be taken to ensure that it does not happen.
Mr D.L. Smith; [ agree.
Mr OMODEI: Presently the South West Development Authority comprises three board
members; the Minister attempted to expand the board, and later dismissed the extra
members.
Mr D.L. Smith: Only until this Act is passed.
Mr OMODEI: Surely after adding those three members to the board, including one from
local government, it would have been a good time to introduce legislation to ratify that
decision. It was a poor decision to dismiss those people as if they were not important.
Mr D.L. Smith: We were also being criticised by other members for having appointed those
members illegally.
Mr OMODEE: Obviously they were appointed illegally.

Mr D.L. Smith: Quite right!
Mr OMODEI: The only action needed was for the Minister to introduce a Bill to ratify that
decision.
Mr D.L. Smith: It takes a while to organise legislation.

Mr OMODET: I acknowledge that, but at the same time I cannot understand why the
Opposition is criticised when its policies before the election included the appointment of
eight members to that authority.
Mr D.L. Smith: You could have just overlooked that for a while.

Mr OMODEI: Apart from the appointment of the board by the Minister, another risk we face
is the appointment by the Minister of the advisory comimittee. That committee plays an
important role. The advisory commuittee was appointed by the Minister after the receipt of a
list of interested people from throughout the south west. I have no problem with that method
of selection. However, the Minister must admit that this represents government by
appointment rather than government by election. That is why I must stress the importance of
liaison between development authorities and local governments.
Mr Blaikie: From day one the opposition expressed by both the Liberal Party and the
National Party was that when setting up the South West Development Authority the
Government did not give proper regard to the South West Shire Councils Association.

Several members interjected.
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The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Warren has the floor.

Mr OMODEL: Liaison between authorities and local government is a very important issue. I
would not wish to witness the demise of local government for the benefit of regional
development. In 1983, when I was a member of the south west advisory committee, that
committee comprised six or seven members and staff and worked with a budget of $500 000-
odd. I have figures which indicate how quickly the South West Development Authority has
grown. I am not saying that growth is bad. In 1985-86 the contribution from the
Consolidated Revenue Fund to the authority was $1.217 million; in 1986-87, $1.44 million;
in 1987-88, $2 million; in 1988-89. $3.6 million; and in 1989-90 the contribution will be
$4.26 million. Those figures represent an extremely rapid growth.

Mr D.L. Smith: Is the member aware that a substantial part of that increase is debt
servicing?

Mr OMODEI: That is above and beyond the CRFP

Mr D.L. Smith: That debt servicing is included in those figures.

Mr OMODEL: The point I am trying to make is that the growth of the South West
Development Authority has been meteoric. -However, we need to consider whether
duplication occurs with some functions of the authority and Government departments. The
Minister would be aware of such allegations. In the south west, the Department of Resources
Development undertakes resource development, and the Department for Community
Services operates - although social development is a function of the authority.

I have already mentioned local government authorities and the Ministry of Economic
Development and Trade. Many projects undertaken by the authority require closer scrutiny,
in particular the business migration program, overseas investment programs - such as in
Hong Kong - and trade fairs.
Mr D.L. Smith: They are now undertaken by the Ministry of Economic Development and
Trade.

Mr OMODEI: That is good news because in days gone by a number of Government
departments have undertaken those sorts of projects, and duplications have occurred.

Mr D.L. Smith: That has been of concern to me, and I am working on that.

Mr OMODET: I am very glad. On 16 August an article in the South Western Times states
that the SWDA will trims its social strategy. I acknowledge that need. The article reads, in
part -

South West Minister David Smith yesterday told the Times emphasis would be placed
on encouraging development of new industry and commercial projects in the region.
Mr Smith admitted the move would downgrade the social development programmes
included in the ambitious "South West Strategy," begun last year and based on
balanced community and economic growth.

I have always been a great believer that without sound economic growth in this State, social
welfare is harder to maintain. Members will agree with that. I am glad the Minister is
addressing that problem. A meeting in the south west of the Bunbury City Council chaired
by Dr Ernie Manca must have jolted the Minister into action. Dr Manea, as a past chairman
of the South West Development Authority, is concerned about the economic situation in the
south west region and has taken steps to bring that situation to the Government's attention.
I am very concerned at times that the Government uses the South West Development
Authority as a political tool.. Prior to the 1989 election the Government put out many glossy
brochures; they were second to none. One could contend that the Government should be
renamed 'The Govemtment for Glossy Brochures". There must be many wealthy printers in
Western Australia. Prior to that election we heard a number of promises made by the
Government.

The Government and the Minister claim credit for the achievements of the South West
Development Authority; however, that is not the case. I know that the authority has acted in
a facilitating role, and I will give a few examples of those achievements. They include the
Bunbury Institute of Advanced Education, the relocation of Bunbury's railway marshalling
yards, the Bunbwry Tower. the Lord Forrest Hotel, the Manijimup Horticultural Research
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Centre, the Mandurab Police Station complex, and the Margaret River Hospital. I could go
on and on.

Mr D.L. Smith: They are quite mtru. That hospital was funded by the Health Department,
but the initiative for all of the issues raised came from the South West Development
Authority.

Mr OMODEI: I do not believe that.

Mr P.J. Smith: That is absolutely correct!

Mr OMODEI: The Margaret River Hospital has been on the books for 15 years, which was
long before the South West Development Authority came into existence. Members opposite
know that. 'The new Collie power station and the Harris River Damn are public works
programs. This also includes the Pinjarra-Mandurah dual carriageway and the Big Brook
Dam: the authority had very little to do with this dam, as I am aware from personal
experience. The Pemberton District High School upgrading, the Dawesvile Cut - the project
is still going - and the Muja power station are all examples of this.

Mr Clarko: When do you think the Dawesville Cut will be undertaken? The only thing
happening is that the paint is peeling off the sign.

Mr OMODEI: The member is wrong; the sign has been replaced.

Some of the issues referred to in the glossy brochures are claimed to be the initiative of the
South West Development Authority, and the Government has placed the people at the
authority in a poor position with the its political involvement in some of these projects. The
brochure reads -

.. further research will be undertaken to produce a comprehensive land capability
analysis of South West agricultural land, particularly in the Manjimup, Waroona.
Harvey and Dardanup areas ...

That is happening now as an initiative of local government rather than as an initiative of the
authority. This is where the Government - divorced from the authority - should lift its game.
Promises were made in the glossy brochure, which appeared before the 1989 election, for a
floriculture adviser and a Government package on interest rate subsidies for pesticide
affected farmers. but little happened: very few, if any, farmers received Government
assistance through the Rural Adjustment and Finance Corporation.

The brochure also indicates -

Under the plan more than $100 million will be invested in hardwood sawmilling over
the next two years.

However, this had very little to do with the South West Development Authority. The
$20 million hardwood timber processing centre at Greenbushes and the $40 million softwood
sawmill had very little to do with the athority.

Mr Clarko: Have those things happened?

Mr OMODEI: These things have occurred, but as a result of private enterprise. If the South
West Development Authority has had any involvement, it is in a limited area. In today's
newspaper it is outlined that the North Dandalup Damn will be given priority. However, the
brochure stated in 1988 that -

A new dam will be developed on the North Dandalup river which will supply the
future water requirements of the metropolitan area.

These statements were made for political purposes to place the Government in a position of
electoral advantage. However, we find in 1990 that the dam is at the planning stage.
The brochure also referred to a $500 000 upgrading program to double the capacity of the
Manjimup town reservoir by raising the wall height. That is a matter of real concern and I
understand that this will happen during the next summer if funds are available. The Water
Authority - not the South West Development Authority - has erred in this case because it has
not consulted the local community to discover that the dam does not fill up in its current
state, so raising the walls by five metres will not be an advantage. I could go on listing
examples.
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I have referred already to the Margaret River Hospital. One of the statements in the brochure
reads as follows -

Health services will be upgraded in the Warren -Blackwood area with $8 million to be
spent on extensions and refurbishing of the Warren District Hospital.

A medical social work service will be provided for the Warren-Blackwood area ...

None of those things has happened. It was interesting to hear the Minister yesterday say that
the pians for the improvements to the Bunbury Regional Hospital were well advanced, and I
am certainly not opposed to its upgrading.

Mr D.L. Smith: I emphasised that that was at the design stage only. In my view, the Warren
hospital still has the priority that I have always said it has.

Mr OMODET: I am delighted to hear that the Minister gives the Manjimup hospital a
priority because this is the most important issue in the south west.

I also refer to same of the things that are happening in industry in the south west. I commend
the authority for the work it has done on the Kemerton industrial site. This is certainly a
successful venture which was mooted by the Liberal Government before 1983. It is good to
see that it has come into fruition. Value added industry is needed and the south west has a
huge potential for industrial development, for it is an area to which people drift to live
because of the climate and the excellent environment for raising young families. A number
of projects are in the wind that will come into fruition in the not too distant future if the
Government of the day has the political will to make the hard decisions. At the moment a
number of Government departments must be approached by industry in order to gain
approval for industrial development. The Government must bite the bullet so that a one stop
shop is created and a budlder of a steel mill or any other industrial development d 'oes not have
to go to a multitude of departments. That department should be the Department of Resources
Development and all approvals should emanate from this centre. At the moment a business
must see four Or five departments or Ministers and deal with 20 or 30 public servants.

Mr D.L. Smith: Where does that leave the Environmental Protection Authority?

Mr OMODET: Certainly, a one stop shop should be created and the EPA should be available
for businesses to approach. However, the EPA has much to answer for in this State. It needs
to examine developments closely but it is very susceptible to the small extreme lobby group
which seems to affect decisions in a disproportionate way. Many more projects could be
approved in the south west subject to the proviso that the environment is capable of carrying
the projects. If necessary, we should bring to Parliament legislation or agreement Acts which
will protect the air, water and land.

So. Mr Minister, it is important that the Government take these factors into account to ensure
that industry is able to proceed without too many stops and starts. An example is the project
at Lake Muir at Manjimup for which the proponent was Magnet Industries. The proposal
was to harvest peat from the floor of the Tordit Gurrup Lagoon, which is well known to me.
It is a fresh water lagoon in a beautiful area in the locality and the wetlands in the area extend
over 13 000 hectares. The proponents propose to harvest the peat from the lake bed at a rate
of eight hectares per annum - which is a minimum area of the lake - but an environmental
review was undertaken by the EPA and it rejected the proposal. This was because of a vocal
minority. It is important that the EPA take into account the need for development; perhaps
the Minister for South-West could make a recommendation to the EPA that it approve these
projects, subject to environmental conditions of course. We should not be afraid to come
into this House, if necessary, to establish an Act with the necessary benchmarks so that
projects are stopped if they are environmentally unsound. That may be the case with either
the Lake Muir project, the Beenup mineral sands project or others.

Regarding the subject of mineral sands, 4 know that the Goverrnent's policy is to prefer road
transport. However, some dissension exists on both sides of the House on this issue. I prefer
the road option because I believe in the short term it is the best option, and that we should go
to rail further down the track.

Mr P.1. Smith: I prefer the rail option through Manjimup.

Mr OMODEI: Once the prelimainary exploration has been made in the south west that may
be an option, and certainy we need to address the aspect of value-adding, where it happens.
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when it happens and how it happens. We need to value-add these products for the future
economy of this State so we can maintain the social programs that most people demand. We
need to make sure that clean air, land and water are priorities. We must put in place the
necessary benchmarks so that these projects can occur.

I am at a loss to understand why the Government - I am not sure whether it is the South West
Development Authority or the Ministry of South-West - appointed consultants on the road
transport option.

Mr D.L. Smith: It was through the Main Roads Department.

Mr OMODEI: Why did the Government appoint a consultancy and pay it $200 000 to tell us
something we already knew - the road option is the best option?

Mr D.L. Smith: The consultant was not appointed to assess the road versus rail question, but
to assess the route to be taken from Sue's Road to Bunbury.

Mr OMODEI: That cost $200 000?
Mr D.L. Smith: I am not sure of the actual cost, but it is expensive.

Mr OMODEL: When such things are reported to me as the shadow Minister for South-West
it is incumbent on me to make sure that the people of the south west know exactly what is
happening. If the Government is squandering money on consultants thte people should know
about it. I tabled a list in the House indicating that a lot of funds are expended on
consultancy fees and I wonder whether a Government department should be undertaking that
work.

Mr D.L. Smith: What is the member for Warren's position on mining in the D'Entrecasteaux
area in relation to what has been gazetted and what has not?

Mr OMODEI: That is a very good question and I am prepared to give the Minister my
personal opinion. Exploration should take place in all our national parks apart from those
which are sensitive, close to the city or unique. The Minister raised the D'Ennrecasteaux
National Park. I have no problem with exploration in that park. The Minister calls that a
national park but half of it has not been gazetted despite the fact that his Government has
claimed credit for making it into a huge national park. I have no problems with exploration
in those areas. I understand that less than one per cent of that area may be mined. The
solution is very simple. We should excise from the national park those areas containing a
valuable resource vital to the future of the State. The rest of the area can be made into a
national park. We should proceed, not just talk about it. If we designate an area as a national
park it should be made a national park. I have no problem with the exploration and mining
aspects as long as the benchmarks are in place: that no damage, or that minimum damage
takes place. Using current exploration methods a magnetic survey has targeted the
exploration area. A very small four wheel drive vehicle can move in and test drill. Perhaps
only one or two places in the D'Entrecasteaux National Park have rich resources.
I know the D'Enrrecasteaux National Park very well. One of my favourite pastimes is to
explore the park. The park has ancient beach lines, and underground caves which were
found 30 years ago and people are still exploring there. It is an area rich in mineral resources
and important from a tourism aspect. I was a great proponent of omitting from the
D'Entrecasteaux National Park a section between the Gardner River and the Doggerup Creek
for future agricultural expansion. The Government of the day made a mistake when it did
not consider that option. That area has lime deposits, underground water and good soil
which are ingredients needed for agricultural production. It may be that we will not need
that land in our lifetime:, but down the track it will be valuable agricultural land. It is a
shame that the Government of the day did not make that provision. The Government should
have left that land as Crown land and the option would have remained open. If we gazette
the D'Entrecasteaux National Park in toto it will be much harder to set aside areas for
production.

The south west is a very rich area for mineral sands. In this day and age one can be as
environmentally minded as one likes, but the overriding emphasis must be on the economy
of this State. The Minister well knows that his Government has not contributed to the
wellbeing of this State with its management of the State's affairs over the last seven years.
We will hear more about that this afternoon.
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Mr Blailcie: The Liberal Party has not made a commitment in relation to the Popanyinnting
National Park.

Mr OMODE!: I thank the member for Vasse for his comment. The opinion I have expressed
is my own. We can protect the national parks as well as allowing exploration.
Mr D.L. Smith: Not everyone agrees with the member for Warren. However, I congratulate
him for having presented a clear and considered view.

Mr Blaikie: As the member always does.

Mr D.L. Smith: This member always does but I am not sure that members opposite do.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The member for Vasse is out of order.

F Mr OMODEI: The Beenup mining project is a very good example. The Minister would be
aware that I have made a submission to the Environmental Protection Authority and that I
support mining at Beenup provided those benchmarks are put in place, in an agreement Act if
necessary. Half of the people who live in the Augusta- Margaret River area support the
Beenup project. I represent those people who support me as a member of Parliament. It
places me in a very difficult position. I know that this State needs economic development
but it needs to be done on a sensible basis. It is my job to guarantee to those people that I
will do everything in my power to protect the Blackwood and Scott rivers, and to ensure that
the adjacent farm-land does not lose its ground water, the Scott River National Park is not
polluted, and the huge subterranean water reservoir found in the area is not polluted in any
way, shape or form.

Mr Blaikie: You will be far more assiduous in looking at that than the Minister, and the local
people will appreciate your efforts.
Mr D.L. Smith: It is a pity the member for Vasse is so small-minded as I was about to
congratulate the member for Warren by saying that his position has been well considered and
proper.

Mr OMODET: I thank the Minister for that. As a member of Parliament I should be close to
the people [ represent. A number of concerns on mineral sand mining in the south west have
been raised with me by people of my own ilk. They are people who are involved in the land.
They are concerned about their future, that if mining interests continue to pump ground water
their watertable may drop and they will lose production. It is important to address those
issues. The Blackwood River is a prime area in the south west corner. It is a magnificent
natural attribute that this State enjoys. It has a tremendous future for The settlement of people
and for the tourist industry. I enjoy greatly visiting Augusta and using that natural resource.
No way in the world will I allow the pollution or destruction of the Blackwood River and the
Scott River. The potential for these areas is enormous. I acknowledge that many people in
the south west corner want to retain this as a pristine area, and do not want any mining or
development to take place. However, ultimately the people of this State must be fed and
clothed, and we must provide the education and health facilities that are vital to their
existence. We should aim to do that in harmony with the environment.

MrD.L. Smith: We have appreciated that all those concerns are genuinely raised and we
haeaddressed them.

Mr OMODEI: I trnm to the South West Development Authority and the manner in which
Oposition members have been received by that authority. The Chairman of the South West
Development Authority, Sir Donald Eckersley, from time to time briefs Opposition members
and that is very well received by the Opposition. H-e has done so to such an extent that
recently I made a statement in this House regarding a biotechnology park and organised
some Press releases calling on the Minister for South-West to investigate the establishment

of such a park in the south west corner. Members will be aware that the Government has
spent a lot of tune on the establishment of a biotechnology park at Coogee. The glossy
brochures and report that have been well put together are a credit to the consultants. That
type of park could also be built in the south west of this State; certainly the resources are
available. There are abattoirs at Harvey and Bunbury, and one for sheep at Katanning. The
base products required such as hide, animal fats, glands, blood and so on are available. With
the right amount of effort, all that is needed is a site and parties who are willing to become
ivolved in That project. I know that E.G. Green and Sons, which has just won an export
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award, would be a vital part of any such project and I am sure the Minister realises that he
must include that company in any discussions on this matter. The Chairman of the South
West Development Authority invited Opposition members to talk to him about the
biotechnology park proposal and we were pleased to indicate to Sir Donald Eckersicy that we
had asked the Government to adapt the Coogee project to the south west. I ask the Minister
to take that on board and I express our appreciation to Sir Donald. We discussed industrial
sites and the whole issue was dealt with on a non-political basis.

Mr D.L. Smith: I have requested Sir Donald, the board and the staff to make themselves
available to brief Opposition members at any time and to receive petitions from them
personally on any issues. The authority should certainly be bipartisan.

Mr& OMODHI: I do not want to be critical of the Mlinister but the Government has used the
South West Development Authority as a political tool in the past and that makes the situation
very difficult for the dedicated people who work for the authority. I know many personally
and I believe they are excellent public servants providing an excellent service for the people
in the south west of Western Australia. The use of this authority for political means should
be avoided as much as possible. The development of Western, Australia has been
inextricably tied to the south west in the past and will continue to be in the future.
Mr D.L. Smith: My great desire is to take this area right out of politics and, as long as it is
not criticised in a political way, I will not try to use it in a political way.

Mr OMODEI: I would like the Minister to take on board the Opposition's proposals in
relation to the biotechnology park. We are aware that the proposal for the establishment of a
tannery at Boyanup has been a disaster. It antagonised a lot of people in the area and
certainly the Government's public relations involved with that project were inadequate. That
project has now been canned and it seems that it may have had a dubious background.
Mr D.L. Smith: It does not have a dubious background but it was not the best project
development I have seen.

Mr OMODEI: The public relations involved with that project left a lot to be desired. Many
people were making statements about the project; for example, the Water Authority initially
said that the effluent needs we[e satisfactory but then the project was terminated. I felt that
something funny was going on. I do not mean that anything sinister was behind it but I am
aware of a connection with Asea Brown Boveri Pty Ltd and electrification of the Fremnantle
to Perth railway, with guarantees of reciprocal trade. I do not know why the whole situation
cannot be put before members of the Opposition. We are all properly elected members of
Parliament representing the people of this State and we must get our act together and make
sure that this State progresses and expands.
Of course, at the moment the State is facing possibly its greatest crisis since the Depression.
In rural Western Australia and the south west the wool and wheat markets have been
seriously affected to the extent that the incomes of people in those areas will drop by
possibly 40 per cent. That will have a dramatic effect on those people, their livelihoods, and
their ability to pay loans and commitments at the current interest rates.

I advise the Minister that the Opposition intends to move some amendments to the Bill in the
Committee stage.

Mr D.L. Smith: Are those amendments on the Notice Paper?

Mr OMODEI: No, but I will provide a copy for the Minister. The Opposition is concemned
to some extent about the area advisory commnittees and believes that the establishment of
further area advisory committees is a mistake. The South West Development Authority
should be using local authorities as its area advisory committees.

I have no difficulty with the proposal in clause 5 to rename the position of executive director
or with the election of the executive director under the Public Service Act. Nor do I have a
problem with the proposed amendment to section 5 of the Act allowing for an additional four
members to be appointed. However, I intend to move an amendment to the effect that one of
those four should be the President of the South West Shire Councils Association or his or her
nomninee. I am also concerned about those clauses relating to the application of the area
advisory commuittees and I shall seek to delete that part of the Bill.

M~r Read: What is your position with the area advisory committees?
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Mr OMODET: I have no problem with the main advisory committee and the board under the
SWDA. Of course, the board has the capacity under the Act to elect subcommittees. It is
suggested by the Opposition that the Peel region should be ratified under its own authority.
There is no doubt that Mandurafi and Pinjarra are growing at such a rate that a separate
authority is needed in that area.

Mr D.L. Smidth: The idea of a separate advisory committee is the first step in that direction.

Mr OMODET: There are three advisory committees, one in the Mandurab shire, one in the
Pinjarra shire and, if necessary, a third in the Boddington shire. I have no problem with the
Shire of Boddington being included in the South West Development Authority area.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! 1 appreciate the fact that because the amendments have
not been circulated the member for Warren is drawing attention to them. I advise him that
the second reading stage provides for debate on general matters, not specific matters.

Mr OMODEI: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker. I have a problem with clause 15 which deals
with an extension of time for reviewing the legislation, but I will discuss that in the
Committee stage.

I have enjoyed the opportunity to speak about the South West Development Authority, which
has been a success. We must be very wary that we do not allow the Governiment to have too
much political interference in the authority;, it should be allowed to continue in a facilitating
role to service the south west region. In the not too distant past Governments have been
involved in business to the detriment of the taxpayers - I refer not only to the Western
Australian Government, but also to the Victorian, South Australian and Queensland
Governments. It is something we should avoid and we can do that if authorities like the
South West Development Authority maintain a facilitating role in their respective regions.

MR READ (Murray) [11.02 arnl: I was at odds whether to bring to a halt the amicable
exchange between the Minister for South-West and the member for Warren.

Mr Ornodei: We do not always agree.

Mr READ: It is a good sign when two members from opposing parties agree on many issues
in the south west.

On behalf of the Peel region I welcome this Bill, in particular the formation of the Peel
subregion advisory committee. The South West Development Authority established its Peel
office in 1985 and at that time there was justification for many of the activities of the Peel
office to fall within the umbrella of the main regional office at Bunbury. Since then there has
been an unprecedented population growth in the Peel region, centred around Mandurah. The
situation has now arisen where economic, environmental and social decisions are of such
magnitude and importance thar it is necessary for the local people to have an input into the
decision making. For that reason an advisory committee of up to 12 members, comprising
local people who will hopefully possess a good local knowledge of the area and have
abilities which will assist them in their work on the committee, will be established.

The Opposition has outlined that it is not necessarily opposed to the formation of the Peel
subregion advisory committee, but it would like it to go one step further: that is. that it be
completely autonomous from the Bunbury office. The Minister, by way of interjection.
indicated that this Bill is the first step towards that occurring. The member for Mandurah.
who obviously has an interest in this matter, has indicated that he would like the Peel office
to operate in its own right. l am not completely opposed to that concept and the Government
is going about it in the night way by introducing this Bill.

I would describe the Peel office as a lean operation which has only six staff members and is
not burdened by many of the administrative responsibilities which confront Government
departments. The staff members in the Peel office are free to devote the majority of their
time to working in the field actively pursuing projects and speaking to people in the
community and to local authorities to determine what is best for the region and then to
implement such action. If the Peel office were to be completely restructured to become a
new department there would be a downturn in productivity because the staff would have to
undertake additional administrative duties.

Mr Omodei: The Geraildton Mid-West Development Authority has only five staff.
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Dr TurnbuLL The South West Development Authority started with three staff.
Mr READ: The South West Development Authority commenced in 1983-84. 1 do not have
the growth rate figures with me, but members will be aware that there has been a dramatic
growth in population. Comparisons between the South West Development Authority and
other regional authorities are difficult to make because of the huge population growth in the
south west. The member for Warren does have a point nevertheless.
Mr Omodei: We have to keep these authorities lean. Why should we have huge
bureaucracies which grow out of control?
Mr READ: Unfortunately bureaucracies tend to do just that. Governments of all political
persuasions have talked about a leaner and meaner Public Service, but it has not eventuated.
It is not an indictment on any Government; it just happens that bureaucracies take on a life of
their own and their operations generally snowball. There is no doubt that that has happened
in Bunbury. The member for Collie was correct when she said that the South West
Development Authority commenced as a small operation, but its operation has certainly
ballooned due to the population growth in the area. Unfortunately many of the staff in the
Bunbury office are burdened with administrative responsibilities which go with such a
bureaucracy instead of working in the field.
It is hoped that the Peel subregion office will gain more autonomy and will have more local
input without completely severing its ties from the Bunbuiy office. In other words, the
administration duties involving the payroll and the general formulation of the budget will be
undertaken by the Bunbuiy office and the Peel office will have more input from the local
community into decision making. The staff will be able to undertake the duties which it was
envisaged the authority would undertake when it was originally established.
Unfortunately I was not in the House for the entire time the member for Warren was
speaking to this Bill and I will leave most of his comments to the Minister to respond to.
However, he referred to local government authorities and to some of their concerns about the
South West Development Authority. Local authorities in the Peel area are generally
supportive of the amendments to the legislation and the members for Wellington and
Mandurah will verify that they have always had a good working relationship with the Peel
office. The local authorities are satisfied, provided they have representation on the advisory
committee - not necessarily from the council - that they will have a voice in the decision
making processes of the Peel subregion office. [ can only speak for the people in the
regional area, but I can assure the member for Warren that there has always been a good
relationship with local government authorities in the Peel region.
I turn now to the concern expressed by the member for Warren about the potential for local
government authorities to lose the ability to contribute to decision making in the region. He
is afraid they will have less of a say in the decision making process. Is that correct?
Mr Omodei: The member will find that the growth of regional development authorities has
been at the expense of local government. In days gone by the Department of Industrial
Development, as it then was, would liaise with local authorities, but now the Technology and
Industry Development Authority liaises with regional developers. That is a matter of
concern. That is why the member for Murray's proposal for advisory committees must take
into account local government.
Mr READ: Certainly the point about departments liaising with the regional development
authority is correct.
Mr D.L. Smith: They still liaise with the regional authority initially.
Mr Omodei: To a lesser extent than previously.

