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

PETITION - CANNING WAR MEMORIAL SiTE, RESUMPTION OF LAND
OBJECTION

MR KIERATH (Riventon) [10.03 am): I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, object to any resumption of land on the site of the Canning War
Memorial, on the basis that this is a sacred site used since 1949 to scatter the ashes of
Returned Soldiers, and has been the venue for an annual Anzae Day service since chat
time. The Memorial has already been moved once from its original site, and should
now be left intact.
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 394 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 132.]

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - BY THE PREMIER
Ministerial Changes, Fonrnal A nnouncemnen t

DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [10.06 am]: IF formally announce the
ministerial changes that have taken place in the past few months. Most recently Hon Jim
McGinty assumed responsibility for the Environment portfolio, Hon Eric Ripper as Leader of
the House and Minister for The Family, and John Kobeilce as Parliamentary Secretary of the
Cabinet. 1 have now taken responsibility for Employment and Trade and Investment and
shed responsibility for Women's Interests which has been taken by Hon Judyth Watson.
Hon Gordon Hill is now responsible for the Small Business portfolio which has been shed by
Hon Ian Taylor, and he also assists both the Premier and Deputy Premier with the Trade and
Investment portfolio.

MINING AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and First Reading

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Gordon Hi!! (Minister for Mines), and read a first time.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON PREMATURE RELEASE OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTS
AND EXPENDITURE REVIEW COMMITTEE DRAFT REPORT

Report Tabling
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) 110.09 am]: I present a report from the Select Committee on
Premature Release of Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee Draft Report. I
move -

That the Report do lie upon the Table and be printed.
I will make a few remarks on behalf of the Select Committee. This type of inquiry is viewed
in different ways in different sections of the community and indeed in different sections of
the Parliament. As it says on the first page of the report, two members of the committee
voted against the setting up the committee. I was one of those members and I suppose it is
some sort of perverse justice that I ended up as its chairman. Nobody else wanted to do the
job, and after 12 meetings I can see exactly why. Ac the time the Privilege Committee was
set up, the member for Darling Range, who unfortunately is not yet in the Chamber, was
recorded at page 4767 of Mansard as saying -
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I think a Select Committee of Privilege is a very suspect vehicle for dealing with
alleged breaches of this kind and I certainly will not support the motion as amended.

I agreed with him and voted with him. However, the Privilege Committee has come to some
conclusions which I will refer to in a moment. Another view of this type of committee is
reflected in that impeccable source "Yes Minister" on page 442 of the episode "The Bed of
Nails" which I amn sure most members in here would have seen Or read. Sir Humphrey
Appleby, that notable and ironic figure, the source of most power in Government it seems,
said to one of his assistants, the ever present Bernard, "How many leak inquiries can you
recall that named the culprit in round figures?" Bernard thought for a moment and said,
"Well, if you want it in round figures, none. The tight answer. They can't report. For two
reasons: 1 If the leak came from a public servant it's not fair to publish it. The politicians are
supposed to take the rap, that's what they're there for. 2 If the leak camne from a politician
it's not safe to publish it because he will then promptly disclose all the other leaks he knows
of that came from his colleagues."
I will not name the person who brought that to my attention, as we have our own code of
ethics too! However, in considering this matter, the committee took it slightly more
seriously than that. It met on 12 occasions and brought down a 10 page report, some of
which I am sure will be of interest to members. I will not go through it all, but I will outline
its conclusions and findings.
Mr Bloffwitch: Were they unanimous?
Dr ALEXANDER: These findings are unanimous and despite some difficulty, I am pleased
to report, they are findings on which there is consensus. Very little argument occurred over
the final wording of this report- If I can be so bold as to speak on their behalf, all committee
members are satisfied with the report, if not necessarily satisfied with the outcome.
Mr Pearce: Give us a hint if you moved that zero onto something.
Dr ALEXANDER: Just wait; all will be revealed - well, not all! It will not come as a great
surprise that the committee found that a contempt of Parliament did occur in this instance.
Standing Order No 375 states -

Unless the House or the Committee otherwise orders, no Member of a Select
Committee of the House shall, nor shall any other person, publish or disclose the
evidence (including documentary evidence) received by such Committee until such
evidence shall have been reported to the House.

The Privilege Committee concluded that that Standing Order has quite clearly been broken in
two ways; firstly, by the person or persons from whom Channel 9 and The West Australian
obtained either directly or indirectly part or all of the draft Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Committee report; and, secondly, by the two media outlets in publishing the material
they knew, or would have reason to at least suspect - I will refer to that shortly - was
privileged. The committee spoke to the media personnel involved in publishing this material
on both television and in the print media and noted their statements that they realised a
breach of privilege had occurred, but that in their view that had to be balanced against what
they saw as reporting in the public interest. We also acquainted ourselves with the
journalists' code of ethics which we quote in the report. In view of that, after long and
serious discussion, the committee determined that no useful purpose would be served by
pressing media representatives to reveal their source- History records numerous occasions
when people who have attempted to go down that path have come to grief.
Mr MacKinnon: A couple of journalists have come to grief.
Dr ALEXANDER: One Western Australian journalist went to jail, not as a result of a
parliamentary inquiry, but as a result of a court case. Although the committee asked the
journalists for their source, they confirmed, as we expected, that they would not breach their
code and reveal their source. However, they assured the committee that they were confident
of the accuracy of the material on which they reported. The committee was totally satisfied
that the journialists came into possession of that material by "legitimate means". In other
words the committee has no reason to believe the journalists may have stolen the material.
In the end, the committee concluded that, as far as the media was concerned, this contempt
was of a secondary nature and it would be unjust if the committee recommended that action
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be taken against the media while the person or persons who committed the primary breach of
privilege - I chink the member for Armadale has been waiting for this - were not identified
and made accountable. The committee also concluded, reluctantly, that the initial source, as
opposed to the secondary source, was one or more members of the Public Accounts and
Expendliture Review Committee. In the interests of natural justice, each of the public
accounts committee members was formally advised of the Privilege Committee's likely
conclusion and given an opportunity to add to their previous evidence; in which case, all of
them have denied having anything to do with the leak of this material. None of the members
wished to add anything further to that. That was the Privilege Committee's major
conclusion.
The committee is totally satisfied that the source was not a staff member of either the public
accounts committee or the committee secretariat staff. The Privilege Committee had no
reason to doubt the integrity of those staff, nor did it have evidence to suggest that the source
was a person Or staff member attached to a public accounts committee member. The
committee also made some recommendations, which are threefold: Firstly, the committee
believes there should be a formal mechanism by which to advise members appointed for the
first time to a committee of their obligations and responsibilities as Select Committee
members, particularly pertaining to confidentiality of committee documents. While, in this
instance, the committee believes that the breach of Standing Order No 375 did not cause
fundamental damage to Parliament, because of the timing - just before the final report was
released - the committee nonetheless believes that in some circumstances breaches of this
kind can lead to all sorts of unforeseen and difficult results. Members will be well aware of
those. Those matters are discussed in the committee's report.
The committee also recommends that the Speaker be requested to draw to the attention of
accredited members of the Press Gallery Standing Order No 375, the gravity and
consequences of disclosing proceedings of Select Committees prematurely and their
obligations to ensure none of their actions will breach privilege, damage the work of, or
result in a contempt of Parliament. It has been intriguing to me, as chairman of that
committee, that on several occasions I was contacted by a person in the media ranks -again I
will not name that person - who invited me, no less, to provide that person with an advance
copy of this report. The only reason I mention that is to illustrate the pressure that members
of committees may come under from time to time.
Mr Blaikie interjected.
Dr ALEXANDER: Granted; that is a matter of judgment. All I am saying is that, as
members will well know, it is not a one way street. In the event, I resisted those invitations.
Mr Blaikie: Well done.
Dr ALEXANDER: Thirdly, the committee recommends that the Standing Orders and
Procedure Committee examine the desirability of adopting an alternative practice in case of
premature leaks of material.
We recommend a practice adopted by the House of Commons since 1986 and more recently
adopted by the Commonwealth House of Representatives. In brief, this practice provides for
a committee whose evidence or proceedings has been improperly disclosed to seek or
discover for itself the source of the leak and to assess whether it constitutes, or is likely to
constitute, a substantial interference with the committee's work, with the select committee
system or with the functions of the House. If a committee considered that such interference
Were likely, it would report to the House accordingly and such a report would automatically
be referred to a Committee of Privilege. We believe that provides a possible brake in this
difficult situation. However, we believe the Standing Committee on Standing Orders and
Procedure might consider that matter further.
In view of the difficult circumstances surrounding the setting up of this committee, it was
inevitable that we would come to the conclusions that we did. We have no evidence upon
which to point the finger at any committee member but we believe the source of the original
disclosure lies within the committee. I recommend that members read and digest the
contents of the report.
I thank committee members for their hard work on the report on what was a difficult and at
times a potentially explosive situation. In the end we came to a consensus report.
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Mr Blaikie: You have delivered an important report. Could you incorporate the names of
the committee members in the Hansard report?
Dr ALEXANDER: The members appointed to the Committee were the original mover of the
motion, (he member for Applecross, the member for Wagin, the member for Nollarnara and
the member for Cockburn, I was seconded to the committee and given the job of chairman, a
job that nobody wanted.
An Opposition member: The spirit of the volunteer.
Dr ALEXANDER: I was never very keen on conscription, and now I know why. I accord a
heartfelt vote of thanks to the Deputy Clerk, Mr Doug Carpenter, who set an example of
being the perfect person in his advisory position. His discretion and honesty and the
objectivity of his advice helped the committee on many occasions. Without his assistance
this report would not have been written.
MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [10.23 am): As Chairman of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee I express concern and regret at the findings in this report.
The report casts a shadow of doubt on the integrity of each member on that committee and
over the committee as a whole. It is a committee that over the past four years has worked
with impartiality, It has a good relationship across all political parties. In the past four years
it has sat on more occasions and tabled more comprehensive reports than any of its
predecessors in the committee's history. It has worked diligently on a variety of topics that
have been controversial and has contributed to the process of Parliament very well. The
conclusions of the committee could have been avoided had the reporters who obtained the
information revealed their sources.
MR BRADSHAW (Wellington) [ 10.25 am]: This report places a cloud on all the members
of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. From that angle, it is a sad
occasion. The occurence of leaks is nothing new. I have seen examples of other leaks in the
past few weeks.
Mr MacKinnon, The Premier's travel ixnprest was a leak. I would like to know from whom.
Mr CATANIA: As I say, leaks -are nothing new and, unfortunately, they will probably
continue. As the member for Balcatta said, the inquiry by the Privilege Committee could
have been avoided had the media people who received the report owned up to who leaked it.
However, I can understand a journalist's position and accept that that will never occur. As
the chairman of the Privilege Committee pointed out, one journalist went to gaol because he
refused to supply to a court details about the source of his information. I expect that
journalists under similar conditions would be prepared to go to jail again. It is important that
an investigation was undertaken even though from the outset it was obvious that no proper
conclusion would be drawn by the committee.
Question put and passed.
[See papers Nos 568 and 569.1