Mr READ: That is open to interpretation.
Mr Ornodei: I know it for a fact.
Mr READ: Government departments certainly liaise with the Peel office which in turn
liaises with local government authorities. I suppose the South West Development Authority
is acting as a mediator. It has been the case locally, and I am sure in the electorate of the
member for Warren, that friction has occurred between Goverrnent departments and the
local government authority who on occasions seem unable to talk to each other. In the Peel
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region we have seen the South West Development Authority gain the trust and respect of the
local government authorities and then act as a go between. That seems to have worked quite
well. Local government in the Peel region is happy about that. Obviously, exceptions occur.
Now and again local government authorities say that they have not received the input they
would like, but in the main it has been a harmonious relationship. We are to introduce a new
Local Government Act which will give greater decision making powers to local government
authorities, which will go some way toward allaying the fears of the member for Warren. I
was pleased to see that he acknowledged the fine work done by the staff of the South West
Development Authority throughout the south west. From a local perspective, I reiterate that
acknowledgment in the case of the Peel regional office. In particular, I acknowledge the
work of a past regional director, Peter Murray, who was at the helm of the Peel regional
office of SWDA from its inception in 1985 until 1989. Some members may recall that his
father was a member of Parliament in the Legislative Assembly and, I think, represented the
Busselton-Bunbury region in the Legislative Council. Peter Murray had excellent rapport
with local government authorities in the area and it was with some sadness we saw him shift
to another area. I am pleased he is still involved in some way with the South West
Development Authority.

A future possible amendment to the Act is the inclusion of Boddington in the south west
region. That would be welcomed by all current participants in the Peel region. Boddington
has been an interested and involved party in all decision making in the Peel region, which
has been a positive step. I congratulate the Shire of Boddington on its foresight and
recognition of the advantages of being part of the umbrella of the South West Development
Authority by requesting it be included officially at some time in the future.

I again congratulate the Minister for South-West for introducing these amendments. They
have been eagerly awaited by people in the Peel region. We look forward in future to the
Peel regional office becoming an authority in its own right, recognising that now is not the
time for that to occur. That office is operating efficiently and any move to place an extra
administrative burden on it now would be a retrograde step. I sincerely hope the Opposition
sees its way ciear to recognising the fact that it is too early for that to occur and that it
supports the formation of the Peel area advisory comnmiirtee, thereby ensuring that local
people in the Peel region get to take an active role in the activities of the South West
Development Authority as soon as possible.

NMR NICHOLLS (Mandurah) [ 11. 18 am]: I will outline my views regarding both the South
West Development Authority and the proposed changes relating to an advisory board. A role
does exist for a development authority to play, but I have serious doubts that the
establishment of an advisory board will result in progress towards what I believe should be
the real intention; that is, the establishment of a separate Peel authority encompassing
Mandurah, Murray, Waroona, Boddington, and possibly Rockingham and Kwinanra. There
may be good reasons not to include Rockinghamn and Kwinana but it is imperative that a
development authority has both its total focus and total interest in developing the Peel area as
we know it.

I listened to a number of suggestions regarding the role a development authority should play
in this area. I hold severe reservations about the potential for development authorities to
undermine local government. I do nor suggest that the South West Development Authority is
either doing that, or setting out to do it. However, a need exists to reassess how development
authorities work in conjunction with local councils so that, firstly, we do not have duplication
and, secondly, so that we ensure the best interests of the community in that area are promoted
and vested interests, particularly political vested interests, do not get in the way of promoting
the local area.

It is of concern that during a number of debates, the Opposition highlighted the fact that it
was no secret chat the South West Development Authority was used as a vehicle for pork-
barrelling prior to the last election. However, it is also a fact that, on evaluating the
authority's role, it can be seen as a vehicle for other uses, rather than purely for development
of the area.

Mr D.L. Smith: The member for Mandurah made such a good start, he should not spoil it.

Mr NICHOLLS: I want to place on record my reservations and that I am not trying to attack
the South West Development Authority as such.
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Mr D.L. Smith: It sounds like it to me.
Mr NICHOLLS: My attack is directed more at the Government than at the body. The South
West Development Authority no doubt does as it is asked to do by the Government or those
people who control it.

Mr D.L. Smith: That is not what it is meant to be. That is an insult to the board, to the
advisory committee and the staff.

Mr NICHOLLS: It is not intended to be an insult. The people who are employed by the
Government to run and operate the South West Development Authority do as they are
instructed to do; that is, their priorities are set for them.

Mr D.L. Smith: The instmuctions for the staff of the authority come from the board. My
powers are with the board, not with the staff.

Mr NICHOLLS: That may be the way it looks on the surface. I am suggesting that the
board may make recommendations and suggest priorities. However, at the end of the day
decisions on funding priorities and other pertinent issues will be made by the Minister or by
Cabinet.

Mr D.L. Smith: The funding priorities are determined by Government, but the decision
making and instructions to staff are the responsibility of the executive director on the advice
of the board.
Mr NICHOLLS: I am sure the day to day administration would be run in the same way.
With regard to the South West Development Authority's involvement in economic
development and growth in the area, the Government should consider imposing parameters
on the authority's jurisdiction. We cannot allow a development authority, nor any other
bureaucratic authority, to have an open ended chequebook.

Mr D.L. Smith: That is not the fact either.

Mr NICHOLLS: The South West Development Authority was used as a vehicle for pork-
barrelling prior to the last election. The Minister may disagree with me. and that is his right,
but I am merely stating something that I perceived was occurring at that time.

Mr D.L. Smith: I disagree with that.

Mr NICHOLLS: I have no problem with the Minister's disagreeing with me. Secondly. I
endorse the comments of the member for Murray about Mr Peter Murray. As a councillor on
the then Mandurah Town Council, I had a great deal of time and opportunity to see
Mr Murray working extremely hard on behalf of the people in the Peel area. It has
reinforced my views that a development authority should be established to focus on the Peel
area. It would have far more impetus on the area than an authority which has its bureaucracy
in Bunbury. The people in the Peel area seem to be continually fighting for priority to be
given to its needs, versus issues in other parts of the south west. I am not suggesting that the
South West Development Authority board or those people on the administrative side of the
authority are purposely disadvantaging the Peel area. However, the authority covers the
whole of the south west area and its priorities are well highlighted by local government and
their different needs in the area. Because of the rapid population growth that has occurred in
and around Mandurab and the Peel area, a separate authority would be advantageous.

Mr D.L. Smith: I can assure you that when the population exceeds 60 000, a separate
authority will be established.

Mr NICHOLLS: I must admit. I find it a bit difficult to understand why 60 000 people
should be the yardstick that suddenly generates the need for a development authority.

Mr D.L. Smith: To take the point made by the member for Warren, where only four shires
deal with small populations a danger exists for a single authority operating over that area to
take over the role of the local authorities. That is not the intention and a substantial
population must exist to ensure there is enough work for such an authority to independently
carry out.

Mr NICHOLLS: I am heartened by the Minister's comments. As I said in my opening
remarks, I am concerned about any authority undermining local government. However, I see
no disadvantage in including Rockingham - which also has a large population base - in the
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Peel area because the developments in employment, urban sprawl, future transport links,
Government services and social issues in and around Rockingham are having an impact on
the Peel area. Those issues lead to an assumption that it would be beneficiald to establish an
authority within the Peel area, which would include Rockingham.

Mr D.L. Smith: The problem is that Rockinghamn is part of the metropolitan area. It is
therefore part of the urban spread of Perth. If it were taken into the Peel region, it would
swamp that region because of the size of its population and its industrial infrastructure. The
objective of encouraging development outside the metropolitan area would not be achieved.

Mr NICHOLLS: I understand that point. It is one with which I have continually tried to
come to grips. One of my fears is that Mandurah will be the next outer metropolitan suburb
and that is something I do not wish to see happen. If we do not start to create employment
opportunities and provide public transport on the coastal section, major social problems wil
arise in Mandurah. In 10 years, when the Mandurah population increases to between 50 000
and 60 000, the same problems will arise in Pinjarra, Wanneroo and Boddington. The theory
is then perpetuated that if another authority were established local authorities would be
swamped. The role of the South West Development Authority should be reviewed in terms
of how it can work in with local government to avoid duplication and ensure a direct link
exists between them. I believe the situation has arisen where the South West Development
Authority has become a vehicle for handing out cheques - not for the benefit of the people
but for promoting the image of the South West Development Authority A good example is
that when the Government allocated funding in the Budget for the activities to celebrate
Mandurah's being named a city, rather than granting the money to what ;.s now the Mandurab
City Council it granted it to the South West Development Authority. The South West
Development Authority then handed out cheques in a fashion which, 1 ri.Thlt say, caused me
concern in a number of instances. If the role of the South West Develuj ' nr.nt Authority is to
be that of a bureaucratic empire which will market itself and try to enha. "its profile, and if
it is to be a vehicle for promoting the positive side of Government, we eed to ensure we
spell that out.

Ms D.L. Smith: You had better explain to me what you are talking about because the
authority only presents cheques which come from its own budget.

Ms NICHOLLS: Then why was the South West Development Authority given $50 000 in
the last Budget for the City of Mandurah celebrations and also about $ 100 000 for central
business district developments in Mandurab?

Ms D.L. Smnith: It was part of our Budget bid last year.

Ms NICHOLLS: I must admit I was a bit confused because I was led to believe that the then
Mandurah Town Council was not quite sure what the $50 000 was for and where the South
West Development Authority came into play. The South West Development Authority spent
about $5 000 on a fun run. I do not have the figures in front of me so I am going on memory.
I start to wonder what are the priorities when it appears to me that the South West
Development Authority has a bag of money which it can hand out to the community as it
sees fir, without any reference to what the Mandurah City Council considers to be its
priorities, and without even taking steps to ensure that it and the council are closely aligned
in respect of how the money can be best spent.

Ms D.L. Smith: You take me by surprise. My understanding is that the $50 000 was
allocated, through the budget of the South West Development Authority, for the City of
Mandurah, to be spent on projects associated with the celebration, and that that was decided
after consultation with the South West Development Authority and the City of Mandurali.

Ms NICHOLLS: I am glad the Minister told me that my statement has taken him by surprise
because that was my understanding when we debated this matter in this House during the
Budget debate.

Mr DL. Smith: No complaint has been made to me by the Mandurah City Council.

Mr NICHOLLS: I have not followed it up with the Mandural, City Council, to suggest that it
should complain. My perception from the few discussions I have had with the council is that
it was very grateful for any assistance it received for the celebration funding arrangements.
My perception also is that the South West Development Authority was allocated $50 000 and
could hand out that money as it saw fit. There appeared to be little consultation with the
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council. I took it upon myself to send to the council the information provided by the
Minister in this House that $50 000 had been allocated for the celebrations. I believie that
then led to the council's contacting the South West Development Authority to find out how
the money would be spent and whether it would fund the activities that were planned.

Mr D.L. Smnith: That is my understanding of what happened.

Mr NICHOLLS: I did not take it upon myself to investigate the matter because my role in
the community is to represent the people, and that role does not extend to my getting
involved with local government and trying to find out what is going on between Government
departments and local government. Unless I am specifically asked to do so, I try to stay out
of it.

I now highlight the fact that funding has been provided to the South West Development
Authority to purchase land at the Mandurah marina. I support the Government's taking that
land out of the control of the Western Australian Development Corporation, although I was
led to believe that the intention was to utilise the South West Development Authority as the
vehicle to vest the land in the local council. I may be seriously mistaken in that assumption
but it concerns me when a development authority becomes a land owner, not so much in the
sense of trying to provide an infrastructure because no-one else has the ability or there is no
other way of doing it, but a land owner of a portion of land that I consider to be one of the
most significant portions of land in Mandurab.

Mr D.L. Smnith: That is why the Government purchased it. even if it was through the
WADC.
Mr NICHOLLS: The creation of that land from dredging and from spoils had its own
problems, and the fact that WADC ended up with it was of concern to me, but that is history
now. However, it concerns me that when a development authority becomes a vehicle to
guide and assist the community in promoting those things that are necessarfothaeits
also a major land owner and may end up developing its own structure and getting involved in
what I would consider to be semi-WA Inc deals.

Mr D.L. Smith: I assure you that the authority will operate in conjunction with the
Department of Marine and Harbours to develop a marina on that land, and the use of the
remainder of the land will be decided in consultarion with the City of Mandurah.

Mr NICHOLLS: I am grateful the Minister has said that the South West Development
Authority will not become the sole operator. I interpret what the Minister says as meaning
that the South West Development Authority is trying to be a facilitator,

Mr DiL. Smith: The pens and the like may ultimately come under the control of the
Department of Marine and H-arbours.

Mr NICHOLLS: I am led to believe there are proposals that the Department of Marine and
Harbours. will control the whole area, particularly the water body and the associated
development.

Mr D.L. Smith: That is a separate issue.

Mr NICHOLLS: Yes, and we will leave that for another time. The South West
Development Authority is starting to move in a direction which is of major concern. I
understand that the development authority is to be the facilitator and is to provide the
expertise and the impetus hut will not have a hands-on involvement with the project. If the
land is to be developed, it is necessary that the local governiment also be a vehicle which will
have a major input and an ultimate say about the end use of the project.

Mr D.L. Smith: It will certainly have a major say but not the ultimate say.

Mr NICHOLLS: I understand that interpretation but local governments are elected by the
local people, and their role is to facilitate and administer the local affairs of dhe city, town or
shire. It concerns me, as a person on the outside, because I am not privy to the negotiations
or the meetings, that the local governmrent appears to be merely a secondary factor in a major
development that may have the potenfial to change the image of Mandurah.

Mr D.L. Smith: That is not the case. The local government is not a secondary factor and its
views will be taken into account. I can assure the member that the South West Development
Authority will not become a Western Australian Development Corporation or anything like
that. It happened in that instance that there needed to be a repository for the land-holding.
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Mr NICHOLLS: I accept the Minister's wards. I ami highlighting my concerns and those of
many other people in Mandurah. They may be unfounded concerns, but they are there.

In the few minutes I have left, I suggest that the Minister and the Government should give
very real consideration to allowing the South West Development Authority office in
Mandurab to become self-sufficient and to turn it into the Peel regional development office.
I understand some of the arguments which would go against that; namely, that the population
base is not big enough and that there may be a duplication. I do not think that is necessarily
the position. The development authority in the mid west operates with a minimal staff, and
does what I consider to be a very good job.

Mr Read: In what way?

Mr D.L. Smith: I make the offer to you which the member for Warren has taken up. If you
talk to the Mandurah staff they will tell you that that office is moving towards much greater
independence. It is getting its own budget for various items. The problem is paying staff,
doing accounting and so on. One cannot duplicate the bureaucracy in both cases.

Mr NICHOLLS: If it is possible to set up an independent office, and to have a central
administration staff handling wages and the bureaucracy behind it, the Minister would have
my support, but not to duplicate it; that would be a waste of money.

Mr D.L. Smith: That is the direction in which we are heading.

Mr NICHOLLS: If we get back to the advisory board, my concern is that chat board will
become the stumbling block to establishing an independent office.

Mr D.L. Smith: You can be absolutely sure that that is not the case.

Mr NICHOLLS: The member for Murray asked me, "In what way?" If we move towards
an independent office, it would be far better not to have an advisory board connected tv the
South West Development Authority. In fact, the authority may believe that its security co 1ld
be undermined, or it may not be in its best interests to go to a smaller operation will, a
smaller budget, and fewer staff and resources than at present. In my short exposure to the
industrial and community base I have learnt that when people get into positions they make
their own empires and their own parameters. When we try to implement change we come up
against resistance. While we do not have an advisory board, we should go through the
process of separating the Mandurah SWDA office from the SWDA. We should set it up as
an independent office. If it is possible to do that without duplicating the bureaucracy behind
it, and that office still reports to the directors of the board, I would be interested in adding my
support and seeing that established. There is a very real need to make sure that we see a
separate identity.

Mr D.L. Smith: I understand your concerns, but you would have to accept that an
independent authority in the Peel area would have its own advisory cotrt'nittee.
Mr NICHOLLS: If we were able to separate the development authority, it would be set up
on the clear understanding that it had a separate budget with clear parameters. The regional
authority must ensure that it operates in conjunction with the local councils, not as a separate
entity. It must not be an aloof body.

Mr D.L. Smith: I think you would agree that to date the Mandurab office has done that
excellently through Peter Murray.
Mr NICHOLLS: The development authority has been a wonthwhile vehicle in the Mandurah
area, and people like Peter Murray have worked very well. In the future the development
authority should concentrate on the development of the area. The authority needs to be able
to do that without compromising what will happen in Bunbury, in Capel or anywhere else. It
should be able to do its work without having its ideas weighed against what will happen
down south or somewhere else. Development should be focused specifically on the Peel
region.

Mr Read: Decentralisation.

Mr NICHOLLS: I would like to see further decent ral isat ion so chat we do not have projects
put up for assessment in the same basket as those for Bunbury, Collie or CapeL We should
keep it as a separate identity.
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Mr D.L. Smith: I agree.
Mr NICHOLLS: If we can do that separation and provide a separate budget, we should focus
on the major needs of the area. I have always had a problem with the development
aurhorities, particularly the South West Development Authority, being involved with social
issues. I believe the Department for Community Services is a department which can
facilitate that. I would like to see the development authorities looking at economic
development as a high priority. Social development should be taken into consideration, but I
would like to think that the Department for Community Services can facilitate that aspect
without duplication or overlap.

Mr D.L. Smith: The roles are entirely different. The Department for Conmunity Services,
as we understand it, is concerned with the arts, cycleways and so on.

Mr NICHOLLS:, I understand that. My point is that in Mandurab specifically we need
employment. With the current environmental problems round the Peel Inet it will be
difficult to attract industries to the area to provide much needed employment without their
being detrimental to the environment. I urge the development authorities to focus on that
area rather than on the social issues.
DR TURNBULL (Collie) [11.47 am]: I have made many efforts to try to find out exactly
how many people are full time employees of the South West Development Authority. Will
the Minister tell me that number?

Mr D.L. Smith: At present 32; it has to come down to about 28.
Dr TUJRNBUJLL: That is not counting consultants. I thank the Minister very much.

I state quite distinctly here and now that the National Party has a very definite policy of
support for regional development authorities. It believes that development authorities can
make an enormous contribution to the devolution of Government decision making in our
society. The structure of the democratic society in which we live is very fragile. It has to
have regard to everyone in the commnunity. particularly to the individuals who live
throughout our State We must ensure that all members of our society benefit from the
democratic society. We know from reading our newspapers that democracy is under threat
throughout the world. At the end of last year many of us heaved a sigh of relief when we
saw what was happening in other parts of the world. We saw what Mikhail Gorbachev was
doing in Russia and political reforms being put into action in Eastern Europe and we thought
that the political tensions of the world were perhaps reducing.

However, we must realise that our democracy faces as many problems as do the political
systems of Eastern Europe and the USSR. We must make sure that our democracy is
relevant to the people who live in our society. When [ listen to the talk-back radio programs
every day. I am very sad to realise that most people do not think it has any relevance at all to
them. Most people in our society suffer the results of bureaucratic and Government decision
making and just have to live by it.

When we look at the bankruptcies occurring in both small and big businesses throughout
Australia today we know that the individual has to suffer what the Government and the
bureaucracy deliver to him. To this end. [ think - and the National Party's policy is - that
local government must be the strongest arm of Government. That is our policy statement,
but local government must have the capacity to be the strongest arm of Government. Of
course, that is not what happens in practice. At the moment local government in this State is
undergoing a review, arid I hope this review will ensure that local government becomes more
relevant to the changing world of the individuals in our society. We must remember that
local government is elected government. While it stays free of party political games it will
be able to deliver to the local population the true expression of their desire for their own
government.

The member for Mandurah, who has just spoken, has very correctly highlighted some of the
great fears people have in relation to the South West Development Authority and its potential
conflict with local goverrnent. We know that in a number of areas in Western Australia
regional development authorities appear to function very well in relation to local
government, and the South West Development Authority most likely suffers from the fact
that it was the first regional development authority to be set up. It was set up by a
Government which had entrepreneurial visions of itself, and visions of the great development

4524



[Thursday, 30 August 1990] 52

that would go on in the south west. Unfortunately, as everyone in this House knows and as I
frequently emphasise, these visions, policies and glossy brochures really do not mean
anything. It is the actual practice that counts, and if members want development in the south
west there are many other Government impediments which should be removed so that
industry and economic development can proceed. However, that is just an aside.

I turn now to the way in which development authorities should function, in the opinion of the
National Party - which was also my opinion when I accepted a position on the initial South
West Development Authority advisory committee - that is, they should be facilitators and
coordinators. The Minister said today that he sees the role of the authority as a facilitator.
That is quite correct; that is what [ think it should be. It should not be initiating and driving
actions. Local government should be providing the impetus and the direction, and the South
West Development Authority should be assisting and facilitating. It is purely a matter of
which way one views these things.

The reason I have been going through this fairly carefully is that the amendments to the Act,
proposed by this Bill, are related basically to a few mechanical factors such as the expansion
of the board of the South West Development Authority and the setting up of area advisory
committees. So far today we have heard the member for Murray and the member for
Mandurab speak about the development of the Peel advisory committee. The Minister has
explained that that area advisory committee is the first step towards developing and
promoting a regional advisory committee for the Peel region. If that is the case, why are we
not dealing with the formation of a Peel development authority?

Mr D.L. Smith: Because the population has not reached the appropriate size.

Dr TURNBULL: We lknow that plenty of other regional areas have populations that are
smaller, so that is nct a good excuse.

Area advisory committees are to be implemented elsewhere in the south west region also - in
Collie, Manjimup, and other areas. What will their role be? We will have the South West
Development Authority advisory committee, and the local government. Where will the
advisory committee fit in? Will these area advisory committees be the foremunners to
development authorities for Collie and Manjimup? We will be smothered by development
authorities, and what sort of work will they do? They will do the work of local government.

Mr Speaker, I am sorry, I amt finding it a bit difficult to keep my train of thought with all of
the talking that is going on.

The SPEAKER: Then let me sont that out.

Dr TURNBULL: By asking me to adjourn?

The SPEAKER: Not at all. I ask members to keep the level of their conversations a lot
lower, in order to assist the member for Collie and, indeed, the Hansard reporter.

Dr TURNBULL: Two very basic principles relate to these area advisory commnittees. The
first is the one to which the Minister alluded and about which the two previous speakers
spoke; that is, they are the forerunner to setting up regional development authorities. We do
not need to amend the Act to do that, because currently it allows for the setting up of such
commrittees. It says that there will be an advisory committee and subcommittees, all to
advise the South West Development Authority board. There is no need, either, to change the
Act to get money to help rm the Peel advisory committee, because the Act allows money to
be acquired and distributed for any number of subcommittees that the authority wants to set
up. The South West Development Authority already has a number of subcommittees. Why
could we not just have a subcommittee called the Peel subcommittee? We do not have to
have area advisory commnittees specified in the Act.

Before I adjourn this debate and seek leave to continue my remarks at another time, I ask the
Minister and the Government: If we have area advisory committees for all of these areas in
the south west, what on earth will the current advisory committee to the board do?

[Leave granted for speech to be continued.]

Debate thus adjourned.
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STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION - McCUSKER REPORT
Roth wells Ltd - Premier's Statement

On motion without notice by Dr Lawrence (Premier), resolved with an absolute majority -

That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as is necessary to enable
consideration forthwith of the following motions -

(a) enable the Premier to make a statement without time limit on the McCusker
Report, and for the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the National
Party to respond for periods of time equivalent to that taken by the Premier;
and

(b) for the Deputy Premier to move without notice the following motion -

That the House notes the report of Mr McCusker. QC on a Special
Investigation into Rothwells Ltd, and endorses the Premier's statement
of proposed Government action resulting from Mr McCusker's
investigation and report.

MOTION -McCLSKER REPORT
Rorhwells Ltd - Part I Tabling

DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [12.01 pml: I table part I of the Report of
Inspector on a Special Investigation into Rothwelis Ltd pursuant to the Companies (Western
Australia) Code pant VII and move -

That this House authorises the publication of the report.
Question put and passed.
Dr LAWRENCE: On legal advice volume 2 of the report, which deals with future
investigations and prosecutions, must remain confidential.
Nearly three years ago many prominent Australian business people together with the Western
Australian Governiment were made aware that the merchant bank, Rothwells Ltd, was in
danger of collapse. They were all told that the earlier share marker crash had made investors
nervous and that a run had begun on Rothwells, causing a cash flow crisis. It was clear that a
collapse of the merchant bank would have had serious implications for Western Australia's
business and general community.
Although there was insufficient time to carry out an exhaustive independent review of
Rorhwells' Financial position, the pantics to this first rescue of Rothwells had access to the
company's annual report and audited accounts for the previous financial year which had just
been published. These showed that Rothwells was in a healthy state with total assets of
$724 million and bad debts of just $4 million.
On the weekend of 24 and 25 October 1987 leading Australian businessmen were persuaded
to contribute a total of $150 milion in share capital to Rorhwells. They were told that the
bank's major shareholder and chairman, Mr Connell, would be contributing $70 million of
his own personal wealth. The WA Government was persuaded to provide a guarantee to
secure an overdraft facility of $150 million from the National Bank.
In the next few months the Government, the NCSC and others were led to believe by further
audited reports that Rothwells was basically sound, although it continued to suffer cash flow
problems. This led to further efforts to support Rothwells' liquidity and eventually to the
purchase of the petrochemical project by the Government and the Bond Corporation. It was
not until well into 1988 that the Government became aware of serious deficiencies in
Rothwells' accounts.
In March 1989 the Attorney General with the approval of the Ministerial Council initiated a
special investigation under the Companies Code into the failure of Rothwells. Mr Malcolm
McCusker QC was appointed special investigator. Mr McCusker's comprehensive and wide
ranging investigation is reported in the document I tabled today. Mr McCusker has
investigated and documented -

the financial affairs of Rothwells before any Government involvement;
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the involvement of the Government and other companies in Rozhwells and the failure
of the so-called 'rescue package";
the further involvement by the Government and its agencies in the petrochemical
project.

The report reveals the appalling conduct of the central figures involved in misleading
company shareholders, depositors and investors, the Government, Australian business and
the public at large. The report identifies individuals who misled not only the Government
but also some of the country's top businessmen and Rothwells investors. By their efforts
many were persuaded to join the rescue. It was a cynical exercise in deception by a few for
their own profit at the expense of others, including the taxpayers of this State.
Mr McCusker shows that in the year 1985 Rothwells Ltd showed an operating profit of
$7.25 million. However, nowhere in the company's annual report, nowhere in the
company's published and audited annual accounts, was there any mention of the fact that
approximately $35 million had been loaned to companies or partnerships operated by the
then chairman of Rothwells, Mr Connell. To quote from the McCusker report -

At year's end, Connell's indebtedness to Rothwelts was "removed" from the books of
Rothwells, by journal entries based on transactions which were either totally or
substantially fictitious.

The next year, 1986. was no different except that the figures were even higher - Rothweils'
operating profit jumped to $18.5 million, while the loans to Mr Connell almost quadrupled to
$138 million. Again there was no public record of these loans.

In 1987 once again, as far as the published and audited annual accounts were concerned,
Rothwells posted a pre-tax profit of nearly $28.7 million. Mr Connell had increased his
undisclosed loans to $324 million. Just one month after that record profit was announced,
Rotbwefls was in danger of collapse. With what is now known, this is not surprising. As
Mr McCusker points out, high risk lending and woefully inadequate debtor control and
supervision is a proven and obvious recipe for disaster in itself. In this case it was
compounded by the massive indebtedness of Mr Connell and his private company to
Rothwells, but I say that with the benefit of My McCusker's findings; no-one at the time had
that luxury.
The McCusker report clearly states that nobody who took part in the first Rothwells rescue -
the prominent business people, or the Government - had any idea that the true position of The
bank had not been disclosed. However, others were aware of the true financial position.
Well before the rescue, Mr Connell had engaged the firm Price Waterhouse to report only to
him on Rothwells' finances. He insisted that members of the firm sign confidentiality
agreements, which later prevented a senior partner in the finn from reporting his Findings of
Rothweils' insolvency to any of those involved in the rescue, including the Govemnment.

Secrecy surrounded another transaction related to the first rescue of Rothwells which, had it
been known, would almost certainly have influenced the Government and others not to take
part in the rescue. Mr McCusker reveals that in a secret arrangement between Mr Bond and
Mr Connell prior to the announcement of the rescue, Mr Connell agreed to pay Mr Bond a
fee of $16 million. This compares with a public announcement by the Bond Corporation of a
contribution to the rescue attempt of $17.5 million. In the face of systematic concealment of
the company's true position it is now clear that the Government, and others, were deceived.

Compounding the lack of proper information available to the Government and to others
before the first rescue was the failure to accurately assess the true financial position of
Rothwells in subsequent months

This lack of prudence and proper scrutiny by the Government was further aggravated by
inadequate lines of communication between those appointed to look after the Government's
interests in Rothwells and those within Government itself. With hindsight, failure to
establish a formal mechanism to report to the Government was a serious deficiency which
cost the Government and taxpayers dearly. If the Government had been aware of the serious
financial position of Rothwelis, it would certainly have taken steps to ensure that no further
funds were committed by the Government, or statutory authorities and agencies. But it is
equally clear that the Government and its statutory authorities and agencies believed that the
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steps that it was taking, including the investment in the petrochemical project, would assure
the liquidity of Rothwells.

The decision to commit funds to purchase the petrochemical project was a major error of
judgment resulting in substantial losses to the Government and taxpayers of Western
Australia. Although the decision was based on the view that something of value could be
obtained from the investment for the benefit of the community, it amounted to an attempt to
retrieve a situation which, it is now clear, was by then irretrievable. Consistent with the
traditions of our Westminster system, the former Premier and Deputy Premier have accepted
political responsibility for these decisions and are no longer in Parliament.

It is important to note Mr McCusker3- comments that -

No Minister or former Minister of the Crown, nor any member of any Stare
instrumentality or statutor corporation, has refused to give evidence or to provide
me with information, on t' basis of Crown or executive privilege, or otherwise.

The McCusker report finds that there is -

..no evdence of the commission of any offence by any existing or former
Government Minister.

Mr McCusker further enmphasises -

I have been at pats to ensure any suggestion that such evidence did exist has been
followed up, and properly considered.

The Government, bov e-ver, does not suggest that these findings excuse the events which
occurred nor that this report should be the end of the matter.

The key issues arising from the McCusker report are the need to ensure those responsible are
brought to justice; that every effort is made to recover lost funds; and to make sure that such
events can r ver happen again. The Government accepts its responsibility to address all of
those questions and unreservedly accepts all of Mr McCusker's recommendations.

I turn now to the Goverrntent's proposals for further action. A main feature of
Mr McCusker's findings is the extent to which there appears to have been serious criminal
conduct, on the pant of a number of people - some of them very prominent members of the
commercial comnmunity. A major task arising from the McCusker report will be the
prosecution of the very many offences revealed in the repon. Mr McCusker has been invited
and has accepted an invitation to head a powerful group which will plan, set priorities and
establish policies for a special legal task force. He will also act as general counsel to the task
force. The involvement of Mr McCusker on a continuing basis will be of immeasurable
value in maximising the effectiveness of prosecutions and recovery of funds. The task force
will pursue the following matters -

The special legal task force is required to ensure-

the effective prosecution of criminal charges already laid:

further criminal prosecutions as recommended in part 2 of Mr McCusker's
report;
any prosecutions which may arise out of investigations into the matters which
Mr McCusker has identified as requiring further examination.

The task force will also pursue legal action for recovery of funds, whether by civil
proceedings or in association with prosecutions. As part of its duties it will seek to
freeze and confiscate any criminal profits by all available means including the Crimes
(Confiscation of Profits) Act 1988.
To enable the tracing and discovery of assets for the purpose of recovery, access will
be provided as required to experts in this area.
All necessary resources to enable the task force to operate effectively will be
provided.

The task force will be headed by Mr Leigh Wamnick in consultation with the Crown
Prosecutor. Three partners and two solicitors from a leading Australian law firm have been
appointed as instructing solicitors and they will be supported by officers of the Corporate
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Affairs Department, the Crown Law Department and the services of a major international
accounting firm. That group will work in close association with the Crown Prosecutor,
Mr John McKechmie, QC and Mr Ron Davies, QC, leading counsel prosecuting the current
Rothwelis cases. The steering group will be required to detrnine which actions are to be
given priority, the best means of proceeding with those actions and the general approach to
be adopted in conducting these cases on behalf of the Crown.
As a separate important exercise, Mr McCusker has been invited to submit a report to the
Government by 30 June 1991 on the adequacy of steps taken to date and any further steps
which should be taken to prevent a repeat of losses to Government such as those identified in
his report.

At various times the Opposition has asserted strong community support for a Royal
Commission. I understand the extent of public concern and accept that in some
circumstances such calls are genuine. However, as I have travelled around the State, I have
asked people their views on these matters. Invariably the following issues are raised -

Firstly, the people of Western Australia want wrongdoers brought to justice;

secondly, they want to know where taxpayers' money has gone;

thirdly, they want to know what can be done to get the money back;

finally, they want to be assured that this type of thing will not happen again.
The approach taken by the Government goes directly to those issues, a Royal Commission
does not; indeed, it would hinder them. There is a time for inquiry and a time for action.
This is a time for action. The measures announced today will implement that action
effectively. Fair minded people will see the sense of this approach. They are not interested
in political posturing; they want us to get on with the job. If the Opposition or anyone else
has evidence of any wrongdoing in relation to this or any other matter I encourage them to
take that evidence to the relevant authorities. That course has always been open and will
continue to be.

The Government has already acknowledged that serious mistakes have been made. In
recognition of that extensive measures have already been taken to ensure that such mistakes
are never repeated. Let me briefly outline these actions. This Government has -

Ended secrecy agreements by Government agencies with the private sector.

Moved to amend the Financial Administration and Audit Act to ensure accountability
in line with recommendations of the Burt Commission.

Imposed investment restrictions on Government agencies.

Moved to ensure that the lending practices of the R & I Bank are based on a
minimnisation of risks.
Initiated the vinding up of the Western Australian Development Corporation and the
Exim Corporation.

Committed itself to freedom of information legislation.

Authorised legislation to restrict authorised trustee investments and to widen the
powers of the Ombudsman.

In addition, there are the matters I have announced in this statement, in particular
Mr McCusker's report into the adequacy of steps taken and any fturther steps required to
prevent a repeat of losses such as those identified in his report.
I have dealt with Mr McCusker's report and the Government's response to it. It is not
minimising the seriousness of these events to say that the time has come to end the
preoccupation of this Parliament with them. It is now time for the good of the State, its
standing and credibility in ths country and overseas, to begin to put the events of the past
behind us. The development of this State and the future welfare of its people are not Well
served by the constant emphasis on events which axe now well known and -which are being
forcefully addressed by the measures to which I have referred. The people of this State want
the Governiment and the Parliament to get on with the job of governing in the best interests of'
the State; that is what we will do.

4529



MR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [12.19 pm]: In presenting this
report of the special investigation into Rothwells Ltd by Mr McCusker, and in the statement
given today by the Premier in support of that, the Premier has ensured that her destiny and
the destiny of the Government will be inexorably tied to that of their predecessors in the
forms of Premiers Burke and Dowding. In not ordering a Royal Commission the Premier is
continuing to cover up all of the individuals involved and, importantly, the members of the
former Burke and Dowding Governments who continue to sit in this Parliamnt.

They include of course the Premier, the Deputy Premier and the Leader of the Governiment in
the Legislative Council. With this statement today she has let down not only the people of
Western Australia but also the Parliament. She has allowed whatever deals she did with
former Premier Dowding int order to push him aside to overcome the real need - which was
expressed at the end of her speech - for Western Australia to break with the past. However,
such a break has not occur-red today.

Such a break has occurred to some extent in Victoria where Joan Kirner, the Premier of that
State. has done in 20 days what this Government has failed to do in 20 months - that is, break
with the past. Let us look at what the Premier of Victoria had to say when questioned on the
ABC "AIM" program on 28 August about the Royal Commission: she said,'!I have done it
because I wanted answers." The Premier of this State has not done so because clearly she
does not want those answers. Joan Kirner also said -

I feel as angry about Tricon losses as any other member of the Victorian community,
and I want to know where the money has gone and how it went there. I think the
community is entitled to know and [ believe that they will see the Royal Commnission
not as an expense but as an investment in getting to the bottom of the issue and
making sure that such a thing can never happen again.

Those are the words of a Labor Premier three weeks into the job. Today we have heard the
words of a Premier more than six months into the job and she is still trying to cover up the
mistakes of Premiers Burke and Dowding and of all of her colleagues who sat on the
Cabinets which endorsed the actions.

The McCusker report is the tip of a very large iceberg; Rothwells is the tip of that very
grubby iceberg. Indeed, we have not seen the totality of the iceberg. Like any iceberg the
majority is below the water line, and this report -. devastating as it is in its revelations
indicates what we are failing to see. The Premier has failed to endorse actions to ensure that
we see what is below the water line and that we see the rest of the incompetence of the
Government and the rest of the cover up.

I refer the Premier to her own words on page 3 of her speech: The Premier stated about the
Rothwells affair that -

It was a cynical exercise in deception by a few for their own profit at the expense of
others, including the taxpayers of this State.

Never a truer word was spoken about the Government of Western Australia. It was a
1.cynical exercise in deception" indeed perpetrated by Premiers Burke and Dowding and the
perpetration has continued to this very day under this Premier of Western Australia. As
Mr McCusker has said, it is not - although the Premier has endeavoured to indicate
otherwise - an inquiry into WA Incorporated. It is not, as she attempted to say at the end of
her speech, the end of the WA Incorporated issue. As Mr McCusker wrote at page 22 of his
report, this inquiry was not about WA Inc at all. The report states -

In the public mind there may have been built up a perception that the investigation
was into "W.A. Inc" - a term of elastic and uncertain definition, but which is
generally understood to embrace a wide range of matters involving the Government,
and extending well beyond the terms of my reference. At every opportunity I have
tried to dispel that misconception, .. .

Mr McCusker clearly indicates that his inquiry was not into WA Inc. So, the Premier spoke
nonsense at the end of her speech in suggesting that this signalled the end of
WA Incorporated. In fact, it signals the beginning of another chapter in this unsavoury saga.
Let us look at four examples which indicate why I say the inquiry was very narrow and did
not Look at WA Inc issues. Looking back as far as last Friday's The West Australian in an
article headed "Anderson threat to kill PICL, court told" it was indicated -
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Hilton told counsel for Austasia's liquidator that Anderson's company Tipperary
Developments, became "intimately involved" in Rothwells affairs and the
petrochemical transaction.

In the first half of 1988, Tipperary deposited $50 million with Rothwells.
"IJ became aware of Tipperary having placed a deposit with Rorhwells. which as far as
I was concerned was something connected with a transaction involving the
Government in some sale of property," Hilton said.

H-e said there followed "fairly hefty negotiations between (formner Rothwells
managing director) Tony Lloyd and Tipperary".

"I was not aware of what the position was, either in detail or at any specific point,
other than the fact that the whale transaction - in other words whether or not we went
ahead with PICL - depended on whether Warren got a satisfactory result of
negotiations with the Government," Hilton said.

That is a Press report about Rothwells, involving the Government, but to my knowledge it is
not referred to within the pages of Mr McCusker's report - yet, the Premier says that this is
an inquiry into WA Inc! That matter alone is very important and involves an allegation of
Government dealing in matters relating centrally to Rothwells and PICL which was not
covered by the report. That should be proof enough in itself that what the Premier says is
untrue. The report does not cover State Government Insurance Commission investments and
dealings with Mr Holmes a Court; it does nor involve reference to the Governiment
Employees Superannuation Board and its extensive property investments, which the
Premier's brother indicates will be $100 million shy of their value and cost at their
completion, also, the report does not refer to the Fremantle Gas and Coke deal. Who was the
Government's financial adviser on that deal? It was Rothwells! WA Inc is not the subject of
this document - it is undoubtedly the tip of the iceberg. This highlights the hypocrisy of the
Premrier's response.

I ask members to read the report, as I have endeavoured to read sections of it this morning,
and try to find any comment about when the Cabinet, of which the Premier and the Deputy
Premier were a pant, knew about the financial health of Rothwells. We know that the report
indicates that some Ministers knew in June or July 1988, but when did the Cabinet and the
current Premier know? That is very important when considering the Premier's words on
pages 6 and 7 of her speech because she contradicts that. The Premier said in her speech -

If the Govenrnent had been aware of the serious Financial position of Rothwells, it
would certainly have taken steps to ensure that no further funds were comnmitted by
the Government, or statutory authorities and agencies.

On the very next page the speech states -

The decision to commuit funds to purchase the petrochemical project was a major
error in judgment resulting in substantial losses to the Government and taxpayers of
Western Australia.

Rothwells was involved in that deal. In the words of one of her forner Ministers, the
Premier's credibility and speech really carry no weight at all.

In conclusion, let us examine the response from the Government and the Premier. The
response in itself highlights what I have been saying all along; that is, that the terms of
reference were inadequate. This was not an inquiry into WA Inc, it was an inquiry into
Rothweils, and that is just the tip of the iceberg. McCusker has done a good job with this
report in its totality. I do have some criticisms about which I will comment in due course;
however, given his terms of reference, it is a good report. The Government's response to the
McCusker Report and its limited terms of reference is appropriate. The Government has
indicated the action it will take. That action highlights once again the inadequacies of the
report's terms of reference. One has only to lock at some other aspects in this report to
highlight the limited nature of the report. Item 11.31, which the Premier referred to in her
speech. indicates that the Government's representative on the Rorhwells's board, Mr Lloyd,
did-not know what was happening there. The fundamental question that must be asked, and
which the Premier did not answer, is why we had a supposedly eminent legal person in the
Attorney General not bothering to put in place a series of checks and balances to ensure that
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the Government's commitments were honoured. That question was not answered in this
report or by the Premier.

On page 308 the report refers to the PICL deal and its value. Do members recall the
arguments in this place about that $400 million? The report quotes answers in Hlansard
given by former Ministers and Premiers about how they arrived at the value. McCusker said
this -

The price fixed for the project was, essentially, decided upon by the buyers, -

That was the Government and Bond. It continues -

and was contrived -

Note the word "contrived"; that is not mine but Mr McCusker's. The report continues -

so as to be sufficient both to buy out the hard core of non-performing debts, which
were understood to be in the vicinity of $300m-$400m, and to be sufficient to enable
Rothwells to discharge its liability to the NAB, of $l150m, as well as to repay deposits
which Bond and related companies had with Rothwells.

Let us listen to the Premier's words today. She said -

If the Government had been aware of the serious financial position of Rothwells, it
would certainly have taken steps to ensure that no further funds were committed by
the Government, or statutory authorities and agencies.

Mr McCusker said that the Government contrived the value with the full knowledge that
Rothwells was in serious difficulties. Finally, the report talks about the $15 million which
the Government ordered to go from the State Energy Commnission to Rothwells. In Item
11.72 of the report Mr McCusker said -

It must be said that to have arranged this prepayment, expecting that it would be paid
to Rothwells, may be viewed as having been somewhat incautious. An assessment of
the financial position of Rothwells was being undertaken by Ferrer Hodgson, but at
that time its true financial position, according to Dowding, was not yet known to himn.

It was known to the man who actually ordered the payment, by his own admission, in this
report. The report goes on to say -

There was, however, considerable evidence to suggest the possibility that Rothwells
might be insolvent, and in those circumstances, to pay a substantial sum of money,
either directly or indirectly into Rothwells was to put that money at risk.

I do not think it is necessary to prove that Ministers of this Government broke the law. It is
only necessary to show that, firstly, they deliberately misled this Parliament, secondly, they
knowingly placed taxpayers' funds at risk and, thirdly, the Government knew what it was
doing and did it knowingly in the lead-up to an election. It deliberately withheld the facts
from the people of Western Australia and took deliberate action to cover up those facts in a
lead-up to an election.

The Premier's response has nailed her flag to the mast of the Governments of former
Premiers Burke and Dowding. It is clear that the Premier has not given us a clean cut break
with the past via a special Royal Commission of inquiry into WA Inc. I predicted straight
after the last State election that Premier Dowding would not lead the Labor Government into
the next election. I predict now that Premier Lawrence will not lead the Labor Government
into the next election either.

[Applause.]

MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) (12.34 pm]: 1 thank the House for
passing the motion to suspend so much of Standing Orders which gives me an opportunity to
speak to this Ministerial Statement by the Premier. In the past that has not been the case as
the Standing Orders give one person on each side of the House the right to speak: Firstly a
statement is made and, secondly, a response is given. I thank the House for giving me the
opportunity to make some comment on behalf of the National Party in regard to the
McCusker inquiry. Ms McCusker has been extremely thorough with his inquiry within the
terms of reference which were given to him. It must be admitted that we have not had the
opportunity to read the report from cover to cover. However, from those parts which we
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have speed read it is very clear that he has been quite diligent in his endeavour to cover those
terms. They relate to the investigation of the financial affairs of Rothwells prior to the
Government's involvement in its rescue package; the involvement of the Government in the
rescue package itself, and finally the involvement of the Government in the purchase of one
of the assets owned by Rothwells or its partners - the petrochemical project.

In October 1987 the advice given to this House by Mr Parker, the then Minister for Minerals
and Energy, that it was appropriate to commnit taxpayers' funds to the tunte of $150 million in
the form of a guarantee to the National Australia Bank, was misleading. Perhaps it was not
intentional that the House should have been misled at that time. It was done through
ignorance and, as the Premier has said, it is only the findings of the McCusker inquiry which
have shown very clearly that the advice given to the Governiment and consequently passed to
this Parliament was wrong in every aspect. Given that it was wrong it was therefore
inappropriate for the Government to offer support to Rothwells in that first rescue package.
The McCusker inquiry shows clearly that even though the Governent took action by
putting its own man into the position of chairman of Rothwells, it was not able to monitor
properly what happened within that merchant bank. As a consequence we reached the
position where the Government chose to act to avoid the guarantee it gave to NAB from
being exercised. That led to the purchase of the petrochemical plant, which was perhaps the
only asset of Rothwells and was held by one of its major shareholders, Laurie Connell.

This series of events led the previous Government into serious trouble. This Government
will, in my view, have to bear quite a large part of the responsibility because I do not think it
could ever say that the decisions were made singly by the people who have since left this
Parliament. They were made in the normal manner, even if on consensus, of a Cabinet
minute in which all Ministers approved of the deals that were made. In the first instance,
these deals were made on completely wrong advice but, in the second instance, the deals
were made with one purpose in mind and that was to ensure the Government retained the
Treasury benches. There was no other reason for this now infamous debt for equity transfer
which took place. It was designed to give this Government an opportunity to retain power.
Therefore, it is appropriate that this Government bears some of the consequences of that
earlier decision.

I turn from the thoroughness of the McCusker inquiry to deal with the one area of
inadequacy; that is, the question of all of those other business dealings that involved the
Government, statutory authorities or Govenrment agencies in which there was a transfer of
assets or where some taxpayers' hinds were invested and consequently lost. Despite the
thoroughness of this inquiry, we still do not know why the Swan Brewery changed hands so
many times, nor why Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd was purchased for an inflated price,
nor why the State Government Insurance Commnission became heavily embroiled in the
purchase of the Bell Group, nor about the property deals on St George's Terrace. None of
those questions has been answered.

We have in place an appropriate measure which I hope will achieve many of the objectives;
that is, bring to book those people who were involved in the Rothwells deal who misled the
Government which in turn misled this House through ignorance and which eventually misled
the people of Western Australia. I have no doubt that the task force that the Premier is in the
process of establishing will do its work and that charges will be laid. It will then be up to the
courts to determine the outcome of those cases.

However, many other things have been left undone. It is appropriate that we have this
cleansing of the soul and establish a task force to inquire into the four things that the Premier
said she found people were so interested in as she travelled around the State. The people of
Western Australia want the wrongdoers brought to justice, they want to know where the
money has gone, they want to know how to get it back and they want to know that it will not
happen again. It is true that that is what they want, but they do not want that inquiry
confined to Rothwells. They want it extended to include all areas of Government and
statutory authority involvement, and to Government agencies which have traded public assets
at prices which were not commensurate with the real value or which have lost substantial
volumes of taxpayers' money. Until we expand the investigation into areas outside
Rothwells, the electors of this State will not be satisfied.

[Applause]1
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Sitting suspended from 12.45 to 2.00 pm

MOTION - McCUSKER REPORT

Roehwells Ltd

M R TA YLO R (Kalgoorl ie - Deputy Premie r) [2 .03 pm]: I move -

That the House notes the report of Mr McCusker, QC on a Special Investigation into
Rothwells Ltd, and endorses the. Premier's statement of proposed Government action
resulting firomn Mr McCusker's investigation and report.

A number of issues are worthy of being canvassed which in one way or another relate to both
the motion and many of the issues raised by Mr McCusker. There is probably no better way
to start than to re-examine the midnisterial statement that the Premier delivered to this
Parliament at midday today. It was a statement which in many ways covets vety quickly and
easily the principal issues associated with the report, the lead-up to the report, the
Government's response to it and the action which the Government is taking.

If we review the past and look at what Mr McCusker has investigated and documented it is
evident that he has in a comprehensive and substantial way looked at the financial affairs of
Rothwells before any Government involvement, the involvement of the Government and
other companies in the Rothwells issue, and the failure of the so-called rescue package. To
the surprise of the many people who have read this report. Mr McCusker has dealt
comprehensively with the further involvement by the Government and its agencies in the
petrochemical project. Int relation to those people involved on the corporate side the report
comes down to the view which one can only describe as the Premier did: that is, as appalling
conduct. It is conduct which, as time goes by - I have not read par two of the report and I
made the paint of not doing so before I spoke today - the courts will deal with very firmly
indeed.

The Premier stated that Mr McCusker. in his most comprehensive report, pointed to the lack
of prudence and proper scrutiny on the part of the Govenrment. It is a judgment the
Government certainly accepts in relation to this matter; it is a judgment the Governuent has
dealt with in many ways and I am sure that another Minister who will speak at a later stage
will deal with how the Government has gone about trying to ensure that these sorts of things
do not happen again.

The most disturbing aspect from the Government's point of view and the biggest problem it
faced was the poor lines of communication which were set up when it initially became
involved in the Rothwells' rescue attempt. From the point of view of the Government and of
the taxpayers of Western Australia there is a bitter lesson to be learnt. Nevertheless, in
relation to these sorts of issues the former Premier Peter Dowding and the former Deputy
Premier David Parker have resigned in the proper traditions of the Westminster system of
Parliament. That is the way they decided to deal with what they considered to be their
failings as far as the Rothwells and Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd issues are concerned.

It is important when dealing with this matter that we look briefly at the action the
Governiment intends to rake as a result of this report and I will refer to this in detail later.
Mr McCusker has been involved in what one would call an onerous task and he has agreed,
as a community duty, to continue that task. In continuing that task he will oversee and chair
a special task force and he will bring to those involved in the task force, as identified by the
Premier in her ministerial statement, his knowledge, background and his great degree of
expertise as far as these sorts of issues are concerned. For Mr McCuskcr to agree to do that
is, in many ways, considered to be a coup as far as the people of Western Australia are
concerned. The important issiie the task force will deal with will relate to prosecutions,
especially to the recovery of funds, and also to the steps that have been taken to date, and
perhaps the steps that should be taken, by Government to ensure that this sort of fiasco never
occurs again. Mr McCusker will report to Government on those two issues in the near
future. It will be an important part in ensuring that the damage that has been done can, in
fact, be repaired.

The critical issue of this report deals, in many ways, with Mr Connell. From a Government's
point of view and a personal point of view it is rather an unusual position in which to be put
in that the general Australian attitude to people in the position of Mr Connell is to say, "They
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are down, don't kick them when they are down." It is difficult to continue with that attitude,
given the knowledge we now have as a result of this report.

My first knowledge of Mr Connell goes back many years, to when he was involved with
some others in what might be called a sting at the Kalgoorlie racecourse. It was suggested
that he and others broadcast a Perth race into Kalgoorlie after the event occurred in Perth.
He had the opportunity of knowing the winner and took quite a few thousand dollars out of
the bookmaking ring. As a result of that I believe Mr Connell and others were warned off
racecourses for some time.

That small sting involving several thousand dollars pales into insignificance in comparison to
the sting that has been connected to Mr Connell and others in Rothwells. He was not called
"last resort Laurie" for nothing, but it would seem in this case the last resort was Laurie
Connell himself. The report reveals that Laurie Connell, as a last resort, lent to himself, and
as a last resort benefited himself. Many of us would have seen the film "The Sting" which
starred Robert Redford and Paul Newman. In that film, of course, Robert Redford and Paul
Newman were depicted as folk heroes. En this case, on the judgment of the McCusker report,
Mr Connell no longer falls within the category of folk heroes. However, one has only to look
at the newspaper cuttings over the years to recognise that at one stage he was considered a
folk hero.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr TAYLOR: Story after story appeared about the legendary Laurie Connell's betting
sprees and his involvement in a range of activities such as charities, schools, universities, the
proposed establishment of a police museum, sport - including hockey and tee ball - and of
course horseracing. In addition, we saw his involvement with royalty; many of us will recall
that hec hosted the dinner for Princess Anne when she visited Western Australia. I was at that
dinner and it is notable that Opposition members also had no hesitation in attending that
dinner.

Mr Macinnon: Who arranged and approved that? Your Government!

Mr TAYLOR: I will come to the opposition from the Leader of the Opposition shortly. One
would also be foolish to deny Laurie Connell's involvement in politics. There is no doubt, as
the photographs show, that he was involved with the Curtin Foundation.

Mr Macinnon: Hear, hear!

Mr TAYLOR: 'Hear, hear!" says the Leader of the Opposition, but Mr Connell's
involvement in politics was certainly not restricted to one political party. One has only to
refer to November 1986 to see how the Leader of the Opposition came to power. Laurie
Connell took a special interest not only in the Curtin Foundation but also in the future of the
Liberal Party, to the Government's benefit when we saw Mr Hassell move on and
Mr Macinnon take his place.

Mr Pearce: There is a strong argument to suggest that in making Mr Macinnon Leader of
the Opposition he was operating in the interests of the Labor Parry.