INDIAN OCEAN TERRITORIES (ADMINISTRATION OF LAWS) BILL
Second Reading

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Leader of the House) t10.27 am): On behalf of the Premier, I
move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The Indian Ocean Territories (Administration of Laws) Bill has two major purposes: Firstly,
to enable State authorities to exercise powers and provide services to the Indian Ocean
Territories; and, secondly, to enable Western Australian courts to exercise jurisdiction in the
Territories.
In March 1991 the Commonwealth House of Representative Standing Committee on
Constitutional and Legal Affairs recommended the replacement of the existing repressive
and largely unintelligible legal regime of the Cocos (Keeling) Islands and Christmas Island,
with the legal models applying to Western Australian, as amended from time to time, subject
to any essential modifications relevant to the cultural and other unique characteristics of
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those islands. In September of the same year, the Prime Minister wrote to the Premier
seeking agreement, in principle, for the Western Australian Government to assist the
Commonwealth in implementing these important reforms.
The Commonwealth Territories Law Reform Act was enacted on 1 July 1992 with the result
that a new Commonwealth legal regime now applies to the Indian Ocean Territories. That is
virtually identical to that contained in the Statute books of Western Australia. Since the State
and its agencies have a close familiarity with this regime, the Commonwealth is keen for the
State to administer the Territories' adopted legislation and to deliver services, acting as
agents of the Commonwealth.
Our agencies have already made an important contribution to the adopted legal regime,
providing advice to the Commonwealth as to what modifications to Western Australian legal
models might be essential and appropriate to the Territories, and which laws have no
relevance. The Commonwealth has also agreed to suspend a significant proportion of the
adopted regime to allow adequate consultation with, and education of, the Territories'
communities before eventual application.
The overall aim of the Commonwealth reform is to introduce to the residents of the
Territories the same benefits, standards, obligations and rights as apply to Australian citizens
in remote areas of the mainland. The most significant representation by Western Australia in
the Territories will be in the key areas of health and education; however a range of mainland
based agencies will lend advice and support across many other important areas such as the
courts, local government, power generation and distribution, marine safety, fire protection,
agriculture, town planning and land administration.
The proposed legislation provides support to the State and those agencies that will exercise
powers in and deliver services to the Indian Ocean Territories of Christmas Island and the
Cocos (Keeling) Islands as agents of the Commonwealth. It provides essential legislative
authority to a small number of Western Australian agencies that will conduct enforcement
activities on behalf of the Commonwealth, and enables Western Australian courts to exercise
jurisdiction in the Territories. The Bill is also important complementary legislation to the
Commonwealths Indian Ocean Territories Law Reformn Act 1992, which acts on the
Christmas Island Act 1958 and the Cocos (Keeling) Islands Act 1955 to give effect to the
Commonweaflh's law reform program for the Territories.
Western Australia is in a unique position to assist with this reform; our agencies have sole
competency in administrating the adopted laws and they are willing and able to assist. The
Commonwealth has agreed to provide adequate indemnity and meet all direct and indirect
costs, as far as possible in advance. The direct and indirect economic benefits to Western
Australia of an association with the Territories are significant. I commend the Bill to the
House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bradshaw.

DISABILITY SERVICES BILL
Second Reading

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Minister for Disability Services) (10.30 am]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
In so doing I take this opportunity to set out for the benefit of the House the evolution of this
legislation, and to summarise its content. As an integral element of its commitment to create
a just society enabling everyone to live with dignity and self-respect, this Government is
committed to ensuring a fair go for Western Austrlians with disabilities. This process began
two and a half years ago when in April 1990 Cabinet directed a committee of Ministers to
prepare a draft policy relating to the provision of services for people with disabilities. The
policy was to be easy to understand and brief. The policy was developed following an
extensive period of public consultation, review and negotiation. A draft discussion paper
was released by the Minister for Health in April 1991. It canvassed a wide range of
disability related issues, including the development of the paper and the consultative process
to be followed; discussion on the definition of disability, policy issues and parameters; and
options for administration.
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An extensive consultation process, managed by Dr Philip Deschainp, assisted by Ms Jenni
Perkins, resulted in a report based on submissions from, and public meetings with, people
with disabilities, their families and carers, service providers, Government agencies, and
community groups. The consultation process and subsequent report, "Community views",
released in September 1991 provided the Government with invaluable feedback which could
be used as a guide to future direction setting for the disability services area and a basis upon
which to prepare an implementation plan. An immediate Government initiative arising from
the consultative process was to create the new portfolio of Disability Services, the first such
portfolio in Australia, and a Bureau (or Disability Services. The portfolio and the bureau
provided focal points for people with disabilities and allowed the development of a more
cooperative approach across all areas of services.
In February of this year I released a penultimate draft of the policy for discussion. Following
further comment by the community and advice from the newly created Advisory Council for
Disability Services, "A fair go for everyone: Disability policy for Western Australia" was
endorsed by Cabinet in June of this year. The endorsement of this policy is in line with the
Government's social justice statement "Taking care, Government and community working
together" released in October 1991. This statement affirmns the Government's fundamental
commitment to fairness and equity, and introduces a social justice strategic framework based
on a closer working relationship between Government and community. The four key
principles underpinning the social justice strategy are equity, access, participation and rights.
The disability policy for Western Australia is a specific enunciation of the Government's
social justice principles as they apply to people with disabilities, their families and carers.
One of the most strongly expressed views to come out of the consultation process was that it
was not enough to express the rights of people with disabilities in a policy document - they
should be enshrined in legislation. The Government has accepted this view and the Bill
before us now includes the principles and objectives set out in the policy.
The Bill will ensure more effective access by Western Australians with disabilities to the
services they need. The Bill covers all services provided by Government agencies and
instrumentalities, both generic and specialist, and non-Government services in receipt of
Government funding through the Disability Services portfolio. It will complement existing
State legislation such as the Equal Opportunity Act 1984, the Guardianship and
Administration Act 1990, and the Commonwealth Disability Services Act 1986. The
principles and objectives of the State Act will largely min~or those of the Commonwealth
Act.
The Bill will establish principles and objectives for all services provided to people with
disabilities by Government and Government subsidised service providers; ensure compliance
with those principles and objectives by service providers to people with disabilities through
the use of funding agreements and disability service plans; provide for an advisory
mechanism for Government in the disability area; and establish a process for the lodgrnent
and resolution of complaints by people with disabilities relating to the compliance by service
providers with the principles and objectives of the Bill.
This Bill is the first step in setting up a framework for the coordinated development of
services to people with disabilities in Western Australia. It will assist the Government and
the community to advance the interests of people with disabilities, consistent with the Family
and Community Commission report of February 1992, and the Social Advantage package
announced in May of this year. Such planning and coordination will occur in consultation
with people with disabilities.
The Bill provides a clear statement of the value and importance the Government and the
people of Western Australia place on the lives of, and opportunities for, people with
disabilities. it affirms that people with disabilities have the same rights as other members of
the Western Australian community, and promotes the development and implementation of
services, generic and specialist, which support these rights. It recognises that Western
Australians with disabilities may require additional support and opportunities to access the
community. However, such support and opportunities will enable them to contribute to the
enrichment of community life. It should be recognised, though, that no single policy or piece
of legislation will provide the solution to the complex issues associated with ameliorating the
impact of disability on the lives of individuals. The coordination and implementation of a
range of measures involving Government and community working together is necessary.
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To ensure a consistent approach within the Australian concext, and to allow possible
devolution of Commonwealth funds to Western Australia through the Commonwealth-State
disability agreement, close adherence has been maintained to the principles and objectives of
the Commonwealth Disability Services Act 1986 and recent State and Territory disability
services legislation. These principles and objectives were developed as a result of extensive
consultation associated with the handicapped persons review in 1983 and have been broadly
accepted by Australians with disabilities, their families, carers and advocates. These
principles and objectives together serve to endorse and protect the rights of Australians with
disabilities to dignity, autonomy and self-determination. It should be noted, though, that the
consultations in Western Australia raised several issues specific to Western Australia not
reflected in the Commonwealth principles and objectives. Accordingly, several objectives
were added to the policy and the Bill. The important role played by the families of Western
Australians with disabilities was recognised and taken into account. The need for
coordination and integration into local community services was also referenced.
There has been some concern in Western Australia about the way in which these principles
and objectives will be interpreted. While not wishing to suggest that this Government will
resile from implementation of the legislation in accordance with the principles and
objectives, it is important to repeat what I have said a number of times during mny period as
Minister: There is a need in developing services for a flexible interpretation of the principles
and objectives. This will ensure that the individuality of services is not lost and that a high
quality of services is provided that is consistent with the wishes of Western Australians with
disabilities.
The Bill affirms that people with disabilities have the same fundamental rights as all other
Western Australians to respect for their human worth and dignity; to realise their individual
capacities for physical, social, emotional and intellectual development; to freedom of choice
in determining their lifestyles; to access to the full range of services available in the
community and to receive additional support when necessary; to participate in the decisions
which affect their lives; and to pursue any grievance they may have in relation to the services
they receive.
Additionally in proposing this Bill, the Government is cognisant of the need to recognise the
broad diversity of disabilities and the diverse range of needs of people with disabilities; for