Mr TAYLOR: I have heard that said before. It is interesting to note the Press cutting of
November 1986 when Bill Hassell was ousted from the leadership of the Liberal Party. He
said that he saw a strong link between a Liberal MPs' meeting and the crash of his political
fortunes. Mr Hassell went on to say that his boots and all criticism of the Fremantle Gas and
Coke Company Pty Ltd deal was the catalyst for his downfall and the rise of the present
Leader of the Opposition. If the Opposition is going to point the finger at us and talk of
politics -

Mr Want interjected.

Mr TAYLOR: That just happened to be the opinion of the leader who was brought down in
relation to that issue - a fairly critical opinion at the time.

The finger cannot be pointed just at the Labor Party when it comes to Mr Conneli's
involvement in politics. Mr Connell spread his tentacles into all matters in Western
Australia, whether they were Labor or Liberal related. Most of us would have to admnit that
at one time or another we were taken in by him. Very few people in this House could not say
they were not taken in. That is a critical issue.
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In relation to the MeCusker report, one must deal with how Mr McCusker saw the
Government's investment and interest in making certain that the truth came out on this issue.
Much criticism occurred at the time of Mr McCusker's appointment to the effect that the
report would not be a proper one and that the appropriate resources would not be made
available to NMcCusker. Those issues were raised time and again. During question time
yesterday, the Premier said that going back a year or so she remembered the Opposition's
saying this report was unimportant. I note that the Opposition is saying the same thing today
and the reason for that is that the report answers the questions which were asked. I am
pleased to note that Mr McCusker said that, in asking him to accept his appointment, the
Attorney General offered his firm assurance that the Government wished to see a full and
thorough investigation into Rothwelis. To that end, the Attorney General undertook to meet
all reasonable requests and to provide resources to enable the investigation to proceed. I am
pleased to say that that undertaking was in fact honoured. It has not been a cheap
undertaking, but on the basis of this report, it certainly has been a worthwhile undertaking.

Mr McCusker set down in very clear fashion what he considered to be the irrefuttable facts
about the beginning of the issue. It is interesting and worthwhile for the Parliament and this
Chamber to appreciate what he considered to be the facts. The report states -

Numerous aspects of the affairs of Rothwells require investigation, but none more so
than that thrown up by the following irrefutable facts: In the course of each of the
years 1985, 1986 and 1987 Mr. Laurie Connell ("Connell"), the former chairman of
Rothwells, through either L.R. Connell & Partners ... or his company Oakhill Pty
Ltd ("Oakhill") borrowed huge sums from Rothwells. No hint of those borrowings
appeared in the publihed annual accounts. or in the annual report of Rothwells, for
any of those years. At the year's end, Connell's indebtedness to Rothwells was
",removed" from the books of Rothwells, by journal entries based on transactions
which were either totally or substantially fictitious. As at the 31 July 1985 the
amount so "removed" was approximately $35 mn; in 1986 it was $138 m and in 1987
it was $324 m,.

He goes on to say -

In each of these three years. the reported profits, "those receivables" referred to in the
Notes to Accounts as "other commnercial bills and advances" and the provision for
doubtfu debts, were stated in the published consolidated accounts ... as follows:

This is in relation to the profits that were shown -

Year Receivables Provision for Operating
doubtful debts Profit

& Contingencies (Pre-Tax)
1985 S$10l.6m Nil $7.25m
1986 $32 4 .5m $1in $18.58m
1987 $487.47m $4m $28.69mi

These figures, as Mr McCusker rightly puts it, are the irrefutable facts. They represent a sad
and sorry tae, not only for the Government, not only for the taxpayer but also for the
accountants and lawyers involved in that exercise. The McCusker inquiry was a wide
ranging one, despite the comments of the Leader of the Opposition today.

Mr Kierath: It is a whitewash.

Mr TAYLOR: The Opposition is already calling it a whitewash. Why is it doing that? It is
an utter disgrace to suggest that someone of the quality of Mr McCusker, a quality already
referred to by the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the National Party, would be
involved in a whitewash. At the very least the member for Riverton should say that the
comrment slipped out accidentally.

Mr Kierath: I will come to that later on.

Mr TAYLOR: I want to talk about the approach to these sorts of issues by other parties. I
refer to the approach to this issue by that infamous little trio in the Legislative Council led by
Mir Pike as far as the committee of inquiry into these matters is concerned, and the release of
the first interim report. Despite calls from the Labor Party to issue a second interim report,
Mr Pike has not found the time to do so. It is imnportant to look at these issues and to take
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into account that only last week Mr Pike said that Mr Connell was being used as the Judas
goat in these matters. That puts into perspective where Mr& Pike stands in relation to this
issue. When I referred to the three people from the Opposition benches involved in that
inquiry - one is in the Chamber at present - the great criticism in relation to the handling of
this matter should not bear down on the other two but should bear down entirely,
100 per cent, and without doubt on Mr Pike because he is using this as an opportunity, for
reasons best known to himself -

Point of Order

Mr COWAN: Is the Deputy Premier in breach of Standing Orders by reflecting on members
in another place?

Mr TAYLOR: IfT have done so, I did not mean that to be the case. However, when it comes
to Mr Pike I find it hard to do otherwise.

Mr Pearce: A lot of people have that difficulty.
The SPEAKER: There is no question that the Standing Orders preclude members from
speaking in disparaging terms about members of the other House. The question both I and
members in this place must ask ourselves is at what stage those remarks become disparaging.
Does it mean that members cannot criticise actions taken by members in the other place, or
that they should not make personally denigrating remarks? On each occasion that it happens
in this place one must make a separate and distinct judgment as to whether it is right and
proper on that occasion.

It is my firm view that the Deputy Premier had gone as far as he could go without reaching
that stage. There can be no question that he should not go any further with those comments,
but I find it difficult to preclude him or any other member in this House from commenting on
what is happening in the other place, as this has a direct bearing on the matter under
discussion.

Debate Resumed

Mr TAYLOR: I will not labour that issue other than to say that the reason I chose to
examine the actions of Mr Pike is that it raised my hackles last week when he said that
Mr Connell was being used as a Judas goat in this mailer. In my view it put into perspective
his actions when the first interim report was released, despite advice he received from the
Crown Solicitor in a letter dated April 1990 which stated -

There is in fact certain material which, because of its relevance to and connection
with the two major pieces of civil litigation in which the State and the SOIC are
presently involved, I believe ought not to be included in the report.

He went on to detail the information. That advice was completely ignored by Mr Pike and
one might query the reason for that. In addition, Mir Pike received advice from
Mr McCusker stating -

However, there being at least some potential for prejudice, I would respectfully
question whether there is any counter-balancing value in terms of public interest, in
publishing such material at this stage, when other witnesses are yet to give evidence.

He went on to say -

With respect, it would seem to be premature to publish, even on an interim and
qualified basis, any of this material until those referred to by Mr. Judge have given
evidence.

I am concerned that despite receiving this advice from Mr McCusker which deals
comprehensively with these issues and advises Mr Pike that certain matters should not be
published in the first interim report, Mr Pike did include it in the report and a few months
later described Mr Connell as a scapegoat.

I also take up the issue of how far Mr McCusker went in his investigation. The report
certainly deals with the ins and outs of Rothwells, but it perhaps camne as a surprise to
members opposite that Mr McCusker deals also with the petrochemical project, the State
Government Insurance Corporation, and the Superannuation Board. We were told today that
these issues had been ignored, but they have not been. The annual report of the Auditor
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General, which has been discussed in this House, examines the issues involving the
Superannuation Board, the St George's Terrace properties, the State Government Insurance
Corporation, and the other matters associated with the Bell Group share transactions. It is
important not to ignore the fact that not only does this House have before it the McCusker
report, but also pages of Hansard transcript, questions with and without notice, and many
thousands of documents that have been tabled in this House in relation to these issues, which
the Opposition suggests have not been canvassed publicly in Western Australia. It is not
correct to suggest that is the case.

I refer to the suggestions by the Opposition, particularly by the member for Nedlands, about
the evidence given to this inquiry and the nature of that evidence. It was very interesting to
hear members opposite in the course of the last few months drawing red herrings across the
inquiry by suggesting that certain things had not been done properly. One member today
suggested that the investigation was a whitewash. It is instructive to look at Mr McCusker's
comments on the evidence given to him in relation to this issue -

No Minister or former Minister of the Crown. nor any member of any State
instrumentality or statutory corporation, has refused to give evidence or to provide
me with information, on the basis of Crown or executive privilege, or otherwise. One
witness (not a Minister or former Minister) did initially raise the question of Crown
privilege but after discussion did not persist with the objection.

Mr Court: Can [ ask one question? Did they give evidence under oath?

Mr TAYLOR: The member for Nedlands should ask Mr McCusker that question because I
was not there. I will refer to the Victorian inquiry at a later stage, but the very nature of a
special investigation is that witnesses give evidence under oath. The Opposition leader of
the House is telling the member for Nedlands to settle down and not to interject.

It is quite clear from Mr MeCusker's report that nothing was held back, and no privilege was
asked for or given in relation to Ministers, former Ministers and other agencies associated
with this House. I will deal with a matter raised in this House yesterday when it was
suggested by the Leader of the Opposition that a former Minister had asked for his name to
be deleted from the report. I understand that a similar suggestion was made in the upper
House also. It is of some concern that after the Leader of the Opposition received an answer
to that query from the Premier he appeared on the Gerry Gannon show - which is a very good
show - and said a few hours later at 8.30 pm -

If my memory serves me correctly the Premier indicated that, to her knowledge, such
an approach had probably been made, but she wasn't able to expand on who that was
or what the consequences of the approach were.

The Premier did not say that any Minister had been involved in that son of issue, and the
report makes it clear that that could not have been the case.
Mr Pearce: It is worse than that because later on the Leader of the. Opposition admitted that
the journalist who approached him about that had given that person a name specifically, and
the Leader of the Opposition knew that name was not that of a Minister of the Crown or a
former Minister of the Crown. and he sought to leave his radio audience with the view that it
might be.

Mr TAYLOR: That is dead right. and he made no attempt to clear it up. That is the nature
of what members opposite have been seeking to do about this sort of issue day in and day
out. The member for Nedlands did it, and the Leader of the Opposition did it the other day.

Mr Lewis: Stop hedging around the issue. Let's talk about serious issues.

Mr TAYLOR: If the Leader of the Opposition tells his members to play a straight bat out
there we will also be more than happy to play a straight bat about these sorts of issues.

I turn now to an issue associated with former Ministers. The other day the member for
Applecross talked about political corruption - for almost the first time, as the Premier said.
The Opposition is, no doubt, very disappointed that McCusker said, on page 23 -

Having regard to my recommendation that Part 2 of this Report should not be
published, for the reasons already stated, I should mention that Pan 2 contains no
evidence of the commission of any offence by any existing or former Government
Minister.
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McCusker does not leave the matter up in the air and say that part 2 is a secret, and there are
a few names in there, but says it contains no evidence of the commuission of any offence by
any existing or former Government Minister. H~e goes further to say that the investigation
has found no evidence which would establish the commission of an offence by any such
persons. He says also -

I have been at pains to ensure that any suggestion that such evidence did exist has
been followed up, and properly considered.

Mr Kierath: Seek not, find not.

Mr TAYLOR: Is the member suggesting that not only did Mr McCusker come forward with
a whitewash -

Mr Lewis: He did not say that at all.

Mr TAYLOR: - but also that he was in a position of not even seeking to find out the truth
about these issues?

Mr Kierath: I will comment later.

Mr TAYLOR: Is that what the member is saying?

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr TAYLOR: Not only did NMcCusker say there is no evidence of any wrongdoing but he
went on - to take up the point raised by the member for Riverton - to say he has been at pains
to ensure that any suggestion that such evidence did exist has been followed up and properly
considered. So he made an extra special effort to ensure that any problems associated with
these matters were well and truly cleared up. To say, as the member for Riverton said, "seek
not, find not", or words to that effect, and that the report is a whitewash, is totally in keeping
with the way that this Opposition has treated any person, whether he or she be a public
servant, or otherwise, who may for any reason be seen by the Opposition to have come out
with information that would support a suggestion that this Government is doing the right
thing. The Opposition has been doing that for three or four years, and the list of people
whom it has tried to drag down in this place is longer than my arm.

The member wants me to talk to the report. I will now do that. It is a fair question to ask
why Rothwells failed. McCusker said on page 27, based on the evidence, which is dealt with
later in the report, that -

. .. it is my opinion that the essential cause of the failure of Rorhwells was its
unsound asset base, resulting from mismanagement and misconduct with respect to
its loans portfolio over several years. and apparently unbridled borrowing from
Rothwells by Connell and his company Oakhill on an unsecured basis, leaving a
"hole" in Rothwells receivables of over $300mn. Connell's claim that "Government
involvement" in the affairs of Rothwells led to its collapse does not bear analysis.
The "Government involvement" served only to prolong the life of an institution
which was fundamentally unsound, and, for the time that the involvement existed
(just over 12 months), beneficial both to Rothwells and to Connell.

That was the reason given by McCusker for the failure of Rothwells, and that is one of the
reasons that the Government was caught out and why we - and we were, unfortunately,
representing the taxpayers - were on the receiving end of the sting that I referred to earlier.

It would almost make one's heart break to see the list of companies involved with this issue.
Those companies included Paragon, Holidays Pry Ltd, Pioneer Nominees Pty Ltd, Dalbrir
Pty Ltd. Bond Brewing. Sabatica, Media Portfolio, Beverage Holdings Pry Ltd, the Pier
Street Group, Western Continental Corporation, the Yuill companies, the Gary Carter
companies. Oakhill Pry Ltd, Endeavour, Spedley's, and Mt Carrington Mines; and it goes on.
They are just some of the companies mentioned by McCusker that are entangled in this web
of intrigue that was wound around Rothwells, around the Government, and around the people
who sought to be involved in the initial rescue.

When I talk about the web of intrigue that was wound around the Government it is imp~ortant
to mention what McCusker says was the Government's motivation for its becoming involved
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in the rescue of Rothwells, because the Opposition has put forward all kinds of reasons for
the Government's motivation. McCusker said on page 232 that -

It is clear that the Government's motivation for involvement in the rescue extended
beyond a concern as to the effect on the financial market of Rothwells closing its
doors. There was an appreciation that various local Government authorities and
bodies such as the Catholic Education Commission had lodged substantial funds on
deposit with Rothwells. Although those bodies were limited to investment with
authorised trustee investments, Rozhwells in fact had such status. (The statutory
conditions which were then and are now required to be met for obtaining and
retaining authorised trustee investment status are in need of review. I understand that
is still under consideration). The Government considered that if those bodies were
unable to withdraw their funds, then the Government would of necessity have to
provide funds to them, for continuance of their operations. If a group of prominent
businessmen were prepared to support Rothwells to the extent of $15M that, it
seemed, would stop the run, and ensure that the Government was not called upon to
assist the bodies mentioned, which would have been the case had their funds been
frozen.

He continues -

It is not within my terms of reference to critically examine, with the benefit of
hindsight, the reasoning of those who took part in the Rothwells' rescue. Except in
the case of Bond and Connell, there is no evidence to suggest that the motives of the
participants in the rescue were other than as stated. Within my terms of reference, the
following matters related to the rescue are of concern:

He then describes those terms of reference. So he says that there is no evidence to suggest
that the motives of the participants in the rescue were other than as stated. That is what
people have been saying in this place for a long time, and that is what Opposition members
have refused to believe for a long time.

Mr Lewis: Did the Australian Labor Party get any donations as a result of its links with
Connell and company?
Mr TAYLOR: I have no idea, but the member could ask the same question of the treasurer
of the Liberal Party and of the treasurer of any other political party. I imagine that were we
to introduce a Bill that would require the disclosure of political donations, the member for
Applecross would be the first person on the Opposition benches to speak in support of it.
Mr Lewis: Will it be retrospective?

Mr TAYLOR: Does the member want it to be?
Mr Lewis: It would have to be.

Mr TAYLOR: Would the member speak in support of it? The member's party has not
supported that to date, but if that is what members opposite want - and I certainly believe that
we should have it - that is exactly what they can have. I ask the member for Applecross now:
Will he support it? No answer whatsoever was the stern reply.
I will deal now with the matter of the further inquiry. I have already dealt with what
Mr McCusker and others may be dealing with and will deal with in terms of prosecution, in
endeavours to recover funds and also in reporting to us, as a Government. as to what we have
done and perhaps what we should do. as well, to ensure that these sorts of things do not occur
again. As the Premier said in her statement to the House - and I think it is the perfect line
and the perfect manner of understanding in relation to this issue - the time for inquiry into
these issues has moved on, and what we have now is a time for action. We will have that
action with N& McCusker and others, and also we will have action from this Government
which ensures that Western Australia is well managed and well governed, up to and beyond
the next election, by this Premier.

I can understand the political motivation of members of the Liberal and National Parties in
seeking to take the matter further, and if I were on that side of the House I have no doubt that
1, too, would take exactly the same position; because there is no doubt that the motivation to
be sitting on this side of the House rather than on the Opposition benches is a very strong
motivation indeed. I experienced only 20 months in Opposition, and it was 20 months too
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long. I can understand how members such as the member for Nedlands, for instance, feel the
great frustration of many years now in Opposition, as I know that being in Government is a
far more positive and rewarding approach to the way one goes about one's job as a member
of Parliament. That puts into perspective the need of members opposite to suggest that we
should have a further inquiry. They think that further inquiry would give them the
opportunity to destroy not only this Government but also the Australian Labor Party.
Mr Cowan: You have destroyed yourselves.
Mr TAYLOR: Rather than our having destroyed ourselves, this report quite clearly shows
the opposite. It quite clearly shows the motivation, and shows where the responsibility lies
in relation to the issues of Rothwells and other, associated matters. That is the important
aspect of this report which cannot be ignored. When we talk about an inquiry and a Royal
Commission I think it is worthwhile looking at what the Victorian Attorney General said
only a couple of days ago about this very matter. He said this -

"Whilst the Government accepts the need for a public inquiry, a Royal Commission
does not go as far as the powers of a companies code inquiry -

And what have we just had? A Companies Code inquiry. The Victorian Attorney General
continued -

- which can cover matters outside of the State and witnesses -

The member for Nedlands is not here. The Victorian Attorney General continued -

- cannot refuse to answer questions that may incriminate them.

He went on to say -

"Concerns that have been expressed in relation to matters of commercial and legal
sensitivity have been taken into account and parts of the inquiry will need to be held
in-camera, . . .This happens with many Royal Commissions and inquiries."

It is interesting that the Victorian Government, in going down this road, actually makes
mention of the fact that the very inquiry which has taken place in Western Australia is, in
fact, stronger than the Royal Commission which these people have been calling for.
Mr Macinnon: That is absolute rubbish.
Mr TAYLOR: The Leader of the Opposition says we need a Royal Commission; but let me
mention what the response of the Opposition in Victoria was to the suggestion of that Royal
Commission and Companies Code inquiry. They said it was useless and did not go far
enough. Whatever we were to do in this State, this Opposition, through straightforward
political motivation - a motivation which, as a politician, I certainly understand - would like
to see that sort of inquiry go ahead. However, at the same time, whatever the nature of that
inquiry, they would still say it was useless and did not go far enough, just as the member for
Riverton suggested that this Companies Code inquiry was a whitewash. I wonder whether
the Leader of the Opposition, who is now back in the House, would endorse the remarks of
that member who suggested this inquiry was a whitewash?
Mr Macinnon: It certainly did not examidne what it should have.
Mr TAYLOR: There we go! Already the Little finger starts to wag at someone else.
Mr Macinnon: It did not examine the role of the Government.
Mr TAYLOR: It did. It is a pity that the Leader of the Opposition was not here and that he
will have to read it in Mansard.
Mr McCusker has pursued all avenues and we will pursue all avenues, in relation to both the
prosecution and recovery of funds and to what we should or should not do in the future.
However, I think we should go further, and that we should pursue other avenues. On reading
this report, I would have to say that I believe writs should be issued against the auditors
involved. Perhaps we should test their public liability in relation to their behaviour in
comning forward with accounts that say. "All is well; all is sweetness and light at Rothwells",
when that was not the case. I think we should closely investigate our opportunity as a
Government to regain some of those funds, just as we will make darned sure that we
investigate the opportunities to get back some of the moneys so far as Connell and others are
concerned.

4541



4542 [ASSEMBLY]

Mr Lewis: How are you going to do that?

Mr TAYLQR: We will leave that to Mr McCusker and the team working with him, and will
make certain that they have every possible opportunity and resource to ensure that whatever
can be got back will be got back.
In the end, one would have to come to this conclusion about the McCusker report: From a
Government point of view it has clearly shown the motivation not to be associated with
financial gain, nor with pure politics and a desire to sit on the Treasury benches, but rather a
motivation that was perhaps a lot better than that; namely, to try to save Rothwells. In saying
that, however. [ do not pretend that in becoming involved in these sorts of issues we did not
make a mistake. We made a substantial mistake, and it will not happen again.

It is a very hard lesson for members on this side of the House, and even for those on the
Opposition side who had involvement with Coninell and others associated with him.
However, it is a lesson that every single one of us must learn. It is a lesson which will ensure
that the sorts of things this Premier, in particular, and this Goverment are going to do
represent a proper approach to seeing an end to this issue and to ensuring that people in
Western Australia see, both from a Government and Opposition point of view, that we are
capable of saying in Western Australia and Australia, and outside, that we will tackle the
guilty. and tackle the issue to make sure it does not happen again. We will ensure that never
again while we are in Government will these sorts of things raise their ugly heads. It is a
very difficult, bitter lesson and I do not suggest otherwise: but I do suggest that the
Opposition has a responsibility to criticise properly and constructively and, when a report
like this comes out, to say, 'Well, it is fair enough; it is a judgment that we accept".

NMR MacKINNON (Jandakot - Leader of the Opposition) [2.49 pm]: The Government
claims, through the Deputy Premier, that the lessons learnt have been bitter and difficult; yet
the perpetrators of these lessons find it so difficult that they have been rewarded with a
prestigious appointment to Ireland, a job in Sydney with a car, and an office. This
Government expects the Opposition and the people of Western Australia to sit back and
accept the contemptuous speech by the Deputy Premier today that it is a mistake and that,
"She'll be right, because we have admitted it was a bit of a mistake.'

I want to repeat what I said this morning: The McCusker report is not the result of an inquiry
into WA Inc: it represents an inquiry into a small aspect of WA Inc, and proves that
Rothwells is the unsavoury tip of a large iceberg.

The response from the Government ignores the wider issues which, no matter what the
Premier or Deputy Premier says, will not go away. The Deputy Premier began his comments
with the absurd remark - and one which shows that the leopard has not changed its spots -
that the Liberals were friends of Mr Connell and that was why the scandal occurred. The
Premier in power at the time of the Bond debacle also claimed that the Liberals were the
friends of Bond and that created the real problem. I repeat: The leopard has not changed it
spots: the leaders may have changed but the initiatives and the underlying ethos of the
Government have remained the same.

Today the Deputy Premier said more than once that the Government had been caught out.
Why was the Government caught out? Mr Speaker. you will recall, because you have been
present during all debate surrounding WA Inc, that the Opposition warned the Government
about its involvement in that affair from the first day. We did not change our minds down
the track. On the first day that we were invited to be involved we said no; on the first
occasion of debate on the issue on 27 October we again stated firmly to the Government that
it was wrong.

My colleague, the member for Nedlands. will explain what we knew of the initial inquiry,
why we did not become involved, and why the Government should never have become
involved. In the light of the McCusker report and the revelations contained in it, the
Government should have handled the whole affair in a better and different way. The
Government persisted and pursued the issue at that time and thereafter. The Deputy Premier
outlined reasons for that persistence when he said that the motivation to be in Government is
powerful. The Deputy Premier stated that it is better to be on the Government side than on
the Opposition side. He said that he had been in Opposition for 20 months and he thought
that was 20 months too long. The motivation behind the Government's actions from the
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beginning of the WA Inc issue has been the pursuit and retention of power - nothing more
and nothing less.
Mr Kierath: Using taxpayers' money!

Mr MacKINNON: Using taxpayers' money to underpin that pursuit. Without doubt that was
so, and page 1 of the McCusker report supports that view. At page I the following statement
appears -

1.1 At the beginning of March 1989 1 was asked by the Attorney General for
Western Australia, The Honourable Joseph Max Berinson, to accept an
appointment as Inspector for the purpose of an investigation into the affairs of
Rothwells Limited ("Rothwells") pursuant to the provisions of Part VII of the
Companies Code (WA) which is headed "Special Investigations"

1.2 At that time, the National Companies and Securities Commission had recently
concluded a series of private hearings, following a resolution of the Executive
Division of the Commission that

"it had reason to suspect that offences, being offences under
Companies and Securities legislation and offences that involved fraud
or dishonesty or concerned the management or affairs of Rothwells
Limited and companies associated with it, may have been committed"

A report was to be published shortly by the Commission.

That was in March 1989; we are aware from the revelations in the MeCusker report that the
Government knew about the huge debts, the hole in the affairs of Rothwells, in June or July
1988. So why was it that the Corporate Affairs Commission or even the Government of
Western Australia did nothing until forced to take action by the National Companies and
Securities Commission - after the election - bearing in mind the Attorney General had
possession of that report before the election? Of course, the Government did not want to lose
power!
The McCusker report does not refer to the shameful behaviour of the Government in respect
of the Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd deal when the contract was changed on 27 January,
when the Government underwrote and guaranteed the deal days before the election and did
not tell anyone about it. The Deputy Premier told us exactly what motivated the
Government. I emphasise that the motivation was the pursuit and retention of power at all
costs.

Why will no other inquiry be made? The Deputy Premier stated that the McCusker report
covers everything. What about PICL? Why will no inquiry be undertaken in relation to the
millions of dollars lost in that area? The deals between the SGIC and Holmes a Court
amounted to $800 million yet no inquiry is to be made. The McCusker report and the charts
within it reveal that the Western Australian Development Corporation is part and parcel of
the propping up effort connected with Rothwells, that the former Deputy Premier pressured
the R & I Bank successfully to extend loans to Rothwells, and that the Fremantle Gas and
Coke Company was advised by Rothwells. Comments have been made about those issues
today and in relation to the Government Employees Superannuation Board. The groups
named have one thing in common; that is; they are Government bodies. So that explains
why no inquiry will take place. The retention and pursuit of power by the Government will
ensure that it will not expand the inquiry. No examdiation of the Government and its role
along the lines of the Victorian action will take place.
The Deputy Premier is right in that the time for action is now, but that action should be the
appointment of a special Royal Commission. Foolishly, the Deputy Premnier referred to the
Victorian situation. In Victoria the Government has announced the appointment of a Royal
Commission. The Opposition in that State highlighted the weaknesses in not being able to
call witnesses to be fully accountable; the Victorian Government therefore agreed that Royal
Commission powers would be expanded to accommodate that desire. That was an
appropriate response. I suggest, however, that the ternms of reference of that Royal
Commission are not wide enough because it cannot inquire into all aspects of the problem in
that State. I predict that the Royal Commirssioner will request the widening of those terns of
reference in due course, and that a full inquiry will eventuate. That is what should have
happened in Western Australia.
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A special Royal Conmmission should be appointed in Western Australia along the lines of
legislation already presented by the Opposition in this House. Such an inquiry should not be
confined to Rorhwells. I agree with the remarks made by the Leader of the National Party in
that regard.
Today the Premier presented a whole range of reasons for the interest of the public of
Western Australia in this inquiry: They want the wrongdoers brought to justice - not only in
relation to Rothweils but also with regard to the PICL deal and other deals. The public want
to know where the taxpayers' money has gone because the money went not only to
Rothwells. The public are entitled to know, as the Premier said, and they want to know what
can be done to retrieve that money from all those areas. The people want to be assured that
this will not happen again.

The Deputy Premier said that Mr McCusker has pursued all avenues. My commnents have
indicated that that statement is a nonsense. The comments of the Deputy Premier make the
mind boggle: he believes them half the time! He said that the behaviour of the auditors was
terrible and misleading, and that the Government would take action to recover funds. That
may well be an appropriate action in relation to the auditors. I sincerely hope the Deputy
Premier is consistent. When members of this Parliament were misleading, which led to the
loss of funds, surely the Deputy Premier will pursue just as vigorously the perpetrators of
that deceit. [ have three examples of deceit. On 21 September 1988 1 asked question 1050 of
the Premier -

Is it correct that the Government received an indication of the likelihood that a
demand would be made under the guarantee to Rothwells, or that some call would be
made under that guarantee against either Mr Connell or the Government?

Mr Dowding's answer should be viewed bearing in mind what has been revealed in the
McCusker report. He replied -

Since the Government provided its guarantee the Rothwells organisation has
undergone a reorganisation designed to restore its stability. As would be the case in
any organisation that found itself in the position Rothwells did following the October
crash, the Rothwells management has faced a number of difficulties which the
Government is advised have been successfully negotiated.

We now know that the Government was advised in June that that was not the case. We now
know that the Government knowingly "contrived" - the words of Mr McCusker - the
valuation of the PICL deal in an attempt to salvage the position and that Premier Dowding
knew when he made that statement that it was untrue. Where is the Deputy Premier now?
Will Mr McCusker accuse and pursue the former Premier of Western Australia because of
his deceit and the loss of taxpayers' funds? Will he pursue the perpetrator or will he
continue to support the provision to him of an LTD luxury limousine at the expense of the
taxpayers of this State?
Mr Kierath: He will protect his own skin and make somebody else the fall guy.
Mr MacKINNON: He will ask the taxpayers to pay for it. On 14 September 1988 1 asked a
further question of the Premier. It was a straightforward and simple question and as simple
an answer was given. I asked -

In the last months has the Government made any payment or advance or given any
guarantee or undertaking of payment, advance or guarantee to any of the interests
associated with Mr Bond or Mr Connell or Rothwells Ltd in connection with any of
the announced or unannounced dealings of the Government with those panties or any
of them?

Mr Dowding replied -

No payment or advance has been given to the parties referred to in the question. In
terms of the petrochemical plant, which will be built at Kwinana, I announced on
28 July 1988 that detailed negotiations were under way to finalise the precise
arrangements and the composition of the consortium. These negotiations are
continuing.

The very descriptive graphs at chapter I I of the McCusker report show the extent of
Government involvement. That question was asked in September 1988 and the graph shows
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$1[00 million worth of Government funding as at chat time coming from the Rural and
Industries Bank and the State Government Insurance Commission. Will the Deputy Premier
pursue that former Premier on the same basis that he has accused auditors of being
misleading and costly? I doubt it.

Mr Kierath: Were those items part of the McCusker inquiry?

Mr Pearce: As the member for Jandakot just quoted from the report, how could they not be
subject of the inquiry? A graph was being waved around.

Mr MacKINNON: The interjector and every other member opposite voted with the
Government in defence of that position. That important question remains unanswered. What
did Cabinet know? When did it know? When did the Leader of the House know?

Mr Pearce: I will speak right after the member for Jandalcot and I will ask a few questions
of my own.

Mr MacKINNON: I will lay London to 200 bricks that the Minister will not tell us today;
that no Minister will answer those questions. None of the members opposite will support any
inquiry that publicly puts them on the stand to answer the questions. Joan Ki~rer, the
Victorian Premier is prepared to do that, but not the Government of Western Australia. Will
the Governent pursue the former Deputy Premier? On 25 October 1988 - remember that
Rothwells collapsed a week later - the Deputy Prem-ier was asked in this House whether the
Government was concerned about Rothwells. He said no.

Mr Pearce: H~e was trying to stop a run on financial institutions while you were trying to
start one.

Mr MacKJNNON: The PICL investment had nothing to do with it at that time.

Mr Pearce: There is always the potential for a run and the member for Jandakot knows it.

Mr MacKINNON: The Leader of the House and his colleagues deliberately continued to
mislead the Parliament and the people of Western Australia with their misinterpretation of
the truth. At the beginning of my comments I stated that this Government, by failing to take
the appropriate and responsible course of action in appointing a special Royal Commission.
has nailed its flag firmly to the mast of its predecessors, Brian Burke and Peter Dowding.
We have seen the exposure of a very unsavoury iceberg. We will not see the rest of that
iceberg, which includes the role of the Government in Rothwells, unless there is the public
and open inquiry which a special Royal Commission represents. I have heard it all before
from the speakers opposite, as eloquent as they may be - the Premier, the Leader of the
House and the Deputy Premier. I have heard them defend the indefensible. I heard them
defend what McCusker in his report called "contrived". [ have heard it all. I did not believe
them then, and I do not believe them now. The people of Western Australia do not believe
them any more and the only way they can restore their credibility is for the people of this
State to get the truth via a special Royal Comm-ission. We on this side of the House will
continue to pursue that.

MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [3.08 pmn]: The Leader of the Opposition
must be very disappointed, as must many of his colleagues. It must have seemed to them
that the presentation of the McCusker report, and all the criticisms that have been made,
would be the high point in their political careers. They thought they would be able to come
into Parliament with a report done by an independent investigator - who has done a thorough
and comprehensive investigation into matters including the activities of some Government
Ministers - around the two key issues of their so-called WA Inc, the crash of Rothwells and
the problems surrounding the PICL plant.

The Opposition has spoken so frequently on both of those things and, if I may intrude a point
of personal judgment, so tediously. I bet the Leader of the Opposition and maybe even some
of his colleagues lay awake last night in feverish anticipation of what the day might bring.
They trundled down in their new ties, and in the case of the Leader of the Opposition no coat,
to have their day mn Parliament. It must have turned to ash in their mouths when they opened
the McCusker report and started looking for the dirty bits, where the pages naturally fal
open. After an hour or so one could imagine the great feeling of disappointment as they
Came across Statements of the kind read by the Deputy Premier. Mr McCusker investigated
the activities of Ministers and made a very clear and unequivocal finding that there had been
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no corruption or wrongdoing by the Ministers. There was no evidence of criminal activities
by the Ministers.
It must have left the Leader of the Opposition without much to do in terms of making his
presentation to the Parliament. The truth of that has been clearly demonstrated in the two
speeches he has made since the McCusker report was made available to him. The best he
could do was to come up with the old chestnut; that is, the inquiry was not wide enough. He
was assisted by that intellectual giant. the member for Riverton, who said the report was a
whitewash. The Leader of the Opposition said on the radio that the McCusker report was
quite good, but the member for Riverton said it was a whitewash. Members opposite should
get their stories to agree. There is a fatal flaw even in the approach adopted by the Leader of
the Opposition in this matter that not enough has been done by Mr McCusker to look at those
things which he said make up WA Inc. Yossie Goldberg and a few of the old chestnuts have
been thrown into the current fire.
I ask the House to consider that of all the things alleged to comprise WA Inc there i~s a
double centrepiece: The first is the activities, and ultimately the collapse, of Rothwells, and
the second is the Government's involvement, as a result of that, in its efforts to float the
Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd project. Both of those make up the key and centrepiece to
what is called WA Inc and they have been addressed in ME McCusker's report. In both cases
he gives the Government a clean slate as far as corruption, any wrongdoing or criminal
activity are concerned. Certainly, he points to the way in which the Government was
deceived over the Rothwells issue; certainly, he said, even with the level of deceit that took
place, that things could have been done to pick up the level of deceit and the problems
involved more rapidly than was done: certainly, he raises questions about the efforts to
translate a potential $150 million liability in Rorhwells into an asset in the petrochemical
plant and perhaps solve two problems in the one hit.
Mr McCusker draws reasonable criticism to those things and the Government has accepted
that criticism. The Premier's statement outlined the Government's acceptance of its fault in
those areas and the political price that its leaders, at the time, have paid. She spoke on behalf
of all members on this side of the House in accepting what Mr McCusker said about those
things. In accepting that criticism members on this side of the House at least understood
what it was the Premier was saying. Like many other people I sat open-mouthed when the
Leader of the Opposition sought, when referring to the Premier's statement, to draw the
conclusion that the Premier had contradicted herself when she spoke about the Government's
understanding of the situation. If the Government had properly understood what was the
position in Rothwells at the time no more money would have been paid into Rothwells. The
Premier also spoke about the efforts to buy out the bad debt book from Rothwells and
convert it into an asset in the form of a petrochemical plant. The Leader of the Opposition
said that on page 15 the Government said, "If it only knew the situation, it would not have
put any more money in", and then on page 16, when the Government knew the situation, it
put more money in. What he has failed to do is understand the difference between liquidity
and solvency. The Leader of the Opposition, as a former accountant and from his
accountancy statements to this House, would have found a place in the audit team which ran
its fingers over Rothwells in the first place. It is an example of the kind of accountancy
literacy which has led to many of the problems and it fails to demonstrate any capacity on the
part of the Leader of the Opposition.

If the Government had understood how bad Rothwells' position was it would not have had
money going directly from the Government or, if it had been able to prevent it, from
autonomous Government agencies, to shore up Rothwells' liquidity. When the Government
understood the position, it sought to tackle the question of solvency. As soon as the
Government understood the nature of the problems involving Rothwe [Is and knew that those
problems bore directly on the $300 million hole in the receivables to which Mr McCusker
refers in his report, efforts were made to solve that problem. It did not put in money to solve
an ongoing liquidity crisis, but it solved the problem of solvency. That is the reason there is
no contradiction in the Premrier's statement between those two events. It showed what a
friend of mine would describe as a paradigm shift in the Government's understanding of the
problems Rothwells was facing.
When someone asks why these things were done secretly, it is the reason that Government
Ministers, when they stood in this House to answer questions about the liquidity and the like
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of Rorhwells, had to give answers in the full knowledge that any statement by a Government
Minister which raised a question about the liquidity of Rothwells would have resulted in an
instant run on that institution which would have brought it down. Any financial institution
borrows short and lends long and that means that any financial institution is subject to a
potential run in that way. That is the reason members need to be very careful when they talk
about the financial solvency of institutions. I have, in the past. referred to the attitude the
Opposition takes in these matters and the attitude we took when we were in Opposition. Not
long before the 1983 election we became aware that the Perth Building Society, as it was
then known, had a liquidity problem and a special Act of Parliament had to be passed to
allow the society to borrow offshore to overcome that problem. Our shadow Cabinet
discussed what we should do with the information we had received about the liquidity
problems of the Perth Building Society. We knew perfectly well that if we had raised the
matter in the House two things would have happened: First, the society would have fallen as
a result of a run on it and, second, the Government would have fallen as a result of the Perth
Building Society's collapse. The shadow Cabinet made a deliberate decision chat it would be
irresponsible to raise those matters. People cannot go around questioning the liquidity of
financial institutions for crass personal political purposes. It is a pity the Opposition has not
adopted the same responsibility that we did when we were in Opposition.
I want to put to rest the proposition that Mr McCusker did not investigate some of those
matters which have been referred to by the Opposition in this place. As I said earlier, the two
centrepieces. of WA Inc have been Rochwells and the PICL project and in respect of both
cases Mr McCusker has undertaken a comprehensive investigation. It was comprehensive
enough in the case of Petrochemical [ndustries Co Ltd - he mentioned those areas which his
investigation did not include - for Mr McCusker to be able to say that there was no evidence
of Government corruption, wrongdoing or criminal activity by any Minister. He goes further
and discusses the question of the Western Collieries cheque which has been so often
discussed in this place. He deals with it in such a way that he made a very revealing
statement. I refer to page 339 of his report - a report which does not run to 500 pages as the
Opposition has been alleging for several days; it is one of the many things about which it has
been wrong - where Mr McCusker wrote -

The investigation received a number of submissions from various parties, suggesting
that there should be an investigation into the role played in this matter -

That is, the Western Collieries cheque. The report continues -

- by Government members, in particular Dowding and Grill. Those suggestions
emanated, in the main, from political sources..

None of the submissions made on that point from a political source emanated from this side
of politics. Therefore, by the process of elimination, one can reasonably say that the political
sources who made submrissions to the McCusker inquiry emanated from members opposite.
If members opposite want to deny that, they may do so.

Mr McCusker had a political push to follow his investigation along certain lines. The
Op position has not stood back and said that Mr McCusker can investigate only Rochwells; it
has been making submissions to the McCusker inquiry asking Mr McCusker to follow
certain lines of investigation, particularly as they may affect Government Ministers. The
Opposition has not only been making speeches about Royal Commissions, but also has been
making approaches to Mr McCusker about what he might investigate. On page 340) the
report states -

The question of whether there was any evidence to support charges being laid against
any Goverrnment Minister, in connection with this transaction, was initially referred
by the Corporate Affairs Department to senior counsel at the Crown Law
Department. His advice, which I have read, was that the evidence available was not
sufficient to establish, even on a prima facie basis, the commission of an offence by
any such Minister. In my view, that opinion was correct.

In relation to the Western Collieries. cheque, the other major matter raised by the Opposition
in this place. Mr McCusker, having investigated that and the possibility of evidence against
Government Ministers, came to the view that there was insufficient evidence to establish
even a prima facie case - not a provable case, but a prima facie case - that there was such
wrongdoing.
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What is left to investigate in terms of WA Inc? The Opposition has called at all times for an
investigation, saying, "Let us have an investigation into these matters because an
investigation will prove corruption." Now, the investigator, an independent person whose
qualifications aid integrity have not been called into question by anybody except the
member for Riverton, has investigated these matters and said there was no corruption by
Government Ministers, and that there was no evidence of wrongdoing or of criminal conduct.
Therefore, dhe best the Leader of the Opposition can do is scamper into the House saying,
"Let us have a Royal Commission into what is left. It may be that we were wrong this time
and there was no corruption in Rothwells and nothing in the Western Collieries cheque or
PICL, but what about Yosse Goldberg? Maybe we will be right this time."
The Leader of the Opposition may feel that a State can be run on that basis, but we on this
side of the House support the Premier's view that there is a time for inquiries and a time for
action; now is a time for action. When I sat down to read the report last night -

Mr Lewis: You had it last night, did you?

Mr PEARCE: I had sections of it last night;, that is the truth. I had not read it yesterday
when I spoke to members opposite but last night I started reading it and this morning I
finished it. It was reported on radio last night that a number of senior Ministers had been
given copies of the report.

Mr Ornodei: The Minister quoted it yesterday.

Mr PEARCE: I wonder whether the member for Warren can tell the time. I said in the
House yesterday afternoon that I had not read the McCusker report, and I had not. After the
afternoon came the night, and in the course of last night I received a copy of the McCusker
report and read it from beginning to end. I think, unlike many members on the other side
who will read it, I not only read it but also understood it. This is unlike the Leader of the
Opposition, who has great difficulty with some of these concepts despite being an
accountant.

My understanding is that the report shows great skulduggery by people who a few years ago
I would not have expected it from. There were reports to Cabinet about many of these
things, but I was still amazed and astounded at the way in which money was moved Mround
and information was kept from people, and the way in which certain people behaved. I think
it was awful. It is a great slur on the level of commercial ethics, at least among some part of
our business community, over the years with which the report deals. That is something that
needs to be pursued vigorously. I believe the action the Premier has taken to ensure those
matters are pursued are the right courses of action.

Wrongdoers are mentioned in the report and it is important that they are brought to justice
inrspective of who they are. I am not as disappointed as the Leader of the Opposition, who
wanted only one set of wrongdoers to be discovered. He was after one group of people -
Government Ministers or members, or a few public servants who might have been linked to
them. Those were the people he wanted to see in the courts and gaols. What he has said
time and again in this House proves that. We want to see the people responsible brought to
book no matter who they are. That is why the McCusker report did not exempt Ministers.

The Leader of the Opposition seemed to imply that moves taken by Mrs Kimer in Victoria to
expand the terms of reference of the Royal Commission there to include Ministers was
something we had not done in this State. However. Ministers were included in
Mr McCusker's terms of reference right from the outset. He makes the point that no
Minister sought to use Crown privilege, or any other device, to avoid answering fully and
honestly questions put to Ministers. Mr McCusker raises question marks about the honesty
of a range of people who spoke to him and asks questions about the credibility of their
responses. He does not do that in respect of the response of one Government Minister, either
present or past.

The former Deputy Leader of the Opposition, the member for Nedlands, has been trying all
week to raise suggestions of a kind that Government Ministers somehow sought to have
Crown privilege invoked so that they would not have to answer questions. Mr McCusker
makes quite clear that that innuendo from the member for Nedlands is untrue. He has been
trying to say that Government witnesses, particularly Ministers, sought to give unsworn
rather than sworn evidence.
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In his written report Mr McCusker goes to great pains to point to the occasions on which
anyone sought to qualify evidence in any way. If someone sought to give evidence under
privilege, that is noted in the report. I cannot believe - although I have not asked
Mr McCusker about sworn and unswom evidence - that if someone gave evidence on an
unswomn basis that would not have been noted by him in his report. Therefore, that claim
was wrong, too.

I mentioned by way of interjection a matter I will now mention formally. The Leader of the
Opposition went on radio to suggest that a Government Minister might have been involved in
trying to bring an injunction to prevent the release of the McCusker report at all.

Mr Macinnon: I never said anything of the sort.

Mr PEARCE: I heard what the Leader of the Opposition said as I was driving home to read
the McCusker report. H-e said, when distorting an answer given by the Premier, things which
sought to imply that the Premier had agreed in the Parliament that somebody had sought to
take such action. Gerry Gannon asked the Leader of the Opposition who it was. The Leader
of the Opposition was coy about the matter and said it would not be proper to give the name
but a journalist had told him the name. We know the name suggested by the journalist to
him and we also know that that person is not in any way, shape or form a Government
Minister or member, or any person connected with the Government. The Leader of the
Opposition could have said that in answer to that question, which asked quite specifically, "Is
this person a Government Minister?" The Leader of the Opposition then had the opportunity
to say, "It has been rumoured that someone may have been doing this, but we know, because
the name has been given to us, and the source that gave us the rumour also gave us the name,
and it is not a Govemnment Minister."

The Leader of the Opposition said, "It would not be Proper for me to say anything about this
person." He left hanging the possibility that it might have been a Government Minister.
That innuendo was delibettite, because he knew the name he had been given was not that of a
Government Minister but he preferred to let listeners to the Gerry Cannon show - which is a
great show, on which I have appeared - think it was. People have referred to that appearance
in a complimentary way. I was Gerry Cannon for two days, so I have some empathy with a
fine cotninentator. However, the Leader of the Opposition used that platform to allow the
innuendo that it might have been a Government Minister when he knew it was not.

Mr Kobelke: Clear evidence of their desire to get to the truth.

Mir PEARCE: It was clear evidence of the way in which the Opposition has acted in this
matter from beginning to end. It has sought to raise innuendos when it knew they were not
weUl based and the basis on which it approached the Parliament was not one of clean hands
but of innuendo now disappointed by the facts. If there is one thing that is compelling
reading in the McCusker report it is the thoroughness with which he has gone into those
things and with which he has exposed some of the heinous happenings in this State. It is
detailed and complex in the way in which it has exposed the activities of some people in the
business sector and is damning of those people in the way it puts fact upon fact to lead to
inevitable conclusions about wrongdoing.

One fact which cannot escape even the Opposition in this matter is that none of the detail in
the report points to the Government; none of it points to a Minister; none of it points to any
of us. The most that one could say is that a Governm-ent seeking to do the right thing and to
look after Western Australians made mistakes, which is something the Government accepts.
It is something that members opposite ought to accept as well. That is why we had no
difficulty in setting up the prosecution teams to be set up to do the job that needs to be done.
We would have set them up irrespective of whether the report pointed to Government
Ministers. We know that in the many hundreds of prosecutions that will result from this
report not one will be directed at a Government Minister, either present or past, because there
has been no criminal activity or wrongdoing by those people.

Any further investigations done by Mr McCusker into other matters I believe will show the
same thing. Irrespective of that, the Government will follow up on those things by taking
available actions against the people who have done wrong or to recover money lost, because
that is what needs to be done. By putting up the same old bleating cry for a Royal
Commission members opposite are just hoping now that maybe something will turn up. It is

4549



the old Charles Dickens approach that, "Maybe something will turn up." We put our whole
credibility on the line with regard to this matter. For years we have been saying that there
was no corruption in this Government. Here is the report, and there is none. I can
understand the disappointment and fmustration of members opposite. I can understand that
they will still cling to having a Royal Commission because they think that maybe something
will be found. The Opposition will never come up with the goods or be able to make
anything stick because with all the so-called evidence produced it has failed to make
anything stick and we now have an independent investigator saying, 'You are wrong." I
made that guess yesterday when I said I would be speaking in this debate, and it turned out to
be right.
This is really what McCusker has to say about the Opposition. He does not say anything
directly in his report, he does not say that the Opposition did this or that, but he says that in
respect of all the claims that have been made in this House about Government Ministers and
members over the years. the Opposition has been wrong.

The real loser from today in terms of the politics of the presentation of this report is the
Opposition. I was not surprised when I came into the House this morning when the
McCusker report was circulated to see the long faces of members opposite and of those who
had got the message from the lockup about the view their leader had about this issue. That is
why half of' the Opposition members are not here now. It must be a great disappointment to
Opposition members that what they must have hoped over the years would be their triumphal
moment in the Parliament has turned to ashes in their mouths.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [3.31 pm]: I take this opportunity
to remind the Leader of' the House that there is a convention that when the sitting is not
suspended for afternoon tea no comment is made about the absence of members when they
leave the Chamber for afternoon tea.
Mr Pearce: Afternoon tea commenced right this second. If your members are more
interested in queuing up for afternoon tea than in listening to you, that is your problem.
Mr COWAN: If only the Leader of the House had seen what [ can see he would not have
said that!
In respect of the motion moved by the Deputy Premier, there is no doubt that McCusker has
spent a considerable amount of time on the three parts into which the Premier has divided the
report: The inquiry into the financial dealings of Rothwells prior to the Government's
rescue; the rescue itself; and the issue of the debt for equity transfer - in other words, the
petrochemical deal. There is no doubt that, given the information that is available to us in
the McCusker report, under no circumstances could any Government have agreed to the first
rescue. It surprises me that the Government. with the resources that were available to it, was
able to come to this Parliament in 1987 and claim that it could give a guarantee of
$150 million to the National Australia Sank, which would then be used by the Rothwells
bank for the purpose of securing itself against withdrawals by its depositors, in addition to
the $150 million that was put in by some of the entrepreneurs in this State and in Australia,
and the alleged $70 million that was put in by Connell. That money was designed to ensure
that, if all the depositors decided to withdraw their money from Rothwells, Rothwells would
remain solvent, would not have a liquidity problem, and would continue to operate.
The National Party made three requests before it was prepared to support the Government's
move. We requested, first, that Mr Connell put up all his assets for the purpose of assisting
Rothwells liquidity; second, that he not be a beneficiary of any RothweLls' loan; and, third,
that the $150 million guarantee be last in and first out. Those conditions were not met,
notwithstanding the fact that assurances were given to the then Minister. Mr Parker, who was
sent by the Government to examine the proposition that was put forward for the Government
to become involved in the rescue bid -

Mr Macinnon: And the Government did not do anything to ensure it, either.
Mr COWAN: No, and that brings me to the next point. The Government appointed its own
person as chairman of Rothwells; even then it was either unwilling or unable to extract the
information that the bank was completely insolvent and should have been placed in the hands
of receivers. It is apparent from the McCusker report that a great number of loans had been
made by Rothwells and that Mr Connell was one of the major beneficiaries of those loans;
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yet no-one knew about that at the time. We might forgive the Government for its making a
decision based on false information, but come the time of the second rescue that was not the
case.
We are fortunate that the first rescue has cost this State only about $33 million. Had the
National Australia Bank been put into a position by the receivers where it was forced to call
on that indemnity, and had there not been some arrangement between the National Australia
Bank and the receiver manager or liquidator, or whatever his title was, and the Government,
the cost to the State of Western Australia of the first rescue would have been substantially
higher than $33 million. I assume from the evidence given in the McCusker inquiry that that
is all it has cost.

The information given to the Government at that time, and by the Government to this
Parliament, and the information and advice upon which the National Party certainly made its
judgment, has proved to be totally wrong. Since that time, however, there can be no excuse
for this Government's involvement in the petrochemical project, nor for the Government's
being prepared to fill that "hole"', as McCusker described it, in Rothwells' assets register by
saying that it would have a debt for equity transfer, because that decision was made quite
deliberately and in the knowledge that the Government knew what it was doing. There can
be no excuse for that, and while McCusker does not explicitly say that the Government has
no excuse for having made that decision, he certainly indicates that is the case. Anyone who
reads the report has to come to the conclusion that the Governent is totally responsible for
the petrochemical project. The Government knew that it was inflating the value of a project
to fill a hole in the Rothwells' asset register, yet it was prepared to make that decision. Of
course, it had to find ways of getting the money across, and it used Government agencies,
which perhaps have a more circuitous route for their reporting to the Parliament. We are all
fully aware that the Government put up $175 million through the State Governm ent
Insurance Commission's purchase of some form of note or debenture in WA Government
Holdings Ltd.

Of course, we cannot get quite the same degree of accountability out of a Government
agency, such as the SCIC is, as we might have out of some direct Government department or
Minister. However, the fact remains that the decision by this Government to fill that hole -
to find that additional $300 million - was a deliberate decision and one for which the
Government must bear the full degree of responsibility. The extent of that responsibility is
not to have a farmer Premier, Mr Dowding, and a former Deputy Premier, Mr Parker, resign
from office and from the Parliament; it is not to have the member for Eyre resign from the
Ministry and return to the backbench. The full judgment will be made on this Government in
1993, because it has no excuse for its action in inflating an asset which was worth nothing
like $400 million in the hope that it would fill that hole which had been identified because
Launie Connell had borrowings with Rothwells bank which were not worth the paper they
were written on.

Mr Fred Tubby: McCusker called it a gift.

Mr COWAN: Yes, and it was. It was a gift to Rothwells by the Government at the expense
of the taxpayers, and for one reason alone; that is. the Governuent did not believe it could
retain the Treasury benches if the National Australia Bank was forced to exercise the
$150 mllion guarantee. Because the Government believed that, it did everything within its
power to see it did not happen, and that meant this debt for equity transfer.