services to be flexible and adaptable in order to meet the unique needs of each person; to
involve people with disabilities in developing services and establishing priorities; to support
families of and carers of people with disabilities; to acknowledge the valuable role of
advocates in informing Western Australians with disabilities of their rights and supporting
them to exercise these rights; to address the special needs of Western Australians with
disabilities who come from different cultural backgrounds and also those living in remote
localities; and for the existence of specialist services.
I[now turn in more detail to the provisions of the Bill. Part 1 deals with preliminary matters
such as the short tidle and commencement provisions. Terms are also defined, and in this
context it is useful to note the definition of "disability". It is taken from the disability
services policy and is the definition upon which community consensus was obtained. It
provides a broad coverage, ensuring that no person with a disability can be disadvantaged by
being excluded from this legislation. This part also provides that the Crown is bound by this
Bill.
Part 2 deals with financial assistance. It provides that the Minister may approve grants of
financial assistance to Western Australians with disabilities, service providers or service
developers provided that the service or program which is the subject of the grant furthers the
principles and meets the objectives. The principles and objectives are set out in schedules 1
and 2 and are taken directly from the policy.
Service providers for the purposes of the Bill are broadly defined in order that no person or
organisation should be excluded. The nature of service providers can vary greatly.
Depending on the person with the disability and the type of service, they can range from
major public authorities and non-Government agencies to families and carers. There is also
room for great flexibility in the size and nature of grants. Under this Bill grants will vary
from the tens of thousands of dollars provided to large organtisations, to the grants of several
hundreds of dollars or less provided under the individual and family support grants scheme
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announced in the recent Budget. Grants may be provided to Western Australians with
disabilities. Each grant recipient will be required to enter into an agreement setting out how
the funds will be spent. This will provide clarity for both parties and clear accountability for
the funds committed to the disability services area. Agreements will establish the outcomes
to be achieved by people with disabilities. As a result of the requirement under the Western
Australian Financial Administration and Audit Act to provide funding only where there is a
demonstrated need, grants will be reviewed annually when funding is allocated.
Service developers are also catered for. This allows funds to be directed towards assessment
of need, planning, development and initiation1 training and assessment of the effects of
service. This recognition of, and capacity to adjust to, change in service provision enhances
the Bill's flexibility. Most service providers in receipt of grants in Western Australia
probably already comply with the principles and objectives outlined in the Bill. However,
for those who do not, grants will still be able to be made under this Bill, provided that they
demonstrate movement towards compliance. This provision will have effect until
31 December 1994, giving adequate time for compliance to be achieved.
Because of the complex and diverse nature of disability services, principles and objectives
applying to them must of necessity be drafted in broad terms. Therefore, it will be of benefit
to people with disabilities, service Providers and service developers' for guidelines to be
prepared which spell out in greater detail the basis on which grants will be made. It is the
Government's view that to include provision for such guidelines as regulations to this Bill
would severely limit the capacity for flexibility. Guidelines will be established, but this will
be done on an administrative basis. This will allow for their evolvement over time as service
needs and patterns change. Such guidelines will, of course, be developed in consultation
with the disability field.
It is normal practice for Ministers in portfolios such as mine to delegate the power to make
grants to senior officers in the relevant Government agencies. This Bill is no exception and
it contains a provision allowing the Minister to delegate to the Director and officers of the
Bureau for Disability Services. However, Government funding to non-Government agencies
in the area of intellectual disability has historically been distributed in Western Australia by
the Authority for Intellectually Handicapped Persons. The Bill also contains provision for
the Minister to delegate this function to the authority. I have indicated my intention in the
past that the authority should continue to be responsible for administering funding to non-
Government agencies in the area of intellectual disability and I wish to confirn that intention
today. This provision will ensure that the principles and objectives and the conciliation and
review mechanism in this Bill apply to non-Government service providers funded through
the portfolio for Disability Services.
Part 3 of the Bill deals with the lodgment of disability service plans by public authorities. In
this context public authorities include Government departments and any other body
established by the State for a public purpose. Such authorities are required by the Bill to
lodge disability service plans which indicate how the services which they provide further the
principles and meet the objectives. Such plans will cover both specialist services provided to
Western Australians with disabilities, and generic services provided to the whole community
of which people with disabilities are an important part. The aim of these plans is to
encourage the same level of compliance with the principles and objectives by public
authorities as that achieved by non-Government organisations by pant 2 of the Bill. I believe
that these provisions are most important, because if we are asking for compliance by the non-
Government sector we must expect the Government sector to operate on the same trmns.
This view was another one strongly put during the consultation process.
Disability service plans will be developed with the assistance of the Director of the Bureau
for Disability Services, and will be lodged with the director. The director will also evaluate
the plans and report to the Minister on their effectiveness and their implementation. As with
service providers in part 2, public authorities will have until 31 December 1994 to lodge and
commence implementation of their plans. Once disability service plans are lodged each
public authority will be required to report on their implementation as part of their reporting
obligation under the Financial Administration and Audit Act. The Bill provides for
exemption by regulation for agencies which do not provide services to the community.
Pan 4 of the Bill deals with the establishment and functions of the Advisory Council for
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Disability Services. This council, set up admninistratvely soon after die Disability Services
portfolio was created, will be given a statutory existence. As a representative body of
Western Australians with disabilities, their families, carets and service providers, this council
is ideally qualified to provide advice on the development and implementation of policies,
services, programs and activities which affect people with disabilities. The council has
already, during its short existence, played an important role in the development of the policy
which led to this Bill and will, I am sure, continue to provide considered, timely and astute
advice. Providing it with a place in this Bill recognises its pivotal role in the ongoing
effective provision of disability services in this State. The third schedule of the Bill details
the council's tenure of office and mode of operation.
The Disability Services Bill, as detailed so far, has established principles and objectives, and
set up mechanisms for compliance with them by Government and non-Government service
providers. It has also provided for advice to Government from the disability field. The final
plank in the platform is the capacity far Western Australians with disabilities, who have a
grievance about the services provided to them, to have some form of redress. This is dealt
with in part 5 of the Bill.
The conciliation and review process will apply only to services provided specifically to
Western Australians with disabilities by public authorities or service providers receiving
grants under part 2. This is because, as with other members of the community, people with
disabilities can make use of various other grievance mechanisms available if they are
unhappy with the provision of generic services. These include the Equal Opportunity
Commission and the Ombudsman.
The process provided is modelled on that of the Office of Health Services Conciliation and
Review. In fact, there was some suggestion during the drafting of this Bill that the two
processes should be combined. However, for many years people with disabilities have been
striving to eliminate the perception that they are sick and replace it with the view that they
have a disability which, when taken in conjunction with the environment in which we live,
limits their capacity in some form or to some degree. While the combination of the two
processes may appear on the surface to have some administrative advantages, it would
represent a philosophical anathema to the very community it is aimed to assist.
The Bill provides that complaints may be lodged by people with disabilities or their
advocates with the Director of the Bureau for Disability Services. An advocate may, of
course, be a member of the person's family. Such complaints must allege that the service
provider acted unreasonably in the context of the principles and objectives. The director,
having determined that the complaint falls within the ambit of the Bill, will attempt to
resolve the matter by conciliation between the parties. It is envisaged that between 90 and 95
per cent of complaints will be resolved by this process. However, for those where
conciliation is not successful, the complaint will be referred to the Commissioner for Equal
Opportunity for investigation. It is not seen as appropriate for the director to carry out such
an investigation because of the involvement of that position in funding processes. The
commissioner will carry out the investigation and be provided with standard powers to call
witnesses and obtain documents, etc. At the conclusion of the investigation, the
commissioner will decide whether the conduct of the service provider has been unreasonable
and, if it has been, may recommend that remedial action be taken. If the commissioner's
recomnmendations are not acted upon by the service provider, the commissioner must report
this to the Minister who may table a report in both Houses of Parliament. The tabling of
such a report is the only sanction contained in this part of the Bill.
While the numbers have not been large there has been a steady stream of matters raised both
with my office and the Bureau for Disability Services since the portfolio and the bureau were
created. This mechanism, with its heavy reliance on resolution through conciliation, will
provide a formal process for dealing with these matters. It will achieve an appropriate level
of informality and clarity of process, provide the basis for ongoing relationships between the
parties and be cost effective. Provisions have been inctuded to ensure that forum-shopping
and double-dipping does not occur, and that matters are dealt with appropriately and
confidentially.
The bureau will bring to these matters a level of expertise in the disability area not available
in any other similar forum, as will the Equal Opportunity Commission which has
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administered impairment provisions in its legislation since 1989. While primarily being of
benefit to Western Australians with disabilities, this mechanism will also assist their families
and organisations providing services to them. For example, a complaint about a respite
service may be lodged by, or on behalf of, a person with a disability in the knowledge that it
is likely to be resolved quickly and in a conciliatory manner, and recognising the likelihood
of an ongoing relationship between the panics. Other relevant pantics may be involved in the
process by the director or the commissioner when this could be seen to assist in achieving
conciliation, This Bill is unique legislation for Western Australia in a number of ways.