There is no question at all of the thoroughness of the investigation by Mr McCusker; there is
no question, either, that the action taken by the Government in relation to the first rescue was
quite appropriate. I understand that the contents af part 2 of the McCusker report give some
indication of what action the special task force which is being established should take. I
hope it achieves a great degree of success. I might add that, while I agreed to receive that
report, because I was aware this debate was taking place I have yet to open the envelope.
However, I assure the House that I will, and I also assure the House that the confidentiality
provisions with which that document was given will certainly be observed by me and by my
colleagues in the National Party.

It is clear that the Government may have some excuse in relation to the first rescue, for the
simple reason that it was misled and that because it was misled the House was also misled.
There is no doubt about that. However, it has no excuses at all for the $300 million gift, as it
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is described by Mr McCusker, to Rothwells - or, more accurately, to Mr Connell, so that he
could retire some of those debts which were bad. As I have said, this exercise in the first
instance has cost the State - the taxpayers of Western Australia - in the order of $33 million.
It was a settlement by the receiver, the Government and the National Australia Bank that
$22.5 million should be paid and that a sum in the vicinity of $lO.5 million, in addition to the
$22.5 million, should be paid to the National Australia Bank and chat would be sufficient to
retire that guarantee.

A $175 million debt was incurred as a result of the State Government's participation in the
second rescue, which was made deliberately and knowingly and of which no Minister could
claim ignorance. They were part of Cabinet, there would have been a Cabinet minute. and
they would have known what was going on. That cost has, to some extent, been quite
adequately covered by the McCusker inquiry. I suggest that any prosecutions or charges
which are laid will relate specifically to the first rescue and there will be no reckoning for the
second operation, which has cost us even more money, until 1993, when members opposite
will be reminded of the electors' view of what people do to Governments that take their
money and squander it on projects which are designed to do nothing more than save the
Government's face or be good for the Government. The electors are much more interested in
matters which are good for them.
There are other areas, as well, in which this Government was involved in those very heady
days prior to the crash in 1987 and which have cost this State huge sums of money. As I
have said, the McCusker inquiry relates to issues which cost the State, in the first instance,
about $33 million, and, in the second instance, about $175 million. I am sure there are
people in this Chamber who can name projects which were embarked upon by the Labor
Government between 1983 and 1988 or 199- in that six year period - which have also cost
this State substantial amounts of money or which have resulted in this State's losing access
to or control of a public asset. I do not chink we would have to go very far to fid them.
Conversely, we have acquired an asset at great cost - well above what it was worth - and.
again, we do not have to go very far to find it.
I wonder if anyone here could tell me whether Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd was worth
the $36 million or $37 million we paid for it? I wonder if someone could tell me how they
could possibly justify the increase in valuation given to the Swan Brewery when it was
finially purchased?
Mr Pearce: Are you talking about the Swan Brewery or the Emu Brewery?
Mr COWAN: I am talking about the Swan Brewery.
Mr Court: I can tell you someone who could - Yosse Goldberg.
Mr COWAN: We will have to find him first.
Mr Pearce: Are you talking about the Swan Brewery building?

Mr COWAN: No, about the Swan Brewery sire. The Government gave it away and bought
it back, and each time the price escalated.
Mr Pearce: Are you talking about the one in Mounts Bay Road? If so. you are talking
nonsense.
Mr COWAN: I am not talking nonsense. We had a debate only the other day about the
Midland abattoirs site, where that land was sold for $400 000. It was not valued at $400 000.
Mr Pearce: I was responsible for buying the Swan Brewery from Yosse Goldberg.
Ms COWAN: And who did he buy it from?
Mr Pearce: I do not know. We bought it from him once and paid him $4.5 million for it. I
might say that Mr Goldberg was not a willing vendor. He fought like fury against having to
give it up to the Government and did so only the basis that we were not going to let him
develop down there. The only thing we did was that, with the $4.5 million, we worked it out
on a net present value and paid it over two years so that he could make it look like $5 million
in his books. That is what happened. There was no argument at the time. I told Yosse
Goldberg we had gone through the whole matter and that $4.5 million was what we would
pay. All the talk about this matter amazes me because no-one has asked me a question in this
House about that. If anyone had asked a question in here or outside I would have given
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them that information. Goldberg did not want to give up the brewery. He wanted to keep it
and develop it when the Liberals returned to Government. It was clear he would not be able
to develop the building because we would be in Government for a long time. He gave up the
building. To put that matter down to a WA Inc deal is nonsense.

Mr COWAN: We can call it a WA Inc deal, if the Minister wishes.

Mr Pearce: We are trying to save a historical building.

Mir COWAN: I do not see any historical significance in that building.

The DEPUT-Y SPEAKER: Order! Members are moving away from the substance of the
motion.

Mr COWAN: I am sure you are correct. Mr Deputy Speaker. However, we are not moving
away from the substance of what irritates the taxpayers in Western Australia - that is. the
mismanagement of the assets of this State, the mismanagement of the taxpayers' purse. We
have not seen those losses recorded against the Government. I refer is) the losses of public
property, the property which the Government should not have disposed 'f for that price, and
to the acquisition of other property for which we have paid too mu,' because someone
wantetd to do someone else a favour. Perhaps I have referred to the Swau Brewery budlding
in a way which might indicate I am wrong in this instance; however, I can refer to many
other instances of transactions about which questions have been raised regarding their
priority or value to the people of Western Australia. A judgment on those matters will be
made at the appropriate time.
The First volume of the McCusker report deals with three aspects of certain losses, and does
so thoroughly. I hope the task force which is to respond to the findings of McCusker deals as
thoroughly with the people involved. We note and acknowledge that the Governent
deliberately set about the task of spending a substantial amount of tapayers' money for the
second rescue of Rochwells. The report contains no account of the Government's action in
relation to the second rescue. In addition, there is no accounting of the Government for the
way in which it treated Western Collieries Ltd, or for some of the many other transactions in
which the Government was involved. Those transactions cost the State money, lost property,
or gained an asset at an over-infated price.
In my opinion, the motion is incomplete, because while Mr McCusker has addressed
thoroughly two issues - the first and second rescues of Rothwells - many other matters should
be thoroughly investigated. I am sure the conclusion would be the same: Pages and pages of
evidence which damns the Government for its incompetence and its inability to manage the

economic and financial affairs of Western Australia.
Amendment to Motion

Mr COWAN: For that reason. I move -

That the following words be added to the motion -

and further, this House notes that the McCusker inquiry was confined to an
investigation into Rothwells Limited. There remains an urgent need to inquire
into all other aspects of what is now known as "WA Inc", particularly those
business dealings of Government, its statutory authorities and its agencies
which incurred substantial losses of public assets and taxpayers' funds.

DR G ALLOP (Victoria Park - Minister for Education) [3.55 pm]: The Government
opposes the amendment. Indeed, in reflecting upon the content of the amendment, we get

some sense of the way the Opposition has approached this debate. Rather than focus on what
is contained in the report, on what the report says about the Governments of Western
Australia, past and present, the Opposition has focused on what it believes to be other issues
of importance in this State. The Opposition will not focus on the contents of the report
because the report completely clears the Government of any notion of corruption or
wrongdoing. It is precisely for that reason the Opposition is moving debate across to other
issues.

The political climate in Western Australia in recent years, particularly in Parliament itself,
has been dominated by debate about WA Inc. We have witnessed many claims and
counterclaims, controversy and inquiry. We have also seen on two occasions in this
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Parliament an attempt made to bring down the Government through the use of the powers of
the Legislative Council, firstly, in the Budget of 1989 and, secondly, when the Supply Bill
went to the upper House in 1990. Of course, on both occasions the Council finally relented;
on the first occasion the Budget went through and on the second occasion Supply was
granted. The processes of Government in this State have been locked into this debate, this
inquiry, this reflection upon the so-called WA Inc. One of the consequences that has flowed
from that locking in process is that the many other things that have to be done in this State -
for example, legislation to deal with the issues of the day - have tended to fall to the
background. We have no problem with that. We accept the requirements of a proper system
of parliamentary accountability and the discipline that goes with it and the work which flows
from it. There is no question about the Labor Government's running away from debate that
has resulted from WA Inc. But the time must come in the affairs of men and women when
enough is enough. We need to be able to govern the State. develop new policies, and work
hard to promote employment and equal opportunities in what is a time of some economic
uncertainty. In my own area of education, I think of the many issues we need to take up and
the challenges we have -

Mr Lewis: You haven't got the money because you wasted it.

Dr GALLOP: We need to be able to look forward to the future as well as reflect on the past,
to be pro active about the State as well as to react to what has happened in the past. The
Opposition may say - and T am sure it will - that this is an excuse for avoiding any inquiry or
investigation into the affairs of the Government. I will come to precisely address that point
of the openness of this Government in a moment, but I wanted to take this opportunity at the
beg-inning of my remarks to simply reflect upon the fact that Governments can become
paralysed and can become too caught up in excessive debate over matters such as WA Inc.

Mr Macinnon: Who wrote your speech?

Dr GALLOP: I wrote it myself, of course.

Several members interjected.

Dr GALLOP: I really find the constant interjections from a boofhead like the member for
Applecross a bit embarrassing. It is simply a reflection of the fact chat Governments can
become paralysed in that process. That is not in the public interest.

It is important to have fully accountable executive Government, but we also need a strong
and effective executive Government. It is worth remembering that the doctrine of the
separation of powers we so often talk about in this Parliament goes both ways. The history
of the doctrine indicates the need for the separation of the Legislature from the Executive.
but there is also a need to separate the Executive from the Legislature. People understand
this point when they call upon Governments to give direction and to show unity in the way
they approach the task of government. No Government is perfect; no Minister of the Crown
is perfect, and no political party is perfect. We must make decisions in Government in an
uncertain environment without necessarily having full possession of the facts.

There is a lovely phrase that comes from a nineteenth century philosopher. Hegel. He said,
"The owl of Minerva takes flight after dusk". Many a political philosopher has reflected
upon this. That great philosopher was saying that only after the event do we ever learn the
truth of something - it is only after dusk that we learn the truth. In the affairs of politics that
is a very telling phrase. It is unfortunate that sometimes it is only after the event that we
learn fully of our failure to have full possession of the facts when a decision is made. But the
real question is - this has been addressed by the member for Applecross - how Governments,
Ministers and political panics respond to the problems they face and the mistakes that they
find they have made.
We should remind ourselves of some of the things which have happened in this State in
recent years. First, we have seen Select Committees of both Houses of Parliament receiving
a good deal of publicity in both their processes and the results that have come from them.
These Select Committees of Parliament have dealt with, and are still pursuing, the major
matters of the day. They have the support and encouragement of both sides of Parliament.
The second thing we have seen is the Burt Commission on Accountability set up by the
Labor Government. It dealt with six major Government agencies and the way they operate.
It looked at the question of the accountability of Governments and established a framework
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to pursue in terms of those statutory authorities under the Westminster system. Third, we
saw the National Companies and Securities Commission inquiry into Rothwells and flowing
out of that is the McCusker report which was tabled in Parliament today. The inspector, in
this case Mvr McCusker, has given a full account of the affairs that for so long the Opposition
has said have been the centrepiece of WA Inc; that is, the events that flowed from 1987 to
1989. A full account is g' 'en of those affairs and the inspector says that the proper
resourcing and information w;. provided to enable him to carry out his job and that all of the
evidence that he required from the relevant players in the game, be they Government
members or Government employees, was given to him. Out of all these inquiries, the
parliamentary inquiries, and the inquiries outside Parliament by the NCSC, an enormous
amount of information has bubbled up to the surface about the processes and decisions made
by the Government and - of crucial importance - about private sector processes. How often
do we get to see what happens in the private sector of our society? That very concept of
privacy makes it impossible to know what is going on. In the report tabled today we see
many of those processes revealed to the public.
The Labor Government has sub '.'cted itself to the scrutiny of the Parliament and of external
inquiries. I doubt whether any )ther Government in recent times, bar perhaps the Ahtern
Government in Queensland, has subjected itself to such an inquity. We now see that the
Labor Government in Victoria will follow the same route. What is the record of Liberal
Governments past and present on matters like this? The Greiner Government has a pretty
good record. Did the Askin, Bolte or Court Governments subject themselves to this sort of
scrutiny? The answer is clearly, no.
We need to ensure that the proper processes are now followed in relation to the results of this
inquiry. The Deputy Premier and the Premier have outlined very clearly the way forward: It
is to see that justice is done. There are two sorts of ~Justice. The first is justice in the strictly
legal sense. Did individuals break the law? If the, !,oke the law they should be pursued and
ultimately prosecuted in a proper court of law. Th. Premier has outlined the ways in which
this will be done. A proper resourcing has been piovided and high quality personnel have
been put into place to do the job. If any more information needs to come out in that process
surely it should come out in a proper court of law. A court of law is the highest forum in
which we investigate the affairs of human beings in our society. What better or more solidly
based forum is there than those courts of law? We must observe and respect those processes
as they take shape in the years to come.
The other pan of the definition of justice is the political definition. What is, and what is not,
maladministration or bad Government? There has been a recent tendency in Australian
politics to think that there is a simple, uncomplicated, legal definition of political right and
political wrong. This has led to a temptation on the pant of some political players to think
that there are experts - usually lawyers - who are capable of judging politicians and
Governments and that we should immediately agree with whatever judgments they give
about the political process. This is only half right as a judgment of the way we look at our
political process. As the Leaders of the Liberal and National Parties have said, it is for the
people to judge the political process. The people must judge in properly constituted elections
what is right and what is wrong in politics. It is not for lawyers to judge, or constitutional
expertis.
Mr Taylor: How can you tell the difference between a lawyer and a duck? You cannot tell
the duck where to put his bill.
Dr GALLOP: The Deputy Premier has raised an important point about the expense of a lot
of these things. Political commentary is important and political commentators do guide us in
the way that we can look at the question of political right and wrong. They make their
judgment from all sorts of sources. On occasions it is important for the Government and the
Parliament to give more authority to such a process, as we have done with the McCusker
inquiry. This Government has legitimised and has sanctioned inquiry into its own processes.
It has not run away or tried to hide from the process. It has presented this report to the
Parliament and faced up to the implications of it. We need the people to absorb the lessons
from such an inquiry and when the next election is held the people can judge our position as
a Government as opposed to the other side.
I have focused on the Government's willingness to open itself up to examination. Another

4555



way of addressing the question of a Government's maturity is to look at what it does to
attempt to address the issues raised by the problems revealed by the events of recent years.
This Government has not said that no mistakes have been made. This Governmient has said
that we need to learn lessons from this process. It has said that the problems are complex,
which they are and a wide range of issues need to be dealt with.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The level of background conversation is becoming rather
intrusive.

Dr GALLOP: We need to look at the issues related to the role and range of Government
involvement in economic activities and the appropriate means by which Governmnents can
regulate and control financial institutions, particularly in a climate of greed and speculation.
It has proved to be an enormous problem for Governments ever since we have had
commercial civilisation.

The 1980s have seen the deregulation and reorganisation of our financial system which, in
that period, went from ultra conservatism to laissez-faire almost overnight. The attitudes and
approaches which were taken to financial affairs changed dramatically. Unfortunately, an
enormous amount of economic calculation in those years was done on the basis and the
assumption of ever rising share prices. That was not to be and many innocent people have
been caught up in the processes which followed from the collapse of those share prices. It
seems that the economic sector never fully learnt that all booms become busts because of
greed and speculation. Irresponsibility eventually takes over from rationality and self
discipline.

Rothwells was a disaster waiting to happen. What this Government has done is to toughen
up the checks and balances involved in the expenditure of public moneys. The Premier
mentioned some of those processes in her statement to the House. As a result of the Bull
Commnission on Accountability we have seen extra investment restrictions placed on
Government agencies such as the Goverrnent Employees Superannuation Board; the
toughening up of the* role of the Auditor General in relation to the State Government
Insurance Office. The White Paper, "Investing for the Future", clearly establishes a proper
control of the process and a proper disclosure of large scale Government investment.

In respect of the private sector the Government has taken steps to approve the establishment
of an official corruption commission. It is toughening up on legislation restricting authorised
trustee investment and the Crimes (Confiscation of Profits) Act was passed in 1988. The
Government still has something to learn about how to control the private sector, because of
the new environment in which we now work. Let us hope that the regulatory bodies
currently being reorganised in this country will be able to control those private sector
operators.

What of the politicians? There is the issue of political donations and ministerial propriety.
Will the Opposition support legislation providing for the declaration of political donations
when it is introduced into this Parliament? It will not give an answer to that question. Will
the Opposition support legislation for the disclosure of pecuniary interest by members of
Parliament? None of this will necessarily guarantee that Governments will not make
mistakes; none of it will necessarily guarantee that Governments will not lose money: none
of it will guarantee that private sector instability and malpractice will be avoided, but all
those things as a package will put our system on a proper foundation. What the Government
needs to know is the attitude of the Opposition to those basic questions of the propriety of
Ministers in respect of their pecuniary interests and the propriety of political parties in
respect of political donations. The Labor Government has not run away from an inquiry; it
has not run away from investigation; and it has not run away from the corrective steps which
need to be taken. That is the approach of the Labor Parry to matters such as this.

MR LEWIS (Applecross) [4.15 pm]: I support the amendment and I noticed that the
Minister for Education said the time has come when enough is enough. Yes, we have had
enough of the subterfuge; we have had enough of dodging the real issues of this debate; that
is, to have a comprehensive Royal Commuission into the business dealings of the Western
Australian Government. We have had enough of the rhetoric; we have had enough of the
slick advertising in the Press and the misconceptions this Governmnent has conveyed.
Throughout the course of this debate the Government has tried to defend the indefensible.
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I compliment Mr McCusker far the report. From what I have read of it in the time that has
been available to me he has certainly done a thorough job. It needs to be understood that the
McCusker inquiry and the subsequent report is only a small part of the large jigsaw puzzle
known as WA Inc.

Mr McCusker has pointed out that the Government knew about Rothwells and its insolvency
as early as January 1988 and that is the point the Goverment has missed. The Premier said
in this Parliament that the Government had been taken for a ride and had been a sucker. The
fact is that the Government had its man in place as early as November 1987 and it is now
trying to say it did not know about the insolvency of Rothwells as early as January 1988. It
is a continuing subterfuge and cover up by the Government.

The Premier and the Deputy Premier have made the point that the Government was a victim
of a massive corporate sting or scam. The Government was a parry to that sting and it
perpetrated a massive sting or scam on the public of Western Australia with its ill-fated
proposition better known as the PICL deal.

It is difficult to understand how a Government could find itself in the position in which this
Government found itself. The Leader of the National Party hit on the point and did so very
well. The Government was paranoid about retaining office. Perhaps because it did not want
an inquiry into what it had been doing it had to retain office and to do that it perpetrated a
massive con trick on the people of Western Australia which continued into the 1989 election
campaign, It was a massive cover up. The National Companies and Securities
Commission's report of 1987 was in the hands of the Attorney General and it took himn over
four months to consider initiating an inquiry into Rothwe Is.

The information should have been made available before the election but the Government
chose not to do so. Why did the Government do these extraordinary things? The questions
should be answered. Why did the Government involve itself in the Midland abartoirs deal?
Why did it involve itself in the shady Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd deal which was back
to back with the purchase of the old Swan Brewery? Why did the Government enter into the
rescue of Rothwells? Why did it have to finance someone else's debt? Why did it have to
get involved in the Rothwefls deal? Why did the Government covertly, in January 1987
when the. Government was fully aware of the insolvency of Rothwells, discreetly infuse
$50 million of the Government Employees Superannuation Board funds into Rothwells?

Why did it have to do this? Why did it have to spend $800 million of the State Goverrnent
Insurance Commission's money to bail out Mr Holmes a Court9 Why did the Government
become involved with Mr Bond and Mr Anderson in the property deals that went on in the
Terrace, particularly the Westralia Square and the Central Park deals? Why did the
Government have to direct the SCIC to purchase the Bell share portfolio and the debentures
which are not worth the paper they are written on? Why did the Government have to direct
the State Energy Commission to make a forward payment to Western Collieries? Why did
the Government have to direct the Rural and Industries Bank to transfer $6 million illegally -
it was illegal as far as I am concerned - from Western Collieries Ltd's account to Rothwells?
Why did it have to use the agencies of the SOIC and the Government Employees
Superannuation Board to place moneys into Spedley Securities Ltd which Spedley's then lent
to Rothwells? In other words, the Government was involved in a warehousing deal to cover
up the secrecy and the dirty deals that had been taking place. These questions should be
answered.
The greatest scam of all, and probably the sting of the century, occurred when this
Government got into bed with, and was directly involved in purchasing, Petrochemical
Industries Co Ltd which was worth nothing. It was a contrived deal in a partnership with
Bond Corporation for $400 million and it was worth nothing. Why did the Government do
it? [ do not think the Government has the answers. Certain Ministers and certain former
Ministers of the Government have those answers but they are not prepared to raise the
curtain of secrecy and expose themselves to a thorough inquiry into why those things
happened.

It has been suggested that there is no evidence of corruption. We all know that there has
been political corruption just by virtue of this Government's putting its people in the right
places within the Public Service. That in itself is political corruption. We have all heard that
there is no evidence of corruption or bribery. No inquiry has been made to uncover whether
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these things happened. The McCusker report says that there is insufficient evidence as to
any wrongdoing on behalf of Ministers of the Crown; it does not say that there is no
evidence. There was corruption involved. Were favours done for the Government's business
mates in return for large fees that were paid into the ALP's coffers? That is probably at the
bottom of it. Mr Connell and other people involved in those transactions were just being
paid off for previous favours. The bottom line is that this Government is not prepared to
open itself to a proper public inquiry.

Mr McCusker's inquiry, thorough as it is, only touches the tip of the iceberg; far more is
underneath that. It will never be exposed unless there is an inquiry and certainly not until the
Oposition becomes the Government.

I draw the House's attention to the editorial in today's Daily News. It states under the
heading 'Vic probe a lesson for WA" -

The time has come for Premier Carmen Lawrence to show the same gumption as her
Victorian colleague Joan Kimer.

Mr Pearce: Was this written before or after the release of the McCusker report?

Mr Court: It was written after.
Mr Pearce: Rubbish, it was not.
Mr Court: The Daily News held back its copies until the journalists had come out of the
lockup at 12 noon.

Mr LEWIS: The editorial further states -

A royal comnmission into WA Inc is the only way her government can come clean.
This call has been repeated by the People for Fair and Open Government, over 10O legal
practitioners in the Terrace, over 83 per cent of the Western Australian public, 93 per cent of
the business community, the Opposition and every major newspaper in the State and the
Government still shies away from the truth. Why is the Government hiding? The editorial
further states -

Today's tabling of the McCusker report into the affairs of Rothwells will provide a
clue as to what shameful goings-on have been kept secret.
But it can only be seen as a sneak preview, nothing more.

The editorial goes on and states -

All up it is estimated that nearly $1 billion has been thrown away because of Labor's
backmroo dealings with WA's former high fliers.
Who engineered those deals? What favours were done for the *friends' of
government and precisely how much of the public purse was plundered by WA Inc
are questions that will continue to haunt this Labor Government and those that
follow.

Mr Pearce: It is a pity they did not mead the McCusker report before they made those
judgments.
Mr LEWIS: The editorial states in the final paragraph -

Premier Lawrence is mistaken if she thinks a few sacrificial lambs from the
RothweUs' affair will placate the deep-rooted anger of the electorate.

How true that is. The whole business of WA Inc has been a shameful performance of this
Government's and the shame is that it deliberately tried to keep it secret. It perfected its
deceit and kept the deals covered up. That is the shame of it, and these Ministers get up
today and try to defend the indefensible. I say to the left wing of the Labor Party - and it
does have some principles - that it is time that it did what its left wing friends in Victoria
have done and put pressure on the Government to have a comprehensive Royal Commission.
because I can tell members opposite that they are trying to hide an elephant under a carpet.
The carpet is just not big enough, and sooner or later the elephant will charge out from uinder
that carpet and run right over members opposite and they will be flattened for many years to
come.
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Several members interjected.
Mir LEWIS: Members opposite can laugh. They think it is funny that $1 billion has been
plundered from the people of Western Australia by those economic vandals in Government.
They are proud of that. Is that what good Government is all about? Are members opposite
proud that they can laugh about the malfeasance that they have presided over?

Mr Pearce: Every party has its court jester but not everyone volunteers for that role!

Mr LEWIS: Yes, and the Minister is it.

The Government has claimed all afternoon that there is no illegality; it has done nothing
wrong; no-one has been charged; there is no evidence. However, there are such things as
ethics, propriety, and upholding the proper standards of Government. This Government has
been guilty of deception and of plundering the public purse for the benefit of its friends. It
has been guilty of massive malfeasance in its stewardship of the Treasury of the public of
Western Australia. Yet Government members have the gall to say to the Parliament that they
have not done anything wrong. The Government will be judged, as the Minister for
Education said, in two and a half years' time, or less, when it goes to the polls; and, as the
member for Darling Range said, it will not survive because the massive impropriety that it
has presided over for the last six years will end up completely engulfing it and will cause it to
sink to the bottom of the cesspool from which it has come.

MR HOUSE (Stirling) [4.34 pm]: I am pleased to support the amendment moved by the
Leader of the National Party. The National Party is not critical of the McCusker report - in
fact, we think it is very comprehensive and is, indeed, a good summary of what has
transpired with Rothwells. Nor are we particularly critical of the recommendations that were
outlined to the House by the Premier in her speech earlier today. I hope those
recommendations will be acted on and that the legal ream that is to be assembled to deal with
the problems that have been highlighted by McCusker will be put in place as soon as possible
so that those people who are responsible for breaking the laws of this State will be brought to
account.
What I am critical of, and the reason that I am pleased to support the amendment, is that
Mr McCusker was asked to look at only a certain section of what has become a tangled web
of business dealings by some of the businessmen of this State, intertwined at times with some
Government statutory authorities and bodies, and because of that, it has implicated some
members of this and past Governments. It does not matter very much what we as politicians
may say in this House or to each other about these things. I sometimes wonder whether,
after a debate such as this, we leave this Parliament with some sort of warn and comfortable
feeling that we have won the debate, we have canvassed the issue properly, and we have
highlighted things that have not previously been highlighted. However, none of that seems
very important to me. What is important is that the public of this State have a perception -
whether rightly or wrongly - that a number of things have occurred in this State since 1983
which have not strictly speaking been correct. The public have a perception that the
Government of the day, and the instrumentalities by which it operates - the State
Government Insurance Commission, and the R & I Bank, for example - have been acting
outside the law and outside their area of responsible and proper charter. It does not matter
how much we may talk about and debate this issue, nor how much we may think we have
won the debate - and I am sure, from the comments made by the Deputy Premier and the
Minister for Education, that the Government believes it has justified its actions to this
Parliament. What is important is whether the public believe that to be the case. I want to tell
this Parliament unequivocally, without fear of contradiction, that that is not the case. The
people of this State still believe there is much more to be known.
I do not believe, given what the Premier has said about accountability, and given what she
has indicated to this Parliament and publicly to the people of this State, that members of this
Government or any member of this Parliament can walk away from this place today and feel
satisfied that they have now cleaned up the mess and that they can, as the Premier said, start
afresh and put it behind them. That is simply not the case, and saying it over and over again
will not make it the case, will not make it better, and will not correct the problem. I
genuinely believe that the people of this State would see this Government in a much better
light if it was prepared to face up to these issues, to inquire hilly into some of the things that
have been outlined to this House in the past, and to bring to account the people involved in
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some of the transactions char axe now being questioned; and if those accusations are proved
to be incorrect, and if the people and corporations chat have been named come up smelling
like roses, then so be it. I guarantee to this Parliament and the Premier that I would be the
First person to congratulate the Government on its taking that course of action, but at the
moment I cannot do that. A dreadful question mark hangs over the heads of a lot of people
in this State, rightly or wrongly. If it hangs over them wrongly then let them -

Mr Graham: That is exactly what McCarthy said: Get rid of them and if they have nothing
to be scared of they will come back. That is nonsense.

Mr HOUSE: The member for Pilbara. for whom I have the greatest personal respect, can
contribute to this debate in his own way. Indeed, 1 hope he does, because if he has
something to say he should please get up and say it, and explain his reasons for it.

I do not hold the view that asking people to account for their actions and allowing those
people who have been wrongly accused to clear their names is any sin at all. In fact, I chink
there are a number of people in this State who have been very badly slandered and who
should have the ability, and the time and place, to clear their names. I have no fear of that
and I amn sure they do not either; but, if some people do fear that, chat is their problem arid
they will have to wear it. What is clear is that the question mark still hangs over their heads.
Let us not have another debate in 12 months' time to talk about the benefit of hindsight and
about the things we should have known now. Let us not have a debate later on which
indicates we should have put these steps in place at an earlier time. We want to know
exactly what the detais are with regard to such things as the sale of the Midland saleyard.
When a point was made by the Leader of the National Party earlier in this date, the Leader of
the House corrected the statement he made. That is exactly what should be done if incorrect
statements have been made and everybody, not jusc members of this Parliament, should have
the opportunity to do so.

There is a very important lesson to be learnt from all of these events. The Premier has
indicated quite clearly to this Parliament that members of this and past Governments and
members of the business fraternity have learnt a lesson from what has happened. However.
there are members of this Government who were part and parcel of those decisions. Indeed,
it they were not parry to those decisions they should have the opportunity to clear their
names with regard to those accusations. I am pleased to support the amendment moved by
the Leader of the National Party because I believe it is necessary, right and proper that that
sort of inquiry rake place, and as soon as possible.

MR COURT (Nedlands) [4.42 pm]: I support the amendment moved by the Leader of the
National Party. I do not mind saying at the beginning of comments that I am pretty angry
today. I am angry because, after the years of what we have been put through with this
WA Inc exercis--. I honestly thought that today the Premier would announce a Royal
Commission with proper terms of reference which would make it possible to clear up this
mess once and for all. Unfortunately, however, I have sat here today and listened to
members of the Government defending both their actions today and what they have done in
recent years. [ am grateful for one thing, I must say; that is. that 1 am not a member of a
Government which carried our the despicable dealings in which these people became
involved.

11 am disappointed in the current Premier. When Premier Dowding came to power, I honestly
thought he would clear the slate and start afresh, and say, 'We did all these awful things and
got into these crazy deals", and char he would cop it on the chin then and start afresh, just as
Kirner is doing in Victoria. Unfortunately, he did not: he put us further into the mess. Then
the current Premier came along. [ cannot believe she did noc decide to start afresh; again, the
cover up is continuing. It makes me extremely angry because we are talking about the good
name of this State - a good name which has been besmirched by these people.
As well, in good faith there was a lot of pressure earlier this year about whether the
Government should be given Supply. At the time, the Premier made the point in no
uncertain terms chat it was not the right time to be pushing this when the McCusker inquiry
was in place. She said, "You wait until the inquiry comes down with its findings and then I
will consider my position." The Premier has been given the time and has been able to
consider her position and the findings of the McCusker inquiry, and she has decided not to go
ahead with a Royal Commission.

4560 [ASSEMBLY]



t'fl.ursca..v 30 August 1990j 4561

There is a very big difference between what has taken place in Victoria and what has taken
place in Western Australia, In Victoria we have seen financial incompetence by the
management of same of those State-mun organisations, which has resulted in the taxpayers of
that State losing a lot of money. What we saw in Western Australia was the direct political
intervention by members of the Crown into these dealings that have become known as
WA Inc. The Ministers themselves have been directing those deals. That is the big
difference between the- two States, and there is far more reason for us to have a Royal
Commission in this State than for Victoria to have one.

The analogy I want to make in that regard is that recently I was reading about the after
effects of the Chernobyl disaster, where the Russian nuclear reactor suffered a major
meltdown. It was a sad report about the death of the last of the helicopter pilots who flew
over the burning reactor dropping concrete onto the reactor to try to solve the problem. I put
it to you. Mr Speaker, that in the WA Inc debacle people like Uoyd and Edwards were the
helicopter pilots. but the people in the Kremlin directing them to pour the concrete - that is.
to pour taxpayers' money into the SGIC, the Superannuation Board and so on - were the
Ministers opposite. They were calling the shots and, as we have seen in the recent court
cases, it has come out that they were the people calling the shots. Despite all the talk we
have heard from the other side of the House. the only people who were not copping it were
those actually making the key decisions.

When one reads this report and sees the evidence of the Ministers at the time, it seems that
everyone is at fault except the Government. In reading the evidence here, none of the
Ministers seemed to know anything about what was going on. I was staggered to read that
alter they put their money in they had no formal reporting arrangement for them to be told
what the current position was in Roshwells. In their evidence they all said, 'We did not
know what was happening. We presumed someone else knew." Do members know that, at
that time, these people who said they did not know what was happening were actually
ringing up local authorities and telling them to invest their money in Rothwefls because it
was all safe and sound? These people were the same as those who, in the report, said they
did not know what was going on because no-one was telling them. Burke, Dowding and
Grill all said in their evidence that no formal arrangements were in place for them to be told.

Mrs Henderson: McCusker said there was no evidence of impropriety.

Mr Fred Tubby: No, he said there was not sufficient evidence.

Mr Taylor: He did not say there was not sufficient evidence.

Mr COURT: My point is that by June or July 1988 there was irrefutable evidence that- the
Ministers all knew about how bad things were in Rothwells, yet the Premier has the nerve to
say, "If we knew how bad things were we would not have put more money in"; then the
Government put money into the big daddy of them all, the PICL deal. What an absolute
joker

I want to rem-ind this House of the deceit we have gone through and the reason I am angry
today. We were told before the election that no more guarantees would be going into PICI.
We all know total lies were being told. We were told no more guarantees would go in and
we were told - and this is a good one - that there was no connection between the P1(21 deal
and the Rothwells rescue.

Mr Taylor: Read the Hiansard. David Parker did not say that.

Mr COURT: When one reads the evidence one finds that quite clearly there was a direct
link. Can members recall when we were told that Mr Connell had guaranteed all of his
assets? It was on 27 October 1987. We were told that Mlr Connell was going to give all of
his assets. The then Deputy Premier said he was prepared to put everything on the line to
make sure the deal succeeded. He said that there was no question in his mind that, had the
rescue mission not succeeded, as it now has, Mr Connell's personal position would have
been destroyed.

Mr Macinnon: What date was that?

Mr COURT: It was 27 October 1987. That was the first condition and one on whichequity
investors wanted assurance. That assurance was a key issue and was repeated in this House.
However, the report states that the then Premier gave different evidence. Mr McCusker's
report also states -



Burke referred to Connell 's undertaking, given at the timne of the rescue, that Conneill
had placed all of his worth to be used for the benefit of Rothwells, with the exception
of a limited number of things, such as his house and his beach house.

Who is telling the truth in this story? In the first instance we are told that everything was
pledged, including the horses and die diamond brooch - the whole box and dice. However,
Premier Burke said chat items such as his house and beach house were not included. The
Government wonders why the Opposition wants a Royal Commission into these affairs. It
has been providing untruthful answers and it is making the situation worse for itself.

Why did it take a year after the collapse of Rothwells for the Corporate Affairs Department
to try to find out what happened in Rothwells? The department raided the office of
Nfr Conrnell a year after the collapse occurred. Everyone was indignant about the huge
amount of money involved and they said that questions need to be asked.

Mr Mac Kinnon: They said that because there was an election around the comet.

Mr COURT: Members of the Government are trying to tell us that the situation has been a
bad dream, a nasty sont of affair and that they want to forget about it. The Opposition will
not forget about it while the Government refuses to disclose the truth about the dealings that
took place. It is not a bad dream which can be ignored; it is a serious blot on the history of
this State.

Finally, ir is interesting that in part 10.5 of his report Mr McCusker states -

The investigation has obtained sworn evidence from the Governiment Ministers, from
Bond personnel, and others who were present during the "rsu weekend".

Much play was made in this House of the fact that three members of the Opposition, the
Leader, the former member for Cottesloe and I, were also involved in that rescue weekend.
We took a great deal of ridicule from members opposite. We were given a briefing on the
Sunday and quickly made a decision.

Mr Taylor: You mean the former member for Cotiesloe quickly made a decision. I don't
know what your view was. The former member for Cottesloc was the only person who held
that line.

Mr COURT: I can assure the Minister that we made a decision in about five minutes.

Mr Taylor: Rubbish, you made no decision; you had John Howard ringing you.

Mr COURT: We were not asked to make any input and we were the only three people in this
State involved that weekend who took an opposite view to the other people involved.

Mr Troy: That is interesting.

Mr COURT: What is interesting?

Mr Troy: You had a different view on the same facts presented to you all. Perhaps you had
an insight.
Mr COURT: Our view was different from that of the players who were pant of the exercise.
The members opposite said they were conned into the deal; that they were not given the
proper information. This Parliament was told that the Government carried out an
independent investigation into Rothwells' viability and the rescue was made on that basis.
The truth is that a few phone calls were made, meetings were conducted over the weekend
and the taxpayers' money was committed to a deal on which due diligence was not exercised.
Perhaps someone should have asked us why we were the only three people involved in that
deal who opposed it.

Mr Taylor Why were you?

Mr COURT: The Deputy Premier answered that question; he said that Rothwells was known
around town as the bank of last resort. One does not hand out rescue packages to banks of
last resort because more than likely they have a dud book. I know that sounds incredibly
simple, but the one financial institution in this State that should be looked at closely before
money is pumped into it, is a bank of last resort. As the Deputy Premier said, Connell was
known as "last resort Laurie".

Mr Taylor: Did you go and see him?
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Mr COURT: Everything we did on that rescue weekend was taken down as evidence. I
think we also had to provide a statement to the police at that time. I know that we had to
make detailed comments about events that occurred on that weekend. It was an eventful
weekend because we decided that it was improper for the Government to enter into that
rescue operation and we were ridiculed by members opposite for our decision. Today, the
Government says that it was conned - that the operation was a sting. What absolute
nonsense! The Government's involvement was because of political patronage, Members of
the Government were best of buddies with those people; they were hand in hand and they
were caught out.

A Royal Commission may not now be held, but the Goverrnent has given the Opposition a
cause; that is, to leave no stone unturned in ensuring that the truth about the Rothwells' dirty
dealings is revealed.

MR KIERATH (Riverton) [4.57 pm]: Some of the comments in the McCusker report have
been widely misquoted by members opposite. I refer to page 21 of the report where it
states -

Many witnesses have exercised their statutory right to claim privilege against self-
incrimination.

It does not identify those witnesses, but says that there were many of them. It is important to
distinguish the meaning of the word 'privilege" because, in this case, the report is talking
about self-incrimination privilege as distinct from Crown privilege which has been
selectively misquoted by members of the Government. I will shortly refer to some
comments the Premier made in her speech. Many witnesses exercised their right to that
privilege. McCusker further states -

I have therefore not reproduced in this part of the report any excerpts from the
transcript of evidence of any person charged, or who may be charged, with an offence
if given under the claim of privilege ...

It is important to note that when evidence was given under the claim of privilege, it has not
been included it in the report.

Mr Kobelke: What about the preceding paragraph where it says. "on the basis of Crown or
executive privilege, or otherwise'.

Mr K~IERATH: I will come to that. The member has had his chance, and should let me have
my say. He did not like me referring to that issue. On page 22 -

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order! There is an atrocious amount of noise coming from the Government
benches. As I have not been in the Chair for very long, I would like to be clear about
whether a trend has occurred, since the moving of this amendment, to speak about the motion
and not about the amendment. While I have been in the Chair, that course has been evident.
I do not mind that continuing as long as at the end members do not make the same speech as
on the motion. I will accept that course if the House is in general agreement on the matter.

Mr Macinnon: We will not do that.

Mr KIERATH: One of the key points of this issue is the narrow investigation of the
Rothwelis report. I quote from page 22, under the heading of "W.A Inc", to provide a clear
picture, rather than selective quotes. It states -

In the public mind there may have been built up a perception that the investigation
was into'W.A. I...

The report continues -

At every opportunity I have tried to dispel that misconception.. .

The Government cannot have it both ways. That is what the man has written in his report
and the Goverrnent cannot now claim that this report clears it of all WA Inc dealings. The
report continues -

..by directing attention to my terms of reference which, wide as they ate, are
nevertheless limited to the affairs of Rothwells, the causes of its failure and the
possible comnmitting of offences with respect to the business of Rothwells...
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Mr Donovan: You left a bit out.

Mr KIERATH: I read it out in its entirety. It continues at the end of that page -

Throughout the inquiry, I have been surprised at the refusal of some members of the
media to consider, or even read, my terms of reference, and instead to persist in
fanning an expectation that the inquiry is to report on matters which are self-evidently
outside my terms of reference.

It was a very narrow inquiry. In fact. I have tried to think of an analogy to it. The best I can
come up with is the case of the bank manager who has been embezzling funds and instead of
being charged with embezzlement, an inquiry is set up to see if he has offended under the
Industrial Relations Act. That is what this is all about. This Government is trying to claim
protection. Some people even say that it now has a clean slate. The Minister for Education
had the gall to say that this report gives the Government a clean slate. It does not. The
inquiry investigated only a small part of the Government's dealigs.

I suggest that people sitting opposite read the front cover of the report. It refers to the
"Report Of Inspector on a Special Investigation into Rothwells Ltd pursuant to Companies
Code (W.A.), Part V11". What has that to do with political corruption and political direction?
Page 23 of the report states -

-I should mention that Part 2 contains no evidence of the commission of any
offence by any existing or former Government Minister.

The Government seized on that to say that there is no evidence against any Minister or
former Government Minister. It does not say that at all. It says, "Part 2 of the report
contains no evidence". The report continues -

I have been at pains to ensure that any suggestion that such evidence did exist has
been followed up, and properly considered.

I intend to refer to that point further a Uitile later.

The McCusker inquiry was not an inquiry into the dealings of WA Inc. It had extremely
narrow terms of reference. The member for Arnadale selectively quoted page 340 of the
report by saying -

The question of whether there was any evidence to support charges being laid against
any Government Minister -

the next part states -

- in connection with this transaction..

He cannot use those words to suggest that there is no evidence against any Government
Minister. The report refers to there being no evidence "in connection with ts transaction"
The report continues -

In my view, that opinion was correct.

He very selectively quoted to try to get the Government off the hook. HeI was clutching at
straws at the very best.

The narrow terms of reference are the key to this report. I was prepared to take the Premier
at her word in the past when she said that she was prepared to wait until the report was
brought down before she made a decision on a Royal Commnission. Although we argued
strongly at that time that a Royal Commirssion should be established and that the MoCusker
inquiry was too narrow, we were prepared to give her the benefit of the doubt and wait to see
what the Government proposed to do. We see today what it proposes. It intends to do what
it has done for the last three years; that is, cover up.

This report was made under part VUI of the Companies Code. Nothing in it contains
reference to political corruption, political bribes or political direction. We have seen the
consequences of the Government's direction of such organisations as the R & I Bank, the
State Government Insurance Commnission, the Government Employees Superannuation
Board and others. It was not an inquiry into those directions; it was an inquiry under the
Companies Code into the affairs of Rothwells Ltd.

The report contains nothing about soliciting political donations. No inquiries have been
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made about the Curtin Foundation. It was not even an inquiry into criminal offences. It was
an inquiry only under part VUI of the Companies Code. In fact, this inquiry did not have the
power to investigate whether criminal charges should be laid. It was not even an inquiry into
accountability under the Westminster system or an inquiry into the abuse of the Public
Service. It was not an inquiry into cronyism and certainly was not an inquiry into campaign
contributions. Again I refer to the analogy of the bank manager who steals. Instead of
charging him with offences under the Criminal Code or even the Companies Code, we set up
an inquiry to see whether he has breached the provisions of the Industrial Relations Act.
I wish now to refer to a few of my personal experiences with Mr McCusker. Late last year.
in a speech in this House, I outlined the actions of the former Premier Brian Burke in relation
to the canvassing of councillors of the Town of Kwinana. Certain assurances were given at
that time which I believe were the basis of a good case for investigation. The next morning I
received a phone call from Mr McCusker. He said he could not investigate the matters I had
raised because they were beyond his terms of reference. We spoke about other matters and
the actions of certain directors of Rothwells such as those of Mr Connell and Mr Burgess. I
was asked to provide the evidence and to obtain the information. I told him that I was
prepared to give him names and places and to provide him with other information on the
record. However, he expected me to hunt the information down. I indicated that I did not
have the time or the resources. I am not reflecting in any way on Mr McCusker, but I am
trying to say that the Government, by the same token, cannot use this inquiry as an excuse
for suggesting that it has given it a clean bill of health. The terms of reference were not wide
ranging enough.

The Deputy Premier said today that mistakes have been made and would not happen again.
He said further that the Government will take a proper approach. Why did it not take a
proper approach earlier? If it had, this whole sad and sordid episode would not have
happened. The Government seems to think that because it has said it made mistakes, it can
tell us it is sorry and all will be forgiven. The member for Annadale said that the McCusker
report gives the Government a clean slate. It does not give it a clean slate in any way, shape
or form. The ALP has to learn to accept responsibility for its mistakes. It claimed it was
accepting responsibility for its mistakes. What price should it pay for those mistakes?
Anybody else in this State who breaks the rules or the law is punished. Why should it be any
different?

It has been said by members opposite that in the report there was no evidence of corruption
or wrongdoing or any substantiation of charges which is something to which I have already
referred. The Minister for Education said also that the report clears the Government of any
corruption or wrongdoing. I ask this House how that can possibly be when the inquiry was
conducted under the provisions of the Companies (Western Australia) Code? The Minister
for Education said that no Government is perfect and the Opposition understands that. It also
understands that Ministers are not perfect. I guess the Opposition would like to see a few
successes on the records of the Government and Ministers instead of hearing about the sorry
and sordid details of deals in which they have been involved.

Dr Alexander: We would like to see successes on your side.

Mr KIERATH: I am sure of one thing: The Opposition would never have been responsible
for such a disaster. As I said yesterday, I do not think Government members have an
economic bone in their bodies.

The Minister for Education made an interesting comment when he said that the Victorian
Government is following the Western Australian Government's lead. At least the Victorian
Labor Party's left-wing has a conscience which is something the left-wing of the Labor Party
in this State does not have; it had the courage to clear the deck, but that has not occurred in
this State. Why is a Royal Corrnission not being appointed? What does this Governent
have to hide?

In her statement today the Premier said that it was not until well into 1988 that the
Governent became aware of the problems facing Rothweils. The member for Applecmoss
has proved her to be totally incorrect. She also referred to the McCusker inquiry as a
comprehensive and wide ranging inquiry, but the Opposition has exposed that and has -shown
that it was a very narrow inquiry which was held under the provisions of the Companies
Code. The Premier also said that the McCusker inquiry investigated the involvement of the
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Government in Rorhwells. Of course, that was not the case because it was only investigated
to the extent necessary under the Companies Code.

It has already been mentioned in the House that the Government failed to put in place a
reporting mechanism, and I will not canvass that point further. One can only marvel at the
incompetence of this Government when it appointed its own people to Rothwells, but failed
to implement any reporting mechanism. It has always been able to obtain informnation about
other deals, but for some reason this was different.

There is nothing in the report to say that Ministers or formner Ministers did not claim
privilege ont the basis of self-incrimination. The Premier said there was no evidence in the
report of an offence by a Minister, but that was because of the narrow terms of reference.
The inquiry did not cover the wider area of political corruption. A comment was made that
any evidence of involvement by a Minister or a former Minister has been followed up and
considered. I cannot accept that because when I gave information I was told that it was
beyond the terms of reference.

This Government has been looking for a scapegoat and it has been caught out. As late as
today the Goverrnent admnitted it had made some terrible mistakes. Why does it not come
clean and appoint a Royal Commission which would be the ideal way to put these events
behind it. The public will no longer accept what the Government or the Opposition says
about Rothwells. It wants an independent investigation to tell them what really happened.
Why not have a Royal Commission in order that the Government can wipe its slate clean'?
Government members are sient.

The Government has tried to make Laurie Connell the scapegoat.

Several members interjected.

Mr KIERATH: It was good enough for the Government to use Mr Connell when it wanted
to and now it is time to distance itself from him as far as it possibly can.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Mr KIERATH: Mr Speaker, members opposite do not like what I am saying. Whenever the
Opposition touches a sensitive nerve members opposite come out raging. They were touchy
about what I sa-id.

Several members interjected.

Mr KIERATl-: It is interesting that Mr Connell was a member of the Curtin Foundation and
he has said publicly that he does not want to be the scapegoat to carry the can and he has a
few stories to tell.

The Government has been involved in sad and sordid deals and it is not prepared to have a
Royal Commission, but is searching for a scapegoat. It wants someone to blame. The
Government has already got rid of a Premier and Deputy Premier in the hope that its actions
would satisfy the public that it was distancing itself from this issue.

The Government is saying that some of the recommendations of the McCusker report will
give it a clean bill of health. Of course they do not because they address only a small part of
the problem. The Government is trying to use the McCusker report in an obscene way- that
is, to take it out of context and use it to clean the slate of its dirty and dastardly actions. The
Goverrnent will not get away with it. The member for Nedlands was right when he said
there will be a Royal Commission. I cannot understand from where the Government gets its
political strategy and advice. Even its Victorian colleagues have seen the light. I urge all
members in this House to support the amendment.

MR STRICKLAND (Scarborough) [5. 18 pm]: If it were August 1988 the Government
would retain some credibility. If the Government had come into this Parliament two years
ago and said that it was naive and imprudent and an inqui~ty would be undertaken it would
have been the credible thing for it to have done. It is now two years down the track and
many things have happened in that time. I note that one of the players in this issue - former
Minister Grill - is not in the House.

would like to put on record the statement made on pagecs 307 and 308 of the McCusker
report under the heading, "The PICL/Dalleagles Transaction' which says -
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I have referred to Grill's evidence about a meeting in June/July 1988, at which, he
states, he was made aware for the first time of the "hole" in the Rothwells receivables.
The existence of that "hole" was the catalyst which caused the Government and Bond
to agree to purchase the "P[CL interest" for a total of $400m. The price fixed for the
project was, essentially, decided upon by the buyers, and was contrived so as to be
sufficient both to buy out the hard core of non-performing debts, which were
understood to be in the vicinity of $300m-$400m, and to be sufficient to enable
Rothwells to discharge its liability to the NAB, of $150m, as well as to repay deposits
which Bond and related companies had with Rothwells.

That says that the Government knew about it and acted deliberately and, in fact, "contrived"
to do what it did. Yet just after 12 o'clock today the Premiers said -

With hindsight, failure to establish a formnal mechanism to report to the Government
was a serious deficiency which cost the Government and taxpayers dearly.

Is that really true or is it the whole mailer and the action that was contrived that has cost
taxpayers money? The Premier also said the following -

If the Government had been aware of the serious financial position of Rothwells, it
would certainly have taken steps to ensure that no further funds were committed by
the Government, or statutory authorities and agencies.

How does that stack up with the statement in the report, which shows the Government was
aware of the whole $300 to $400 million - the amount of money which was contrived and
determined by the buyers? The Premier has come to this Parliament and, having had a
chance to look at this report and examine it in far more detail than the Opposition, made
statements which are a complete mockery. I am very much reminded of the old proverb
about birds of a feather flocking together. I know with my children that if I want to know
what they are like I look at their friends and make an assessment of them, if one wants to
know what is going on with one's children one must look at their friends.

The Government came into this Parliament arnd told us about Laurie Connell mentioning all
sorts of matters like stings and other nasty things, but it should remember that birds of a
feather flock together. I will not say a lot more because of time constraints.

Mr Bridge: HeI is delving into poetry but not doing it well.

Mr Strickland: It is not poetry, but a proverb that I am sure the Minister knows well. We
have here a well constructed report. I am sure Mr McCusker is a man of utmost integrity and
I would not question any of the things in his report. We have not had a chance to absorb the
details in the limited time available, but I am prepared to accept everything in it. However, I
do not believe that this Parliament is talking about what is in this report; what we arc on
about is what is not in this report. That is the critical thing and why the Opposition says that
we should get to the bottom of all these other deals, of which I have given just One example
which is contained in this report of where the Governrment knowingly acted to deceive the
people of Western Australia.

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (22)
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr Grayden Mr Mensasos Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Bradshaw Mr House Mr Minson Dr Turnbull
Mr Clailco Mr Kierath Mr Nicholls Mr Wanl
Mr Court Mr Lewis Mr Omodei Mr Blaikie (Teller)
Mr Cowan MAr Macinon Mr Stricland
Mrs Edwardes Mr McNee Mr Thompson

Noes (27)
Dr Alexander Mr Catania Dr Gallop Mr Kobelke
Mrs Beggss Mr Cunningham Mvr Grahamn Dr Lawrence
Mr Bridge Mr Donovan Mr Grill MrtLeahy
Mrs Buchanan Dr Edwards Mrs Henderson Mr Marlborough
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Mr McGinty Mr Ripper Mr Thomas Mr Wilson
Mr Pearce Mr D.L. Smith Mr Troy Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Mr Read Mr Taylor Dr Watson

Mr Shave Mr Carr
Mr Trenorden Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Wiese M~r P.J. Smith

Amendment thus negatived.

Motion Resumed
Question put and passed.

BILLS (2) - ASSENT
Message from the Governor received and read notify'ing assent to the following Bills -

I . Mining Amendmnent Bill.
2. Registration of Births. Deaths and Marriages Amendment Bill.

JOINT SELECT COMIMITTEE ON THE CONSTITUTION

Member Replacement

Message from the Council received and read notifying that Hon Derrick Tomilinson had
replaced Hon P.G. Pendal as a representative of the Council on the commnittee.

COMMERCIAL TENANCY (RETAIL SHOPS) AGREEMENTS
AMIENDMENT BILL

Returned

Bill returned from the Council with amendments.

[Questions withbout notice taken.]