It is the first occasion on which the rights of people with disabilities and the means by
which they may interact in the community have been set down in this formn.
It is the first time that clarity, accountability and capacity for planning have been
available in the area of services to people with disabilities.
It has come to fruition after a long and involved process of consultation with the
community it aims to serve.
Finally, and quite rarely I believe, individual members of its community of interest
have played important roles in its development.

This is true not only of the many hundreds of Western Australians with disabilities and their
families who participated in the consultation process. It also applies to individuals such as
Phillip Descharnp, who conducted the consultations, Alister J. Shields, the Chair of the
Advisory Council for Disability Services, and other council members who have given advice
on the Bill, and Graeme Innes, the lawyer who has been the instructing officer during its
drafting. They are all Western Australians with disabilities. This must surely give a special
level of validity to this legislation.
However, the process does not end here -the complex issues surrounding the provision of
services to Western Australians with disabilities are not resolved by this piece of legislation
alone. The next step is the development of a State services plan which will encourage a
coherent approach to future disability services in Western Australia. This plan will be built
on minimum intrusion in the lives of people with disabilities and will stress the importance
of the primary caregiver, including family members. A key intention of future services will
be to support the primary caregiver, and to assist Western Australians with disabilities and
their carers to access mainstream services and support. The plan will include specific
reference to childrten with disabilities as a special group with particular needs within the
Disability Services portfolio. The plan will outline the role of specialist services; mainstream
services; inform-al supports; and functional support services. The role of the Government and
non-Government sector in service provision will also be further examined.
This Bill, enshrining as it does broad principles and objectives applicable to people with
disabilities, marks a watershed in Western Australia in the provision of services to this group
which makes up one in every eight members of our community. The challenges for all of us
now are to ensure that services meet needs more effectively and efficiently and in a more
coordinated manner, and that Western Australians with disabilities receive the social justice
to which they are entitled, and are assured of their right to full participation and equality in
our community.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bradshaw.

JURIES AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell - Minister for Lands) (10.53 am]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill is to increase the maximum number of reserve jurors in long criminal trials from
three to six. In October last year the Government introduced a similar amendment to the
Juries Act, along with other changes to increase the efficiency of the jury selection system.
Unfortunately, the Opposition was not prepared to support the lacier amendments and the
Government did not proceed.
The Bill now before the House is restricted to the proposal to increase the number of reserve
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jurors only. This is an important but, so far as I am aware, non-contentious issue. The
concept of reserve jurors was introduced in 1975 to reduce the possibility of a trial being
aborted for want of a sufficient number of jurors during the whole of the proceedings. The
present provisions allow the trial judge a discretion to direct that, in addition to the usual
12 jurors, up to three reserve jurors be empanelled at the commencement of the trial. Those
jurors take a modified form of oath, sit with the jury and are available, if necessary, to
replace an incapacitated juror during the trial. The risk in terms of the proper administration
of justice as well as costs, both to the community and to the accused, could be very
substantial indeed if a long trial had to be aborted because of insufficient fit jurors.
Although the Bill is only to change one number the Supreme Court has urged that it be dealt
with urgently, as one or more extremely long trials are expected in 1993. Based on
experience elsewhere, it is considered that the current maximum of three reserve jurors is
insufficient and it is therefore proposed that the number be increased to six. I commend the
Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bradshaw.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT (FINANCIAL INTERESTS) BILL 1989
Returned

Bill returned from the Council with amendments.
Council's Amendments: In Committee

The Chairman of Committees (Dr Alexander) in the Chair; Dr Lawrence (Premier) in charge
of the Bill.
The amendments made by the Council were as follows -

NolI
Clause 4

Page 6, line 4 - To delete "90" and substitute "30%
No 2
Clause 10

Page 11, line 24 - To delete "beyond this State".
No 3
Clause 10

Page 12, line 6 - To delete "$250" and substitute "$500".
No 4
Clause 10

Page 12, line 13 - To delete "$250" and substitute "$500".
No 5
Clause 10

Page 12, lines 21 and 22 - To delete ", within Australia".
Dr LAWRENCE: I move -

That the amendments made by the Council be agreed to.
Mr WATT: Obviously, since the Government accepts the Legislative Council's amendments
to the Bill there is no point in delaying the business of the House by attempting to debate
them. The Opposition is pleased that the Government accepts the amendments.
Question put and passed; the Council's amendments agreed to.