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE - SPECIAL

On motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), resolved -

That the House at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 11 September at 2.00 pm.
House adjourned at 6.00 pm
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APPENDIX A

3. Projecs.s Consultant and Professional fees comprise:
SWDA Corporate Ptan 16.507
SWDA lnformnation system development 6.886
Waste Disposal Study 5.000
SWDA Accounting Manual 10.326
Video production 32,0
South West Strategy 14.919
Busselton, Capel. Nannup Railway Study I0.0
South West Regional Museum 13.500
Edenvale development 43.722
Djnnybrook road study 7,000
Industrial development - South West 5.800
Daimaru Promotion 45.995
Bunbury Central Business District devlt 151.042
Collie Day Care Centre 207.340
.Aarji'wrp Community Centre 33.321
Min ,'QI' tmerlainrnen! Centre 297,518
Burrbt'-,y tntca-ain'rt Centre 1.053.647
Mardatrab Ocean Marina 64.650
Leschenault retaining wall 302,990
Bunbury Harbour City 464.517
South West Museum Study 56.199
South West Aerodrome Study 22.243
Mineral Sands Study 51.366
Collie Community Centre 1,772.111
Leschenaull Peninsula development 56.555
Kemnenon development 258,923
Surfers Point development 54.900
Bunbury estuary development 16,040
Wellington Dam development 151.740
Collie Townscape 19.305
Collie Roundhouse 133430
Collie Central Area development 27,171
Nannup Infrastructure Study 601
Big Brook disabled walk trail 2000
Music awards - Bunbury Institute 501
Augusta/Margaret River Townscape 6.500
Bunbury cycleway bridge 50.OD0
Housing Needs.in South West Study 13.0
Waste disposal study 20.801)
Bicentennial Square 5.177
Busselton Foreshore Study 1000
Pilot Town Planning Scheme 30.0
Bridgetown Innovative Park 35.0
Milligan House development 126,546
Recreation Needs Study 6.000
SW Industrial Development Study 10.873
Tree Planting project 10.031
Pat Usher Memorial park 90,463
Dwellingup Housing Study 6.000
Miscellaneous (minor projects) 158,574

5.896.666

The above projects are represented by the operating expenditure or. 3246,597 and non operating
expenditure of S5.650.069 making a total expenditure on projects of $5,896,666.
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4. (a) Grants/Subsidies to public organisations; were paid to:

South West College 6,000
Bunbury Institutc .e
Harvey Shire (Yauloop restoration) 10.0
Harvey Shire (Eaton hail restoration) ,D
Regional shires - mosquito eradication 12.245
South West Tourism Promotion Foundation 5,170
Rylinglon Park 50,120
Bunbury Timber Jetly restoration 10,000
Capel Shire (loiler facilities) 20,000
State Planning Commission 1.D
Harvey Shire (Kemerton infrastructure) 100,000
Miscellaneous (minor grants) 11,640

i. 47,175'

4 (b) Grams/Subsidies to private organisations were paidas follows:

Waratal, Counselling & Suppout Service 40,000
Mrel 51000
South West Survey 1988 11,425
Food & Wine Festival 20,000
Spastic Welfare Association 3,000
Margaret River Economic IDtvlt Co~mmittee 6,000
South West Gamens Comntittee 7.000
South West Emergency Care 75,000
Rural Initiatives Development Association 11,500
Suobury Enterprise Agency 5,000
Horticulture 2001 26,000
100 Years of Colle Coal Committee 6.000
Public Gallery Collie 7,000
Bunbury Surf ifesaving; Club 79,0
South West Golf Association 10,000
United Beef Breeders t5,O
Bunbury Power Boar Club 20,824
Rowing Championship Committee 3.000
Miscellaneous (minor gtrants) 43,478

385.227
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

SOFTWOOD - CROWN LAND LEASES

904. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) How many properties have been leased from Crown land to private
individuals or companies for growing softwood?

(2) How many hectares are involved in aggregate in these leases?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(1) None.

(2) Not applicable.

"RADIATION HEALTH NEWS" - ESSENTIAL SERVICE CONSIDERATION
1118. Mr MENSAROS to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

In view of the often announced necessity to save Government expenditure, is
it considered by the Government as its policy that the recently commenced
(June 1990) publication of Radiation Health News by the Radiation Health
Section of the Health Department of Western Australia is an essential service
and warrants additional expenditure?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

As part of the "Plan for Health" the radiation protection program includes, as
- a broad strategy, to "Educate licence applicants, licensees and users in

radiation safety". "Radiation Health News" is seen as partly fulfilling this
*strategy. The additional cost for this publication is very small, being $70 per

issue four times per year. It is distributed, in accordance with the strategy, to
licensees who are registered with the film badge service. As it is distributed
with the normal film badge issue no additional cost for postage is incurred.

There is considerable misunderstanding by the public of the relative risks of
radiation and other hazards. The "Radiation Health News" will assist in
correcting such misunderstanding and result in a better informed public
response to these important issues. I believe that the additional expense is
justified.

SOUTHSIDE TERRACE PROPERTIES - PUT OPTIONS
1160. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

(1) Did any put options exist on the group of properties known collectively as the
Southside Terrace Properties after January 1988?

(2) If yes, did any of them survive the 30 June 1988 sale to Skeat Pty Ltd and
Sharland Pry Ltd?

Mr TAYLOR replied:

(1) Not to my knowledge.

(2) Not applicable.

SOUTHSIDE TERRACE PROPERTIES - SALE
Skear Pty Ltd and Sharland Pty Ltd - Payment Terms

1.169. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Finance and Economic Development:

(1) Was Southside Terrace Properties sold by the State Government Insurance
Commission/Government Employees Superannuation Board to Skeat Pry Ltd
and Sharland Pry Ltd on 30 June 1988 for $270 million purchase price and
was $180 million on deferred terms?

(2) If yes, what is the security for the unpaid $180 million?
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(3) If mortgaged, is it firt or second?
(4) What parent guarantees for the obligations of Skeat Pty Ltd and Sharland Pty

Ltd are extant?
(5) Does all or any of Skeat, Sharland, Consolidated Press Holdings, or Tipperary

Developments have a put option over any portion of the land securing the
$180 million obligation?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(I) No. The properties were sold to Consolidated Press Holdings Ltd and

Tipperary Developments Pry Ltd on 18 March 1988 for $270 million on two
and a half years deferred terms. This agreement was subsequently varied on
30 June 1988 to include Skeat Ply Ltd and Sharland Ply Ltd.

(2) Security is made up of a mortgage over the properties and guarantees by
Consolidated Press Holdings. The guarantee was made joint and several by
Consolidated and Tipperary Developments following agreements on
30 December 1988.

(3) First mortgage to convert to a second mortgage on completion of project
finance for the development.

(4) Consolidated Press Holdings and Tipperary Developments have given joint
and several guarantees for the obligations of Skeat Pry Ltd and Sharland Pry
Ltd.

(5) Not to my knowledge.

MOTOR VEHICLES - LICENCE FEES
Licensed Trailer Theft Refund

1172. Mr KLERATI- to the, Minister representing the Minister for Police:
(1) Does a person whose licensed trailer is stolen have to wait until the expiry of

the licence to recoup the amount of the licence fee outstanding between the
rime of the officially reported theft and the expiry of the licence?

(2) If so, why, and is this because the official owner must produce the licence
plates to get the refund?

(3) Is the official licence holder effectively financing the thief's coverage by third
party insurance?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) No.
SELECT COMMnlTEE ON LAND CONSERVATION - EXPENDITURE

Overseas Tour
1223. Mr GRILL to the Speaker:

(0) What was the expenditure of the Select Comm-ittee on Land Conservation in
the 1989-90 financial year?

(2) What was the cost of the overseas tour?
(3) What is the budget 'provision for the 1990-91 financial year including that

visit?
(4) What further budgetary provisions have been made beyond that tour?
(5) What was the proposed schedule of visits in those journeys?
(6) What proposed visits were not completed?
(7) What is the schedule of future reports proposed, by date and tide?
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The SPEAKER replied:

(1) $65706.
(2) Although not all amounts have been fmnalised, the estimated cost is $139 000.

(3) $t.89 300 has been included in the budget request of the Legislative
Assembly.

(4) Provision has been sought for intrastate travel and the usual commnittee
operating costs.

(5) China, South Africa, Zimbabwe, Kenya, Israel, Portugal, Great Britain,
Brazil, USA.

(6) South Africa, Portugal, Brazil, Great Britain.
(7) The deliberations and decisions of the commuittee are not available until it

reports to the House. Page I I of the discussion paper No 1 tabled in the
Legislative Assembly on 28 June 1990 details the work schedule then set by
the commnittee.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

McCUSKER REPORT - FORMER MINISTERS ACCESS

320. Mr MacKJNNON to the Premier:

(1) Were any former Ministers or Premiers given access to the contents of the
McCusker report prior to its tabling in the Parliament at midday today?

(2) If so, which former Ministers or Premiers were given that access and why
were they given that access?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(1)-(2)
We have become accustomed to the same questions being asked in this place
as were asked a couple of hours previously in the other place. I can tell the
Leader of the Opposition unequivocally and categorically, no.

GRACILARIA - SWAN RIVER, BAYS WATER

Harvesting and Cultivation

321. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) What is the Minister's attitude to harvesting Gracdlaria in the Swan River at
B ayswater?

(2) Would the Minister consider cultivation of the algae for comnmercial.
purposes?

Mr PEARCE replied:

(0)42)
For the benefit of members opposite Gracilania is a red algae which occurs
naturally in a number of Western Australian waterways and which may be
commercially valuable because of its agar content. Although it occurs
naturally in the Swan and Canning Rivers it is an important habitat for a
number of small fishes and crustaceans, so any effort to grow and harvest it
would have to be looked at carefully on environmental grounds.

There are a number of proposals for either harvesting or growing Crociria
in a number of Western Australian waterways including the Swan River at
Bayswater, and I understand an application is currently before the Swan River
Trust in relation to this matter.

Mr Taylor: When I was Minister a person approached me, as the Minister
responsible for the waterways, about this matter.

Mr Want: I was the person who brought him to the Minister.
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Mr PEARCE: Was that Mr Horabin?
Mr Taylor: Yes.

Mr PEARCE: He was well intentioned in this matter and was actually given approval
to grow it commercially in the Peel/Harvey estuary.

He cannot now identify the areas in which he sought to grow it, which was
one of the conditions of his approval. The hardest thing is to know where the
crop is. If Mr Horobin's application is to be successful in the Bayswater area,
that speculative approach to the conditions might be considered, but in general
terms the position would be this: If someone were to come up with a well
researched approach to the harvesting of Grad/laria, or the growing of it in
some place, it could be considered on its merits. The Swan and Canning
systems are very valuable to Western Australia and much loved by the
citizenry. I would be very careful in giving an approval, depending on the
advice of the Swan River Trust. Approval might be available to a proposition
which was researched, subject to stringent conditions, and those conditions
would have to be adhered to.

HOSPITALS - COUNTRY HOSPITALS
Task Force Review

322. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Health:

(I) Has the Government appointed a task force for the purpose of reviewing the
operations of certain country hospitals?

(2) If yes. has that task force made a recommendation that certain country
hospitals, including Denmark, Wooroloo, Kununoppin. Quairading.
Boddington. Beverley and Cnowangerup, be closed?

Mr WILSON replied:

(1)-(2)
The Government has not appointed any such task force.

RAILWAYS - RAPID PUBLIC TRANSPORT SYSTEM, ROCKINGHAM-
MANDURAH

Government Discussion Paper - Public Response Dare Extension
323. Mr THOMAS to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Is the Minister aware that the advertised period for responses to the
Government's discussion paper on a rapid public transport system to
Rockingham and Mandurah expires tomorrow, 31 August?

(2) As this proposal has aroused widespread interest in my electorate and other
areas which would be affected, and the document has been available in
substantial numbers for only a few weeks. would the Minister consider
extending the period for responses?

Mrs B EGGS replied:

(1)-(2)
I am aware that this matter has created a considerable amount of discussion,
not only in the member for Cockburn's area but in the Speaker's area as well,
and I am sure in many other areas. I am pleased to be able to advise the
member for Cockburn that I shall extend the period for public comment. My
office has made many hundreds of copies of the report available to people
living in that location, and it has created a lot of public interest. It is very
important that the public should have as much input as it wants into this issue
of a rapid transit system through the southern corridor. I shall extend the
period for comment to 31 December this year.

PARABURDOO - ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

324. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for North-West:

On 28 June 1989 the Minister made a commitment to the community of
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Paraburdoo to assist in the economic and social development of that town.
Could the Minister please advise the House what progress has been made in
the last year?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

On about 28 June last year I visited Paraburdoc during one of my ministerial
visits to the region. I had discussions with a number of groups in the town
about future plans which required consideration, looking at those features of
the town such as its future requirements for sport, recreation, community
services, tourism, commerce and business. As a result of those discussions a
committee was set up comprising representatives from each of those sectors in
the town to look at the most appropriate way for the Government to facilitate
a plan to deal with those issues. Since then a community plan has been
prepared and a report has come forward. It has looked at a number of features
which need to be addressed. In addition, an implementation strategy is
currently being worked out in order to facilitate the ongoing development of
those strategies.
In the course of setting that implementation phase of the project in place I am
discussing this issue with the local member, the member for Pilbara. It is
hoped that within the next week or two a plan will be in place to set up the
ongoing program, using the resources of the local community, each of the
Government departments responsible for coordinating that process, and
involving the local member in the execution of the plan. That plan is up and
running; it is being supported very strongly by the community in Paraburdoo,
and from it will come an effective strategy to deal with the important needs of
the community in Paraburdoo.

McCUSKER REPORT - CHANGES
325. Mr MINSON to the Premier:

(1) Were any changes made to the McCusker report tabled in the Parliament
today between the time it was originally received by the Government and
when it was tabled here today?

(2) If so, what were those changes?

(3) Were the changes made with the approval of Mr McCusker?
(4) Were any of those changes made following approaches to the Government or

to Mr McCusker by other parties?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:

This is the second question which is identical to one asked in the upper House.
There were some changes to the report, as I have indicated, which were
suggested by Mr McCusker. I can give the member a copy of them. They
were made to words which were wrongly typed. Some words were wrongly
inserted. There were some decimal points of his own making. In addition
Mr McCusker provided an addendum, I think it is to Chapter 11, which
provides a breakdown of the funds which went into Rothwells, how they were
distributed, and the disbursement to the unsecured creditors. Those went in
after the report was given to us. Mr McCusker made the changes, and that is
the end of the matter.

ROTHWELL LTD - PETROCHEMICAL PROJECT
Purchase Payment - Debt Buy Back Scheme

326. Mr LEWIS to the Premier:
(1) Is it a fact that the price paid for the petrochemical project was essentially

decided by the Government and Mr Bond and contrived to provide sufficient
funds to allow Mr Connell to buy back Rothwells' non-performing debts?

(2) If yes to (1), was the Government duped or stung as the Deputy Premier
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believes, or otherwise was a fraud perpetrated on the people of Western
Australia by the Government?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(l)-(2)

No. The farst part of the question is a rough paraphrase of a section of the
McCusker report which I cannot immediately identify. The important point to
recognise is that when the Deputy Premier was talking about the dupe and the
sting he was clearly referring to the fact that all along the line - and the report
documents this on page after page - not only was the Government misled but
also the people of Western Australia and other business people.

Mr Lewis: By you!

Dr LAWRENCE: The member should read the report: he might not like what he
reads but it is clear that senior members of the company - Mr Connell in
particular - were at pains to ensure that no-one in this State knew of the true
state of Rothwells. That did emerge. The McCusker report clearly shows that
is the case. I know the member does not like that; and that is one reason why
his demeanour is so flat today. The calls have been. "We must have another
sitting of the House on Friday" and so on.

Several members interjected.

The SPEAKER: Order!

Dr LAWRENCE: We offered to sit into the night and tomorrow if necessary.

An Opposition member: You do not want to give us time to pull it apart.

Dr LAWRENCE: Members opposite know that the McCusker report gives them no
capacity to do what they would want to do. It clearly indicates that the
Government, senior business people, and the public were misled and
systematically explains how that was so. Therefore the Deputy Premier's
description of that as a dupe or a sting is one that could quite readily be made.
Any suggestion to the contrary contradicts Mr McCusker's report, not what
the Government is saying.

SOUTH WEST DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY - REGION
Rockingham Inclusion

327. Mr READ to the Minister for South-West:

In light of the comments by the member for Mandurab that the suburb of
Rockingham could be included in the region of the South West Development
Authority, would the Minister provide an assurance that this will not occur
under the present Government?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

The focus of the Government's regionalisation policy has been to encourage
economic and community development in the country areas of the State by
focusing on the strengths of each region and not by trying to dole out money
evenly to all areas or have the same programs operating- in every area of the
State.

If Rockinghamn, which is in the metropolitan area, were to become part of the
South West Development Authority area or part of a separate Peel
development authority, because of its sheer size and the nature of its industrial
development and its potential for naval development, it would simply
overwhelm the whole region both in terms of population and potential for
development.
It would defeat the object of having the major development affected by
regionalisation occurring outside the metropolitan area. For that reason it is in
the interests of the people of Mandurafi. Murray, Waroona, and Boddington,
that they form themselves into an independent authority. As indicated to the
member for Mandurah in debate today. I believe that time wilt not arrive until
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the population of the area reaches around 60 000. When that occurs, the
Government will give consideration to the establishment of an independent
authority.
Mandurah has always wanted to avoid being included in the urban sprawl that
is evident throughout the metropolitan area. If Mandurab wants to retain its
own Centre and its country character it would be better to have a group of
people focusing on Mandurah and its hinterland alone and not just be another
adjunct for the development of yet more of the metropolitan area.
HEALTH - PATIENTS' ASSISTANCE TRAVEL SCHEME

Review
328, Dr TUR.NBLULL to the Minister for Health:

(1) Can the Minister inform the House whether the internal review of the
operation of the PATS scheme and recommendat ions for changes to the
operation of that scheme have been completed?

(2) If so, when will that report be released for public scrutiny?

Mr WILSON replied:

That review is nearing completion. I expect to have the report within the next
week or two. As soon as it is presented to me it will be made available to the
public.

HOMESWEST - BUCKLAND HILL DEVELOPMENT
329. Mr McGINTY to the Minister for Housing:

Is the Minister aware of the article in the Fremantle Herald on 23 August in
respect of the Homeswest development at Buckland HI and could she
explain what the development is all about?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:
I have seen the article in the Fremnantle Herald headed "The village and The
desert". I am pleased that the reporter who wrote the article has visited
Buckland Hill and inspected the Homeswest development in the area, and the
private enterprise development. The article questions the old adage that the
private sector is better able to cater for housing needs. He gives considerable
credit to Homeswest for that development which is village style. The article
reads -

Homeswest followed its charter to house the less well-off and seems to
have accomplished that with considerable efficiency and flair.

The private developers went to the top of the market and tried to create
a new Peppermint Grove or City Beach.
They followed their charter to maximise profit and were seduced by
the money they believed could be made by selling ocean and river
views to the wealthy.
So far they seem to have accomplished not much at all, except to
prove that date palms will grow near the ocean.

I am proud that the development by Homeswest is one which is considered a
model development. It has been built in the style of a village and designed to
provide housing to encourage people to feel less alienated by the environment.
The roads are small in size. The development consists of 73 units plus a
community centre, 40 aged persons' units and 33 family homes. It has been
deliberately built close to nearby shopping facilities and the intention is to
provide maximum privacy for residents and at the same time encourage a
village-type atmosphere. The architectural style reflects the style of
Fremantle and has gained considerable comment and commendation by all
people who have been to look at it.
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In view of the publicity surrounding the H-omeswesr development in North
Fremantle, I was pleased to see the article in the newspaper praising the
Homeswest development at Buckland Hill. The project is something of which
we can all be proud.

TRANSPORT - GRAIN AND FERTILISER
Under Recovery Road Charge Revenue - Main Roads Department and Local Government

Funds Distribution
330. Mr McNEE to the Minister for Transport:

In the Minister's reply to my question on Tuesday relating to how the revenue
collected from the proposed charge on grain and fertiliser road transport
would be split between the Main Roads Department and local government.
she said, "I give a commnitment to the House that those funds in the main will
go to local authorities". Yet on the ABC "Country Hour" today the Minister
said the funds would go 60 per cent to the Main Roads Department and
40 per cent to local government.

What has caused the Minister to change her previously stated position, and
will she now review her statement of today to increase the road fund benefit to
local government?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

I have not changed position. We estimate that 80 per cent of the damage to
roads will be done to roads which are the responsibility of the Main Roads
Department. and that 40 per cent of that damage will occur on roads which are
the responsibility of local authorities. What I said was exactly correct.

Mr McNee: You stated that the bulk of the funds would go to local authorities. Forty
per cent does not represent the bulk of the funds. I do not care what cockeyed
proposition the Minister puts up.

Mrs BEGGS: Those funds will go to local authorities to maintain the roads for which
they have responsibility. Does the member expect anything different? I
would not think so.

SCHOOLS - BOYARE PRIMARY SCHOOL, MIRRABOOKA
Construction Progress

331. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Education:

Can the Minister advise on the progress on the construction of the new Boyare
Primary School in Mirrabooka which is needed for the start of the 1991 school
year?

Dr GALLOP replied:

Due to the rapid rate of population growth in the Mirrabooka. area, particularly
among younger families, construction of the Boyare Primary School has been
given an early star. As a result of this we expect the work to be completed by
December of this year. If we had not gone ahead with that school, the
Dryandra Primary School would have been placed in an impossible situation
in trying to cope with the student numbers for 1991. This new school will
cost $3.5 million and will take its first students next year.

It is worth reflecting ont the record school building program of 1989-90: The
Government allocated $70 million to school buildings last year - a record -
which was 30 per cent more than the record established in the previous year.
That indicates a real commnitment on the part of the Government to maintain
an appropriate allocation of fuinds to schools.

McCIJSKER REPORT - COPYRIGHT NOTICE
332. Mr COURT to the Premier:

Has the Government given prominence to the copyright notice on the back
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cover of the McCusker report to restrict the dissemination of the report's
contents and to ensure that the Opposition does not highlight sections of the
report in its campaign for the establishment of a Royal Commission into
WA Inc, and to stop summaries being prepared for public circulation?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:

The fact that I had to reach for the report indicates that I did not even know
that it was there.

Mr Macinnon: Why is it there?

Dr LAWRENCE: I presume that Mr McCusker asked for it to be put there or that it
is a routine matter for the Government Printer to do that. It was not requested
by me or by any other member of Government and I can assume only that it is
either routine or that Mr McCusker asked for it. in which case the suggestion
of some nefarious motive to muzzle the Opposition is clearly ridiculous.

TRANSPORT - GRAIN AND FERTILISER
Under Recovery Road Charge Revenue

333. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Has the Department of Transport estimated what revenue will be gained from
its proposed under recovery tax on grain and fertiliser in rail regulated areas?

(2) If yes, what is it estimated to be?

(3) How does it intend to police the new regulation, and what is the estimated
cost of doing so?

Mrs BEGGS replied:

(1)-(3)
It is very difficult to work that out in absolute terms because -

Mr Cowan: You thought it was a good idea at the time.

Mrs BEGGS: That is unfair. The Leader of the National Party was very anxious for
the Government to deregulate fertiliser and the Government understood why it
should. However, the Leader of the National Party was also very concerned
that Wesnrail should maintain an efficient service to country areas.

Mr Cowan: To be in a position where it could offer an efficient service; tell me how
an under recovery tax makes Westrail more efficient.

Mrs BEGGS: I am not saying that it makes it more efficient; I am saying that it can
compete fairly.

Mr Cowan: It will make your competitors less efficient.

Mrs BEGGS: If Westrail is not in a position to compete fairly. I could give
absolutely no guarantee that we would be able to maintain efficient services to
all of those areas to which the National Party was so keen to have the service
maintained. I am not in a position to accurately advise the Leader of the
National Party of the amount of money to be raised by the under recovery
road charge because it depends on how much shift there is from rail to road. I
do not have a crystal ball and, as the member for Marmion often said during
the heritage debate, I do not believe I am Nostradamus. However, if one
assumes a shift of 500 000 tonnes of grain and 250 000 tonnes of fertiliser
from rail to road, the expected additional cost in road damage would be
$1.2 million for grain and $900 000 for fertiliser.

HARVEY FRESH - DAIRY INDUSTRY AUTHORITY OF WA
Financial Requirements Relinquishment

334. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister for Agriculture:

(1) Does the Dairy Industry Authority of WA require market milk processing
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companies to lodge credit arrangements when guaranteeing payment of milk
from licensed producers?

(2) Was this requirement waived in respect of Harvey Fresh and, if so, when was
that decision made and was it a Cabinet or a ministerial decision?

(3) Further to (2), did the Minister, or any other Minister, direct the Dairy
Industry Authority to waive or amend financial requirements relative to
Hanvey Fresh as a licensed milk processing company?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

The member for Vasse knows that this is a very difficult question to answer -
it follows a previous similar question - in the sense that arrangements may
well be in place which deal with certain undertakings and obligations on
behalf of the Government. and in my reply I indicated that I was not clear
about that undertaking and I was checking it out.

Mr Macinnon: Did you approve of any?

Mr. BRIDGE: I have not approved anything - I have had no involvement. I am
having these things checked out; surely that indicates that I did not approve of
anything. I am not being smart; I am merely stating that I am going through
the motion of checking on these matters.

If it is a fact that a certain undertaking - to which the Goverment is bound -
exists regarding the points of delivery and acceptance. I will be happy to
examine and acknowledge it. Until such rime as I am clear on this, I cannot
say that it involves a certain point of delivery or that the responsibility
commences or ends on a certain date. I know what the member is on about,
but unfortunately at this time I canniot answer the question. I will not attempt
to do so until it is clearly indicated where that responsibility comnmences and
ends.

MIDLAND SALEYARD - FUTURE
Committee Report

335. Mr OMODHI to the Minister for Agriculture:

(I) What actions will be taken by the Government in response to the report
prepared by the committee chaired by the former member for Warren, Hon D.
Evans, into the future of the Midland saleyard?

(2) Will the Govenrment implement parr 2 of recommendation I of the report
which recommends resumption or repurchase of the saleyard?

(3) If not, why not?

Mr BRIDGE replied:

(1)-(3)
We have a responsibility as a Government to assist the industry in the most
effective way that we can to ensure the continuity of facilities, and that is
what we are doing. In the course of discussions with industry over the next
few weeks I hope, in consultation and in agreement with the industry, to
respond to the recommrendations made by the working group on this issue.
Whether recommendation I or recommendation 101 is adopted remains a
matter of debate and agreement between the industry and me.

Those members who represent the pastoral industry should have no doubt that
the Midland saleyard situation is perfectly under control; there is no need for
any anxiety or confusion to be associated with the issue. The industry has
nothing to be upset about. A facility will be in place and available until 1993
and everyone, his dog and his talking gaiah know about that. When 1993
arrives an agreed package will be in place for the requirements of the industry
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which will have been worked out Ln advance between the industry and the
Minister for Agriculture.'

INTEGRA SURVEY - DATA COLLECTION, COLLATION AND RECORDING
RESPONSIBILITY

336. Mr STRICKLAND to the Minister for Education:

Regarding the recent Integra survey, will the Minister confirm whether
Integra Pry Ltd was responsible for the collection of information and data, but
the ministry was responsible for the way in which the data was collated and
recorded?

Dr GALLOP replied:

It is slightly overcast, the ball is just outside the off stump, I should go for the
cover drive, but on this occasion will let the ball go through to the
wicketkeeper and respond whetn the question is placed on notice.