Report
Resolution reported, the report adopted, and a message accordingly returned to the Council.
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MOTION - STATE FORESTS
Revocation of No 68 and Partial Revocation of Nos 20 and 36 Proposal

Debate resumed from 3 June.
MR BRADSHAW (Wellington) [11.01 am]: The Opposition has no reason to delay the
passage of this revocation. The member for Collie pointed out yesterday during her
grievance debate thar people have been inconvenienced because of the tardiness of the
Government in bringing this matter before the Parliament and dealing with it. The
Opposition has no problem with this matter and agrees to the revocation.
MR OMODET (Warren) [11.02 am]: This matter has been before the House for some time
and was the subject of a grievance by the member for Collie yesterday. This revocation
covers a number of blocks to be transferred which should have been dealt with by this
Parliament a couple of years ago. In a number of those cases an opportunity exists for the
landholders to swap their land with the Department of Conservation and Land Management.
Concern has been expressed in the electorate of Warren that there may be a diminution of the
area of privately owned land available as a result of transfers outside the electorate; in other
words, somebody outside the Warren electorate will seek to transfer the ownership of a piece
of land by buying a property in the Warren district and selling it to the State Government in
exchange for land outside that district.
The area of alienated land in the Shire of Manjimup totals only 15 per cent, so such transfers
could have an impact on this area of land over time and its availability for various
agricultural pursuits. I refer particularly to the horticulture industry. If a number of pieces of
land were sold back to CALM for reafforestation or other purposes the area of available land
could be diminished, reducing the amount of land available to guarantee the ability to rotate
crops. A number of crops in the area, for instance potatoes and other vegetables, are planted
on land that must lie fallow for certain periods. This means that a substantial area of land is
required by the prowers of such crops to allow that land rotation to occur. Should the
amount of available land in the area be decreased it will affect the ability to rotate such crops
and, in the long term, the continuity of supply of agricultural products in the area could be
placed in jeopardy.
At a time when we are looking for export markets - and an article appeared in today's paper
reporting major exporters in the State saying that the Government is not doing enough for
exports - if we take away the lifeblood of this export industry - that is, the availability of land
in the horticulture industry - we may see the potential income of the State diminished. On
that basis it is important that the transfer of land that takes place in this area is monitored
carefully. Members on this side do not oppose the revocation of this land.
Question put and passed, and a message accordingly transmitted to the Council.

BUSH FIRES AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 22 October.
MR HOUSE (Stirling) [11.06 am]: The National Party intends to move a couple of
amendments to this legislation during the Committee debate. This is an important piece of
legislation. Most important to the National Party are the provisions increasing insurance
cover for voluntary bush firefighters. I am concerned about the definition of voluntary bush
firefighter in the Bill because in my view it is not absolutely clear. The National Party has an
amendment on the Notice Paper which I hope will address that problem. I will highlight the
reason for this in a moment. I hope that, as a result of what I say, the Minister will accept the
amendment as it is an important one.
Great concern has been expressed by volunteer bush firefighters that their insurance cover is
insufficient. A couple of rather horrific accidents have occurred in rural areas when people
have been fighting bushfires. Those accidents precipitated a need for change. At least one
death has resulted from a bushfire about which litigation got as far as the High Court. In that
case, sadly, the family was not compensated because the legislation was not specific enough
about who was a voluntary bush firefighter. Unfortunately, the woman killed was helping to
prepare meals and refreshments for people at the fire face and was killed by a falling tree.
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Because the definition of firefighter was not clear in the legislation her family received no
compensation. Had she been at the face of the fire under the instructions of a fire control
officer, that family would have been compensated. The Moinister is moving in this legislation
to correct that and other problems to do with insurance, In my view he has not gone quite far
enough. That is why our amendment is on the Notice Paper to widen that definition.
The other primary change to this legislation relates to the composition of the board.
Volunteer bushfire fighting organisations started off in rural areas as exactly that, completely
voluntary organisations which organised their own equipment, selected their own officers,
and did their own work in the shire. As time passed they sought help from local government
authorities. Over time, State legislation was enacted in order to facilitate the bushfire
brigade's operations, such as the ban on the movement of vehicles in paddocks on certain
days when the conditions were not good enough to allow people to operate in those
paddocks. It is interesting that the proposed change to the composition of the Bush Fires
Board will mean that it will move away from being a farmer based operation to a more
bureaucratic based operation. The proposed composition will not include people who
directly represent farmers, but will comprise people who encompass a range of areas. Four
positions on the board will be allocated to the Western Australian Municipal Association. I
am surprised that the Western Australian Farmers Federation and the Pastoralists and
Graziers. Association, which directly represent farmers, will not be represented on the board
under this legislation. Surely the board of the bushfire brigade, which was established as a
completely voluntary organisation in rural areas by farmers for farmers in order to protect
their property, should have on it some representatives from farmers' organisations, I will
take that matter further at the Committee stage.
The other area that concerns me is the change to the legislation controlling gas fired
barbecues. There seems to be a perception among the people who drafted this legislation that
gas fired barbecues are safe to use under all conditions. There are plenty of examples where
those barbecues are safe to use because they are set in concrete or brick surrounds in a
cleared area in parks and gazetted areas. However, portable gas barbecues which are used by
many people who picnic in the bush are not safe under all conditions. Were this legislation
enacted as it now stands, on a day when there was a total fire ban - that is, on a day when one
would not be allowed to take a vehicle into a paddock or into any forest area - one would be
allowed to set up a portable gas barbecue if there was a two metre radius clearance around
the area where that barbecue was situated. However, anyone who has set up one of those gas
barbecues would know that they are very unstable and that a child or a dog could easily
knock one over resulting in a serious bushfire. The two metre radius is not sufficient. [ have
looked closely at the legislation to see whether an amendment could be moved to overcome
the problem that I envisage, and I accept that it is not easy, but perhaps the two metre radius
could be extended to three or four metres. However, I do not think many people who come
from the metropolitan area and go into country areas understand what country people mean
by "cleared". We mean by "cleared" that there is absolutely no inflammable material of any
sort in that area. The Minister should make some comments about that matter.
I am concerned also about the provision which will allow the Minister to have an open-ended
number of appointees on the Bush Fires Board. That is not acceptable to the National Party.
The Minister might care to listen to what I say, because I assure him that, if he does not
explain this point satisfactorily, at the Committee stage I will move a series of amendments
which have been drafted. I have no need to be bloody-minded, but I will hold up the debate
until 6.00 pm, at the very least, if the Minister cannot give me that explanation, because this
matter affects us dramatically. If the Minister intends to appoint to the board people with
farming experience, I will accept that. If the Minister intends to appoint to the board people
with meteorological experience, I will accept that. However, I want the Minister to tell me
why he needs an open-ended number of people and who he might seek to appoint to those
positions, because I have stated already that the board will be top heavy with bureaucrats
anyway and that there will not be enough people with practical, day to day experience of
fighting bushfires.
We are keen to see this legislation proceed because of the insurance provisions which it
contains, and we are pleased that it has been brought for-ward after much consultation with
volunteer country bushfire brigades, but I hope the Minister will recognise the points that I
have made and address them in his summing up.
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MR OMODEI (Warren) [1 1. 17 am]: My comments about the Bush Fires Amendment Bill
will be along the lines of the comments of the member for Stirling, but I will make particular
reference to the provision of adequate insurance cover for volunteer firefighters. Members of
this House would have seen in newspaper reports in the last few weeks that a huge fire
hazard will occur this summer as a result of the good rains across the State, particularly in the
pastoral area. tLast night I spoke to someone from Leonora, who believes that theme will be a
serious fire hazard in the eastern goldfields and that we could experience some disastrous
fires this summer.
I welcome the provision that local authorities will be required to maintain adequate insurance
policies for compensation for firefighters. 1 have some trepidation in saying that because,
once again, local government is being asked to bear yet another cost, and this is yet another
spreading of the tax base. However, there is no doubt that the intent of the Bill is to protect
firefighters. Voluntary firefighters in the State have given great service to their communities
for a long time, and the member for Stirling mentioned the person who lost her life. I can
assure members that, as a former lieutenant in a voluntary fire brigade, and as a person who
has fought fires in heavily timbered country, I have seen numerous near misses where people
have been very fortunate to escape serious injury, particularly in high wind and dry
conditions, where a spark can be carried for a long way. Those members who have met Ray
Ward, who has given great service to the Country Shire Councils Association, will have seen
what can happen to someone who has been seriously injured in a bushfire. Subsequent to
that injury, Mi- Ward had a great battle with the courts to try to get compensation for the
injuries that he sustained.
Volunteer firefighters are an integral part of our society, and we need them across the entire
State. Nowadays they are very well versed in bushfire control, and they work very well with
other agencies such as the Department of Conservation and Land Management. In recent
times volunteer firefighters have become better equipped with mobile four-wheel drive
vehicles containing firefighting equipment. Many volunteer firefighters have levied
themselves so that they are able to put in a proper radio network to maintain contact in
dangerous conditions. It is difficult to describe conditions during a bushfire, but to face
strong winds, smoke and poor visibility these people must be properly equipped. They
certainly face a great risk of serious injury; it is not unusual for firefighters to be in a position
one minute with the fire in front and a few minutes later to be surrounded by fire. If they are
not properly equipped and Covered for injury it could create a burden for families when
unfortunate accidents occur.
The Minister mentioned in his second reading speech that firefighters had a tough job and
that they deserved equitable cover no matter where they performed their tasks in Western
Australia. I agree with those sentiments. This Bill has been introduced at an appropriate
time, although it probably should have been passed through all stages well before this time of
year. We have moved into the fire season. One need only travel through the south west to
see that the hills are drying out and that we already face a fire hazard. The Department of
Conservation and Land Management is restricted by funding for fire control. It would not be
hard to predict that there could be a number of serious fires in the State this year. I have
often thought how fortunate we are throughout the south west, although I sometimes think on
the days that we have near 40 degree temperatures and strong north easterlies that if a fire got
away we could not stop it, and that many people in its path - particularly volunteer
firefighters - could be placed in great jeopardy. It is not unusual to see a fire jump a number
of kilomnetres in strong winds. We could experience a serious fire, and I predict that perhaps
it will be during the summer of 1992-93.
Mrs Beggs: I hope not.
Mr OMODET: It is the law of averages, especially in areas zoned special rural where people
have maintained rural vegetation under the eaves of houses. Should a fire occur it would be
devastating. It is important that the Bill pass very quickly through both Houses of Parliament
to ensure that volunteer firefighters are protected to the maximum level.
Clause 16 refers to the use of staff and facilities of departments, agencies and
instrumentalities; that is, the board may, by arrangement made between it and the Minister
concerned, and on such terms and conditions as are mutually arranged by it with that
Minister and with the Public Service Commissioner, make use, either full-time or part-time,
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of the services of any officer or employee employed in the Public Service of the State or in a
State agency, and so on. I wonder about the benefits of seconding huge numbers of
bureaucrats to the board. The board should retain a local government component. For a long
time local government has served the Bush Fires Board and the Agriculture Protection
Board. They are the people on the ground; they have local knowledge and, as mentioned
earlier, if the Minister is to retain any additional staff, that staff should be oriented towards
people with a knowledge of the environment, particularly a bushfire environment.
Part 4 of the Bill relates to gas cooking fires. It is proposed that section 25 of the principal
Act be amended. Clause 23(a)(laa) states -

For the purposes of this section a gas appliance, comprising a fir the flamne of which
is encapsulated by the appliance and which does not consume solid fuel, shall not be
taken to be a fire in the open air and may be used at any time for the purpose of
camping or cooking if that gas appliance is used -

(a) at a person's home; or
(b) in an area which -

(i) is set aside for that purpose by the State Authority or local authority
responsible for the care, control or management of the land;

I cannot agree with the second provision. A number of holiday accommodation areas have
been set aside in State forests, and on some days of the year we should have a total fire ban
whether the flame on these appliances is encapsulated or not. Gas appliances have the
tendency to go wrong, and some mobile gas barbecues are far more dangerous than a
properly contained wood fire. The Bush Fires Act should be stringent in its control of open
fires, indeed fires of any type in certain climatic conditions. I have already touched on those
conditions. I have referred to the times of the year when temperatures exceed 30 degrees and
there are high winds. I know ftrm first-hand experience that it rakes only a spark to set off a
massive bushfire. Most of the damage in national parks and reserves in the south west results
from bushfires. I refer especially to the Fitzgerald River National Park fire, the Walpole-
Nornalup bushfire, and the Brockman National Park fire south of Pemberton, all of which
sprang from very small beginnings. While the Bill tries to enable people to continue their
normal recreational activities, we still face the serious possibility of fires getting away. In
State forests and heavily timbered country, with hot and humid conditions and a serious wind
factor, fires should be banned completely.
I look forward to the Committee stage of the Bill. The main thrust of the Bill - to protect and
provide proper and adequate insurance cover for volunteer firefighters - is not before time.
This legislation should proceed through both Houses of Parliament as quickly as possible.
MR WrESE (Wagin) [11.29 am]: Without exaggeration, Fmr is one of the most terrifying
experiences for the people involved, especially for those in the farming industry or those
living in farming areas. So far, Western Australia has been extremely lucky, but fires in past
years in the Eastern States in forest areas or outer metropolitan areas have been devastating.
We must change our attitudes about safety measures with bushfires. The hills areas around
Perth in the middle of summer, with the houses surrounded by heavy timber, grasses and
litter, will inevitably experience one of those dreadful bush fires we have seen in the hills area
around Adelaide and the mountainous regions of Victoria. If we have a 30 or 40 knot north
west wind, temperatures in the high 30s, and a fire breaks out, we could face an absolute
disaster. I am horrified to see some of the hills areas with a lack of awareness and
preparedness for such a situation. Having said that, the Bushfires Board in general has
performed a good role in alerting people to potential hazards. However, in its attempts to
address the potential hazards, it has a long way to go.
The legislation is a step in the wrong direction regarding the composition of the board. It
proposes to make the board top heavy with bureaucrats and to remove many of the people
who are involved in actual Firefighting and ensuring that fires do not occur. It is a big
mistake to replace practical experienced persons with bureaucrats. Therefore, I have grave
reservations about those amendments.
Part 3 of the Bill refers to volunteer firefighter insurance. I accept that setting in place a
mechanism of such insurance is a difficult exercise; however, the measures within the
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legislation are deficient in several areas. Firstly, the definition needs to be modified to
ensure that it covers not only registered bushfire brigade members and volunteers, but also
those who bring sustenance to the firefighters. The people providing such help are crucial to
the operation of a bushfire brigade when a wildfire is running out of control. Instances have
arisen in which farmers' wives and daughters have been involved in accidents when taking
food to firefighters, and considerable doubt arose about whether these people were covered
by bushfire insurance provisions. The Bill should be amended to ensure that the ancillary
backup workers to the firefighters are definitely covered by insurance provisions.
Although I appreciate the problems of drafting legislation and producing workable insurance
requirements, the provisions which set the levels at which insurance is to be paid are
unacceptable. For example, a self-employed shearer may be called from the shed to fight a
fire. This person must stop his shearing, for which he earns $1 000 a week. The shearer may
be burnt in the fire and the legislation ensures that compensation is made available to him.
However, the compensation will be that outlined in the Workers' Compensation and
Rehabilitation Act; namely, he will receive not his equivalent weekly earnings, but the
equivalent wage of a year 2, level 5, employee of the Department of Conservation and Land
Management. I believe that represents around $450 or $500 a week. If the shearer is
forgoing $1 000 a week through his inability to shear, he should be paid compensation at that
level. He should not be disadvantaged some $500 per week. If he is a family man relying
upon his $1 000 a week to live, he will certainly stop and chink before he volunteers to help
fight a fire as an injury will enormously disadvantage his family.
The minimum compensation for a farmer who is injured in firefighting should be the
payment required to employ a person to perform his managing and working role on the farm.
This legislation does not allow for that level of compensation to be paid, which is a great
deficiency.
The other insurance provision within the legislation involves damage to private equipment
used in firefighting, such as a bulldozer or grader. Often a bulldozer contractor working in
the vicinity will immediately attend a fire to help the firefighting efforts. The minimum
insurance cover the local authority is required to take for such machinery is $2 000 per item.
The reality is that a contractor may make available for a firefighting effort - I have seen
examples of this within my district - a bulldozer worth $200 000 or $300 000. If that
bulldozer is destroyed, that person has lost his livelihood, yet he will receive compensation
of $2 000; that is a joke and totally unjust!
A farmer may attend a fire in his truck or ute with firefighting equipment in the back. He
could take $40 000 or $50 000-worth of equipment onto the fire site to extinguish the fire,
and if his truck or utility were burnt the maximum he could receive in compensation would
be $2 000. 1 have seen trucks and utilities destroyed in bushfires in my district. The shire's
insurance cover of $2 000 an item is patently not sufficient if the farmer's utility, which is
valued at $30 000 and which carried $5 000 worth of equipment, is burnt. The level of
insurance that local authorities must carry on individual items of equipment or items
belonging to persons or partnerships must be raised substantially to reflect the value of the
equipment being used by farmers and individuals on the fire scene. During the passage of
this legislation I will try to ensure those levels are lifted to a more realistic figure.
Members must also look closely at the wisdom of allowing gas cooking fires to be used in
the bush on a day which has a dangerous fire hazard rating. No matter what precautions one
takes or how careful one is with a cooking fire in the bush, the paddock or national park, a
fire could start. If we go to the extent of banning vehicles, the use of motors and anything
else that can start a fire in the bush or the paddock, it is crazy to allow persons with no
experience of fire and no knowledge or realisation of the serious potential hazard from fire to
light a gas barbecue on a dangerous fire hazard day.
MR BRADSHAW (Wellington) (11.43 am]: I support this Bill and compliment the
members of the Western Australia Volunteer Fire Brigades Association for the important role
they play. I have lived in the country since 1968. 1 have seen the evolution of the voluntary
fire brigades service from its early stages where the brigades were composed of farmers
based in the area, and no doubt probably still are - although the Leschenault voluntary fire
brigade would have few farmers as members - to today's service which is an integral part Of
the fire brigades system in Western Australia. In its early days farmers contributed to the
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purchase of a trailer with a water tank and a pump of some description. Upon moving to my
property in 1975 1 had first hand experience of a bushfire, and that made me more aware of
bushfires. I was there only a couple of months when in the long weekend of January 1976 a
bushfire started some kilometres away. It started a long way away but it did not take long to
get to my property, and because of the hilly terrain it was difficult to extinguish. The brigade
put a grader through my property for a back-bumn and managed to control the fire. Itris
interesting to recall the number of people who turned up. They came from all over the
district with their tractors, hand pumps, sacks and whatever they could find. Not only my
property but quite a few other properties were affected as that fire travelled over sone.
kilometres.
The insurance cover must contain a fairly broadly based definition of a voluntary firefighter.
We have voluntary bush fire brigades in our district, but during a fire people come from all
over the place to give assistance. In that circumstance it is important that those people are
covered by insurance because if they suffer serious injury or life is lost families are markedly
affected. It is a community effort and those people should be looked after. I know that is a
cost on the community, and in considering the evolution of bush fire brigades I wonder
where the costs will stop. The more equipment people get, the more they want. The
Minister for South-West would be aware of the recent controversy when the Lesebenault
Bush Fire Brigade requested breathing equipment. I will not go into the rights or wrongs of
the controversy; however, if every unit in Western Australia were to get breathing equipment
that would cost a lot of money. Each bush fire brigade wants better equipment and more and
more demands are being made of shires. The Harvey Shire has been embroiled in
controversy with bush fire brigades in the north of the shire. One group wanted to purchase a
new fire tender and another group believed it should have a new tender before the other
group. The combination of more demands and more sophisticated equipment will mean
more expense for the ratepayers. A line must be drawn to ensure that people do not go
overboard with equipment. People come from everywhere bringing all sorts of equipment to
help out when there is a fire. It is a community effort where everybody helps because one
never knows when it is one's time to cop a fire. Cyclone Alby struck in the permitted
burning off season. We had strong winds but no rain and many of those controlled bumns got
away and burnt out property, destroyed stock and one or two houses as well as fences, which
are costly to replace.
I admit that until I had first-hand experience of a bushfire I did not realise their intensity, the
damage they can do or how dangerous they are. It is very important to spread the word that
people must be much more aware of bushfires and of ute precautions they should take when
in the bush. Itris also very important that comprehensive insurance be provided to cover nor
only people who are registered with the Bush Fires Board, but also all people who may be
involved in those situations. As I said, people come from many places to lend assistance in
good faith when other people are in trouble. I support the Bill and will support the
amendment concerning the definition of volunteer firefighters.
MR FRED TUBBY (Roleystone) [11.50 am]: This matter concerns me greatly because, as
members know, my electorate is in the hills. It takes in a large section of the outer
metropolitan area in which fires are prevalent during the summer months and which could
present a serious danger to more built up urban areas. I have been a member of a volunteer
fire brigade for six or eight years and have fought a number of fires in the hills. It is not
much fun stumbling around in the middle of the night with a group of volunteers trying to
fight a serious bushfire. Some of the major fires we attend are on land owned by either the
Department of Conservation and Land Management or the Department of Planning and
Urban Development. Those areas cover a large part of my electorate. Problems arise these
days on those Government controlled properties when young people select other people's
motor cars in order to go for a joy ride; those cars invariably finish up in my electorate on a
bush track, torched, quite irresponsibly, especially during the summer months. A fire then
spreads into the bush and before long a roaring inferno is under way which people like me
must put a stop to in the middle of the night.
The Department of Conservation and Land Management has a bushfire fighting capacity, but
unfortunately it is not able to respond as quickly - nor does it have the same resources - as
the volunteers. The department does not have the same number of people to which the
volunteer fire brigade has access. The problem is lack of financial resources. Councils are
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predominantly responsible for funding volunteer bush fire brigades who also raise funds.
The volunteer firefighters in the Armadale City Council spend most of their time fighting
fires, not on private property or property controlled by the council, but on Government
owned property. The Armadale City Council has recently carried out a significant review of
the volunteer fire operation. It is considering reducing the firefighting service considerably.
This will increase the need for CALM to patrol its own properties and will involve increased
costs. A far more reasonable way of looking after those areas would be for the Government
to provide additional funding to councils such as Armadale and Gosnells which have huge
areas of Crown land within their domain which often carry major bushfires. If reasonable
funding were provided, the volunteers in the council areas to which I have referred would be
more than happy to provide the service.
Mr Gordon Hill: Those issues are considered by the Grants Commission independently from
Government. The matter could be raised by the local councils for consideration at Grants
Commission level. If local government has a legitimate argument, I am sure it will take that
up.
Mr FRED TUBBY: I think councils have frequently taken up the matter, but they do not
seem to progress very far. If Government were to fund firefighting resources through CALM
it would spend its dollars a little better by simply providing subsidies and grants to the
councils and allowing them to get on with die job with volunteers.
A couple of speakers referred to the responsibility of the residents in the hills. This matter
concerns me greatly because of the steep nature of the scarp in my electorate. Cut and fill is
not a very good method for building houses because of their tendency to slip down the slope.
People are now building on poles and lifting their homes well and truly above ground level.
Unfortunately, they forget that vegetation will continue to grow up the slope and right under
some of the houses. As I drive around - I know this is of concern to the volunteers and the
council - it is obvious that some people do not realise the danger in which they are placing
themselves, their families and property by allowing that to occur. If a bushfire broke out in
the vicinity of those places, or a barbecue caused a fire in the backyard, it would very quickly
spread up the slope and under the house and before very long the house would be completely
gutted. The volunteer firefighters who predominantly serve that area are not trained to fight
house fires; in fact, they are not supposed, nor are they expected, to fight house fires. They
are bush fire volunteers. Their equipment is meant for rough terrain; not for fighting house
fires. Residents must take stock of where they are living and take responsibility for
protecting themselves. Government, volunteers and councils cannot protect everybody all
the time.
I am very pleased that this legislation will provide for comprehensive insurance policies for
volunteers. Two or three years ago, a volunteer was killed in the city of Armadale, not in the
hills area where it is probably the most dangerous, but on the flats in the foothills. That
volunteer was killed by a passing vehicle. As previously mentioned, bushfires and smoke
tend to act like a magnet to people who come from all over the metropolitan area to see these
fires. Motorists often do not take due care. Volunteer firefighters use the roads. This
volunteer was trying to control traffic and to encourage people to slow down as they passed
through the very dangerous black smoke. Unfortunately, some motorists do not take account
of the danger in which they are placing themselves, the volunteers or anybody else in the
vicinity. They tend to think diat because the speed limit is 70 or 90 kilometres an hour they
can drive through dense black smoke at that speed. That was the circumstance which caused
the bush fire volunteer to be run down on the moad. The volunteer fighters need
comprehensive insurance protection. Their task is very difficult when fighting a bushifire
which is roaring across the hills. People's lives are placed in danger and, although they are
well trained and practise their skills, accidents occur; the families of those victims must have
some form of compensation. I am very pleased that this Bill addresses that matter. I support
the Bill.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [11.58 am]: In my electorate, the Shire of Toodyay is growing
at about I11 per cent a year. I am sure most members will have a fairly reasonable
understanding of the wonderful living standards Toodyay offers. It is a magnificent part of
the State. However, that is partly due to its rolling hills, broken country and tributaries to the
Avon River. They are the places in which people want to live. Over a number of years the
Toodyay Shire Council has been taking some very positive steps to deal with fires.
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Obviously, much of Toodyay's hillside has an incline greater than 11 per cent. When people
fight fires as they are climbing up a hillside among rocks and heavy wooded country they
have a major problem. The Ash Wednesday bushfires some years ago proved how serious
the problem can be. Over a period the Toodyay Shire has conducted educational seminars
for new residents in the area because many people who now live in that shire come from
totally metropolitan backgrounds and do not have a comprehension of the dangers involved.
When they do become involved in fighting fires they quickly appreciate those dangers. They
must quickly understand what measures need to be taken to protect their lives and property
and that of their neighbours. The community plays that part very well. A couple of years
ago a referendum was held to introduce a voluntary levy on the rates of residents for
voluntary fire fighting; that was opposed by fewer than 10 people. The danger of bushfires is
clearly understood by the people who Jive with the fear of them. The Toodyay region has
experienced several horrific bushfires in the past several years. Any member who has been
anywhere near a bushfire will understand the terror of being involved. Fighting fires is an
overwhelming experience; the voracity and speed with which a property can be consumed is
mind boggling. I am sure a great deal of interest will be expressed in that matter when
members seek to amend the Bill.
I note with interest some of the provisions in this Bill. It is important for people to have an
insurance policy which allows them to become involved in these fires without hesitation.
The truth is that when people know there is a fire, everyone must instantly make a decision to
be involved. If any question arises about first protecting one's self and then protecting one's
property before becoming involved in the fire fighting, much more damage is done. An
attitude must be created that once a fire occurs there is a spontaneous response to its
containment. Therefore, insurance policies are important, particularly if people are risking
their lives and properties or the property of their neighbours, because we all must live.
At any one time a fire is usually heading in only one direction. Obviously, it may turn
around with the direction of the wind. However, the question is for people to be instantly
involved. If they are seriously hurt or killed in those activities compensation must be
available, and it must be clear to them what that compensation will be. This Bill deals with
those matters, but refers to the actual weekly earnings received by a volunteer firefighter or
the weekly earnings of an officer of the Department of Conservation and Land Management
at Level 2, Year 5, whichever is greater. I do not know how many dollars that amounts to.
However, it must be clear that if one is an architect or an engineer one's earning level will be
protected, otherwise people may not become involved in what is necessary to contain the
fires. For example, the people in the Toodyay region are involved in a whole range of
occupations, from very low income earners, to retired people and people on a very
substantial income. Whatever their occupation, they should all act without hesitation and
become involved in life saving activities.
I turn to the matter of the composition of the Fire Brigade Board in the community of
Toodyay. Perhaps I am picking on Toodyay because it has taken a high interest in this
matter. However, my own electorate comprises heavy wooded, rolling hills, all susceptible
to high damage in a bushfire. The Fire Brigade Board must be well attuned to those risks.
National Party members are keen to ensure that the members of the board understand the
risks and the needs of the people so that shires and communities can make decisions among
themselves about how they will handle the purchasing of firefighting and communication
equipment and the insurance of that equipment, and how they will handle the calling together
of people who fight those fires in desperate situations. The National Party and I will be
watching the progress of the Bill with great interest because there is nothing surer than the
sun rising tomorrow morning that some disastrous fires will occur in the outer metropolitan
regions of Perth over the next few years. The risk is enormous. I am not sure whether every
resident understands that risk. It must be ensured that people who govern the activities of the
fire brigade and who control and regulate the actions of the firefighters are attuned to those
risks. A real risk of bushfires exists this summer because Western Australia has experienced
the wonders of mother nature who has been bountiful, producing undergrowth six or seven
feet high in many places. That is now drying off and is sitting in the bush like petrol. I hope
this year is not the year for a disaster. Members would all hang their heads in shame if they
returned to this place some time after a fire in which 30 or 40 people lost their lives. That is
not an impossible situation.

6775



MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [12.08 pm]: I endorse the comments of the member for Avon. I
turn to matters of a far wider nature and take on the Government for its lack of activity and
sensitivity to this important amending legislation. The Bush Fires Amendment Bill was
introduced into Parliament on 2 June 1992. However, here we are, in the dying stages of
Parliament, looking at this legislation which is important to the thousands of volunteers
involved with fire control who work on behalf of the people of Western Australia. All
members know that this legislation must be sent to the Legislative Council once it is passed
in this House. The Legislative Council is not sitting next week.
Mr Gordon Hill: It has come from the Legislative Council.
Mr BLAIXIE: It is all passed?
Mr Strickland: I do not know that it has.
Mr BLAIKIE: Irrespective of whether it came from or has to go back to the Legislative
Council, it has become a condemnation of the Government. The Government has not seen fit
to elevate this legislation high enough on its legislative program to enable it to be dealt with
long ago.
Weather forecasters and people involved with conservation and land management and
agriculture and people in rural Western Australia are saying that the forthcoming summer
will be the worst summer we have experienced for many years for fire control and fire
management.
The Government has brought in this legislation at the eleventh hour. When the legislation
has been proclaimed and acted upon it will be too late to institute the protective measures in
the Bill, It is farcical and the Government should be condemned for bringing in this
legislation so late. There is no reason why the legislation could not have been dealt with two
or three months ago. Had that happened, the provisions of the legislation could have been
put into place and the volunteer bush firefighters could have been properly insured.
According to the Notice Paper this legislation was not introduced in the Legislative Council;
it was introduced into this place. It still has to go to the Legislative Council. The Council
will not sic next week and there are only six sitting days during which this Parliament can
deal with this legislation which offers protection to the hundreds of people in the volunteer
bush firefighting movement in rural Western Australia. Because of the late passage of the
legislation, they will not have that protection. It is not a case of too little too late; it is a case
of too late, too late, too late! The Government will have to cake full responsibility for any
harm that might befall the volunteers when they are attending to bushfires. The Government
must place a black mark against itself for its lack of action in this regard.
Mrs Beggs: Every time we debate legislation you ask why it was not brought in months ago.
There must be some order in the legislation, otherwise all matters would be handled at the
same time, and that would be a bit confusing.
Mr BLAIXIE: We are now at the edge of our summer season.
Mrs Beggs: I am aware of that.
Mr BLAIKIE: The Minister would also be aware that a principal pan of this legislation deals
with effecting insurance cover for volunteer bush firefighters. By the time this legislation is
passed, it will be too late to effect the insurance cover of bush firefighters this season. It is
all over red rover for them. How will these people be covered in the summer months ahead?
The legislation should have been dealt with months ago. It should have been priority
legislation. Had that occurred, all the local government bodies throughout the State could
have been notified and insurance cover effected for these volunteers. At best, the legislation
will not pass through this Parliament until the first week in December. In that event the
130 local government bodies throughout the State will not be advised of the requirements
under the Act until the third week in December. Most local government employees will have
taken annual leave over the Christmas period - which they are entitled to do - which will
result in no action being taken until the middle of January. What will happen if there is a
major fire during that time? It is stiff bickies for the volunteers. I do not accept that; I reject
it. I condemn the Government for its incompetence in not ensuring that the volunteer bush
firefighters have adequate protection to cover them during the forthcoming summer.
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Mr Clarko: Part of the reason for the delay is that the Parliament was in recess from 5 June
to 25 August this year, during which rime Government members went on a grand holiday
when they should have been in Parliament debating this son of legislation.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Let us return to the legislation, please.
Mr Clarko: That is the longest break in the 20 years you have been in this place.
Mr BLAIKIE: The member for Marmion's comments are valid. The Parliament could have
resumed at an earlier stage, if for no other reason than to conclude this legislation. I repeat:
This Bill was introduced into the Parliament on 2 June and on 12 November we are still in
the second reading stage of the Bill in the Legislative Assembly. The legislation will not be
concluded in the Legislative Council by the end of November, at best. All of the measures
proposed to assist the level of assistance to volunteer bush firefighters will be to no avail
because the Government has stuffed it up; it has failed to act. When there has been a genuine
will of the Parliament to expedite the legislation, the Government has not seen it as a priority.
Mr Catania. If you just look through the H-ansard and check the number of times Opposition
members repeated and regurgitated each other's speeches, you will agree that a lot of time
could have been saved by one person delivering the remarks instead of 10 of you saying the
same bloody thing!
Mr BLAIKUE: I support the Bill. The Government stands condemned for not having
brought forward the Bill at an earlier stage.
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) (12.17 pm]: In 1984, in response to a motion moved
by me, a Select Committee was set up which was chaired by Tom Bateman, the member for
Canning. The committee was set up in response to the disastrous bushfires that had occurred
in the Eastern States the previous summer.
That Select Committee, of which I was a member, undertook a thorough study of the
bushfire situation not only in this State but also in the Eastern States where the devastation
had occurred. We concluded, in part, that Western Australia was well served by the people
who make up the many bush fire brigades and the systems in this State were advanced by
comparison with those in the Eastern States. Notwithstanding that, the committee's report
made 77 recommendations. I am keen to know how much notice of that report this
Government has taken in recent times. I am aware that a number of those recommendations
have not been acted upon. Notice should be taken of recommendations made by Select
Committees because those committees go into matters very thoroughly, as our Select
Committee did in relation to its inquiry. As I said, we have a very good record when we
consider just how dry our State is, how much vegetation there is and how sparsely settled
many of our areas are. However, we must be ever vigilant in the matter of bushfires. One
recommendation in our report related to insurance for the volunteers who participate in
fighting fires. To OUr amazement we discovered that people who were bush firefighters who
were called out to fight a house fire may have been without insurance. I hope that situation
has been addressed in the rime since our report.
Another facet of bushfire control in this State is the controlled burns that are undertaken
under the supervision of the Bush Fires Board. It is because of those controlled bums that
we have a fairly good record in this State. I trust that a comprehensive program is still going
on to ensure the reduction of hazards. Of Course, as we go into this summer, having had a
very wet winter, there will be a lot more fuel to be consumed by fires. I hope that
appropriate hazard reduction has occurred as we go into summer.
Recently, I attended the opening of the Stare Emergency Service headquarters in Kalamunda
and spoke with a number of people involved in emergency services. I was alarmed to find
out from the captain of the Kalamunda volunteer fire brigade, as distinct from the bush fire
brigade, that it receives many calls in summer to fires nearly all of them resulting from
people who deliberately and maliciously set fires. There should be increased surveillance in
our State to clamp down on those criminals who deliberately light fires. I know that we
cannot easily detect that and when we do we cannot always be effective in dealing with
people as we might otherwise be. However, people in the community need to be aware that
people deliberately light fires and they should be prepared to blow the whistle on those
people.
MR GORDON HILL (Helena - Minister for Small Business) [12.24 pm]: I thank the
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members of the Opposition who have supported this legislation. I will respond only briefly
to the comments made because the arrangement is that, when I conclude my remarks, the Bill
will be adjourned to give an opportunity to the deputy leader of the National Party and the
member for Scarborough who have amendments on the Notice Paper and who have
foreshadowed other amendments to discuss those amendments with the Minister for
Emergency Services, Hon Graham Edwards, who has responsibility for this legislation. I
represent that Minister in this House and I will make some general remarks about the
comments made on the Bill.
I thank the members opposite for acknowledging the support that the Government has
provided in this legislation to the volunteer fire brigade movement in Western Australia and
for acknowledging the work that is undertaken by tens of thousands of volunteers in this
State. A number of members, particularly the deputy leader of the National Party and the
member for Scarborough, referred to the composition of the board. Some of the
foreshadowed amendments on the Notice Paper deal with the composition of the board. The
Government has discussed this matter with the Western Australian Municipal Association
and the Volunteer Fire Brigade Association and I understand they have given their
unanimous support to the amending legislation, including the composition of the board. It
was felt that the existing legislation should be amended to better reflect today's
circumstances. It was felt also that the board's membership is probably more relevant to
years gone by and that given modemn technology and the different sorts of firefighting
techniques available to the voluntary brigade service and the Bush Fires Board, it is now
necessary to reflect the changing situation by changing the composition of the board. That is
not to say that the issues that have been raised by members opposite cannot be catered for by
the new board structure. Although the Bill proposes that the membership of the board be
reduced, it also gives the Minister of the day some flexibility in bringing onto the board
people for short durations - perhaps up to a year - to deal with issues that must be addressed.
It is proposed to reduced the board's membership from 16 to nine to streamline its activities
and to make it more relevant to today's needs. It is therefore proposed to remove
representation from the Department of Agriculture, the Bureau of Meteorology, the insurance
industry, the timber production industry and the Railways Commission. It also gives the
Minister the flexibility to ensure that representatives fmom those bodies to which members
opposite referred, for instance, agricultural or other interests, can be brought onto the board
on an as needs basis. I am sure that members opposite, in discussing this matter with the
Minister, will appreciate the reasons for that proposed change.
The other major issue that has been discussed is insurance cover for volunteers. It is pleasing
to note that most members opposite recognise that in this legislation the Government is
providing minimum cover. At the moment, local government authorities can have different
insurance arrangements; however, there is a basic insurance pool cover. The member for
Vasse did not acknowledge that. HIs remarks indicated that he has not read the legislation or
did not read the second reading speech and therefore does not understand how the volunteer
fire brigade insurance system works in Western Australia. For a number of years, there has
been a basic insurance pool cover in Western Australia; it still exists today. The member for
Vasse indicated that the Government was negligent in not bringing this Bill forward because
there was no cover. He is wrong about that; there is cover.
Mr Blakie; I did not say there was no cover; there is cover.
Mr GORDON HILL: I am pleased that the member acknowledges that now because he did
not acknowledge it in his speech. He indicated in that speech that he is out of touch with the
Western Australian Municipal Association and the Volunteer Fire Brigades Association
which support this approach and which thank the Government for introducing this
legislation.
This legislation will ensure that minimum cover is provided. That has been welcomed by the
volunteer fire brigades in this State. That does not mean that it should not have been done
earlier. Perhaps it should have been, but one can say that about any legislation. However,
when we have filibustering of the sort that we have heard in the last couple of weeks, with
the Opposition debating matters that have been well and truly covered previously and
wasting the time of the Parliament, it becomes very difficult for the Government to deal with
its legislative program. However, this Bill is now before the Parliament and the Opposition
has indicated that it has a number of amendments to which the Government will give some
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consideration. It will allow the member for Scarborough and the deputy leader of the
National Party to discuss their amendments with the responsible Minister to see if some
compromise or agreement can be reached to expedite the passage of this Bill through the
Parliament.
I thank those members opposite who were gracious enough to acknowledge that this is
important legislation. I thank them for supporting the work of the volunteer fire brigades in
Western Australia.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

FREEDOM OF [NFORMATION BILL
Com-mittee

Resumed from 11I November. The Chairman of Committees (Dr Alexander) in the Chair;
Mr D.L. Smith (Minister for Justice) in charge of the Bill.
Clause 76: Review where an exemption certificate has been issued.-
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered.
Dr CONSTABLE: I move -

Page 49, line 21 to page 50, line 9 - To delete all words after "made".
Page 50, after line 9 - To insert the following subclause -

(5) If a decision is made under subsection (3), the Premier may appeal to
the Supreme Court within the time prescribed or allowed under Rules of
Court.
(6) The provisions of sections 86, 89, 90, 91 and 92 apply to an appeal
under subsection (5) as if the appeal is a review proceeding referred to in
Division 6 of Part 4 and wherever "agency" is referred to it is deemed to be a
reference to the Premier.

It is worthwhile trying to understand what clause 76, as it stands, will do. I understand that
under this clause the Premier may issue exemption certificates and an applicant may appeal
to the commissioner against the exemption certificate being issued by the Premier. The
commissioner may, in some circumstances, deem it necessary to overturn the exemption
certificate. The exemption certificate will cease to have effect after 28 days. However,
before the expiry of 28 days the Premier may confirm the certificate and must give notice of
confirmation to the commissioner and to the Parliament. The situation will arise where, if
the commissioner decides the exemption certificate issued by the Premier is not justified, the
exemption certificate will cease to have effect unless the Premier notifies the commissioner
to the contrary. The Premier actually has the power of' veto and I believe it gives too much
power to the Premier. If a document is politically sensitive to the Premier it would incur less
damage by the Premier confirming an exemption certificate. Members can only imagine
what would have happened during the 1980s if the then Premiers had had this power to
exempt information. We have had many instances where a Premier would have overruled
the commissioner. Why should the Premier be able to veto the commissioner's decision?
Surely we must trust the person appointed to the position of commissioner to be sensitive to
issues which, if exposed, might be damaging to the State's economy or are not in the public
interest.
if this clause is passed the Premier will be able to issue exemption certificates for many
documents and by doing that it removes the applicant's right to review. My amendments
will provide that if the Premier overrules the commissioner removing the exemption
certificate, the applicant will have the right of appeal in a court. That is the case in New
South Wales and the applicants in this State also should be able to appeal through the court
system.
Mrs EDWARDES: This clause, as it stands, does not provide for any appeal mechanism on
the Premier's notification. If there is any concern in respect of the Premier's notification -
whether it is confirmed or allowed to lapse - it is important that the applicant has the
opportunity to appeal to, perhaps, the Supreme Court. At the present time the decision by the
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Premier will be based on fact; although under the Act only matters of law are available to go
to the Supreme Court. I know there are various ways to get reviews of decisions based on
fact to fit within the question of law, depending on the judge who is hearing the case. For
that reason, the wording of this clause should be a little tighter.
The member for Floreat has clearly identified that the clause, as it stands, does not provide
for any appeal mechanism by the party to the decision to the Supreme Court.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The member for Florear was unfair in saying that these certificates could
be issued in respect of any document. The capacity of the Premier to issue the certificates is
provided for in clause 35(1) of the Bill which states -

The Premier may sign an exemption certificate stating that a document mentioned in
the certificate contains matter chat is exempt matter under a specified provision of
clause 1 or 2 of Schedule 1.

Clauses I and 2 of schedule 1 relate solely to Cabinet and Executive Council and to
intergovernmental relations. In effect, the Premier would issue a certificate saying that those
particular documents come within the exemptions and they are not covered by the limits on
the exemptions provided for in these two clauses. This is the only category of documents
where the Premier would have this capacity. It is not on a ministerial basis. If it is felt it is
too important for the Minister responsible to take responsibility, the Premier must take
responsibility for it.
When the certificate is issued by the Premier, the Bill provides, under clause 76, for the
commissioner to review the situation where the exemption certificate has been issued. It is
true that it is a more limited form of review than that provided for in other clauses. All the
commissioner has to do is determine whether there are reasonable grounds for claiming that
the document is exempt, rather than finding it is actually exempt. HeI does have to make a
determination and give reasons. It would be open to him to find there are not reasonable
grounds for claiming the exemption or issuing the certificate. Alternatively, he may say
there are reasonable grounds. In either case the Premier has the opportunity to advise that he
or she insists on the exemption certificate remaining in effect and, currently, that is the end of
the matter except that the Premier is obliged to report to the Parliament the reasons for the
issue of the exemption certificate. In effect, the Premier is left to take the political
responsibility for the decision on an accountable basis to the Parliament. The reason for that
is the preservation of the normal Westminster system; that is, by tradition the documents of
Cabinet and Executive Council, and those dealing with intergovernmental relations, were not
the sont of documents available by any means, except in the main to Ministers and senior
chief executive officers who had responsibilities in those areas. We do not want to maintain
the strict Westminster system. The Government wants a more accountable system whereby
it provides information to a greater extent than allowed for traditionally under the
Westminster system. It has tried to include access to a range of documents covered by the
limitations on the exemptions which are expressed in the clause. Should the Premier of the
day for reasons of State interest - not personal interest - make a decision that a document
should not be released she must make it a political decision and she must be accountable for
that decision by reporting to the Parliament that she has given the exemption. She must also
explain her reasons for giving that exemption. No attempt will be made to hide what has
been done. It will be made public and will be explained.
The amendments proposed by the member for Floreat would allow the Supreme Court to
review the decision of the Premier; that is, it would allow an appeal to take place to the
Supreme Court to review the decision of the Premier. In my view, a person who strictly
adheres to the Westminster system would say that is tantamount to allowing the courts to
start to interfere with the innermost council of the Executive and, through the Executive, the
Parliament. The provision and method the Government propose are not unique. I understand
this system operates in the Commonwealth - despite what the member for Floreat said - and
in New South Wales, South Australia and Queensland. I am not sure of the position in other
States which introduced P01 legislation at a later date. It is not the position in Victoria. The
Government has also excluded the notion of ministerial certificates. It has decided it is too
important a matter for Ministers to have the opportunity to issue that exemption willy-nilly
and it should be given in very limited circumstances by the Premier alone, in case the
Minister is seeking to protect his or her personal position rather than looking after the
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Government and community interest. The Premier will take chat personal responsibility. I
do not have copies of the Eastern States' legislation before me but I am advised that we have
done the same as the Commonwealth, New South Wales, South Australia and Queensland.
However, some of those places have ministerial certificates rather than Premiers' certificates
and they do not have a system of review that is more extensive than the system proposed in
this Bill, and in chose cases they do not go as far as requiring the Premier to provide an
explanation to the Parliament for the issue of the certificate.
Despite the Royal Commission and the desire of the public and the media to know all the
inner workings of Government, we must recognise that on some occasions it is in the
community and public interest that certain documents not be revealed. Clearly, that is what
the schedule of documents and exempt agencies is all about. The Government recognises
there are some limits to the power to know, and when talking about documents which are as
sensitive to the interests of the State and the community as Cabinet documents, Executive
Council documents, intergovernmental relations and the categories in support of those, which
are nominated in the schedule, there is a real public interest that must be preserved.
However, there must be a degree of accountability to the Parliament by the Premier's taking
political responsibility for the decision made to issue the certificate.
Mr DONOVAN: It is worth reminding members from the outset that last night the
Committee accepted the proposition - although some members had concerns about it - of the
Government's unilateral right to appoint the commissioner. An amendment was proposed by
the member for Kingsley that would have allowed the matter to be dealt with by the
Parliament. However, having accepted the Government's right to appoint the commissioner,
it then becomes important not to give the Premier of the day the unfettered powers that the
existing Bill tends to give. Although I accept the argument the Minister is mounting, the
public interest is not necessarily always served by the simple proposition that the Premier of
the day in any event accepts the political responsibility. That might be a proposition that in
practice may occur three months before an election, but I doubt whether it would apply three
months after an election where the political responsibility - as the Minister expresses it -
becomes much easier to carry. Therefore, before these amendments are dismissed out of
hand - and I hope they are not - these amendments should be considered quite seriously.
The other point worth noting in the Minister's argument is chat, although clause 76(5)
requires the Premier to provide a copy of a subclause (4) notice to both Houses of Parliament
within five sitting days, that does not give the Parliament the capacity to overturn it in any
way. Members will recall that yesterday we had a protracted debate in this place about a
motion to disallow an amendment. Earlier in the week a report was made by the Standing
Committee on Delegated Legislation which has among its functions the capacity to
recommend to either or both Houses that a particular regulation be disallowed. The thinking
behind that power to disallow something is precisely the thinking reflected in the amendment
proposed by the member for Floreat. Indeed, the opposition to that power to disallow -
without being unkind to the Minister - is conversely reflected in the Government's insistence
on keeping this clause as it is. I am not suggesting we should amend the member for
Floreat's amendment to make it a function of Parliament to disallow such an exemption
certificate. I think it is reasonable that in areas of contest that are likely to be serious an
applicant ought to be put on more of an even footing with the Premier or the Government of
the day. The amendment moved by the member for Floreat will achieve that. I am
concerned at the potentially prohibitive costs, and I am referring now to the consequential
amendment. If any appeal were made by the Premier to the Supreme Court presumably that
would entail the capacity of an applicant to make representations to that court. The expense
would be considerably more difficult for the applicant to meet than for the Premier with the
resources of Treasury behind him or her. Nonetheless, the objective that the member for
Floreat seeks to achieve is a worthy one and certainly in keeping with the spirit of the Bill, as
members have referred to it throughout the debate, enshrined as they are in clause 4. We are
about assisting the public to obtain access to documents, allowing access to documents
promptly at the lowest reasonable cost, and meeting the matters related to personal
information. I fear that the application of the clause as it stands may, under certain
circumstances, place the Premier of the day back into the situation that has been much
criticised in this place; that is, where a simple political expedient can be applied in relation to
the continuation of a centificate provided under this clause. The proposed amendment goes a
long way towards overcoming that problem.
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Mr D.L. SMITH: I repeat chat under this provision we are dealing with certificates issued
under clause 35. Those certificates are limited to Cabinet and Executive Council documents
and documents relating to intergovernmental relations. I emphasise that the limits on the
exemptions under these provisions are expressed in relation to the Cabinet and Executive
Council documents as martens that are merely factual or statistical and are not exempt matter
under subclause (1) unless its disclosure would reveal any deliberation or decision of an
executive body where that deliberation or decision had not been officially published. The
matter is not exempt under subclause (1) if at least 20 years have passed since the matter, or
matters referred to in subclause (I)(f) camne into existence.
With relation to intergovernmental relations, the limit on the exemption is that the matter is
not exempt matter under subclause (1) if its disclosure would be, on balance, in the public
interest; so there is a public interest limitation on chat exemption. I repeat that decisions of
the Premier to issue a certificate are reviewable by the commissioner although, as I have
said, that review is limited to the question of whether there are reasonable grounds for
claiming that a document is exempt. It does invite the commissioner to make a decision on
that basis and to publish that decision and the reasons for it. If the Premier then decides to
withdraw the certificate she has the power to do so under subsection 7. If that is not done, it
is presumed after 28 days that the document can be released, or the Premier has the
opportunity to, in effect, reissue the certificate saying she wants to maintain the exemption
notwithstanding the decision of the commission.
The Premier is then obliged to table her reasons for doing that in this place. Clearly the
tabling of reasons and documents here is not done simply with a view to notifying the public
or members about what is happening and what are the reasons for that happening. The object
is that if we in this place disagree with the Premier's reasons it is open to the Parliament,
especially as the numbers are in this place at present, to move to, if one likes, censure the
Premier for not revealing it or giving her a certain time to withdraw her certificate or do any
of the other things that are available to her. This is not a Claytons explanation in the sense
that the documents are not revealed by tabling in this place. If they were there would be no
point in the certificate because the documents would have been tabled. Nonetheless, if there
is a smell of suspicion that some personal self interest or political interest is involved -

Dr Constable: How would you know?
Mr D.L. SMITH: People using this process would have had the information commissioner
make a decision whether there were reasonable grounds for the Premier to claim the
exemption and issue a certificate. If he finds that in his view there are no such grounds, that
will be on the public record. In relation to both the reasons the commissioner will give and
the reasons the Premier will give, there will be an opportunity for people to form an opinion
as to whether there is any suspicion. Clearly, if the document seems to relate to some matter
of great political importance at the time, and the Parliament is of the view that the document
should be released, it has the capacity to take action by threatening the Premier with censure
or a no confidence motion if she continues to maintain her certificate. We also have other
powers.
Mr Wiese: What other powers do we have?
Mr D.L. SMITH: Unlike the Americans and the Europeans who have Executive Government
running the country and no-one in the Parliament being responsible directly for what they are
doing, under the Westminster system the Premier and Minister are members of this
Parliament and subject to its discipline and supervision.
Mr Wiese: That is marvellous, but look at the practice over the past six or seven years.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The truth of the matter is that for the past 90 years the Government
introducing the legislation has never had a majority because of the gerrymander in the upper
House.
Several members interjected.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! I suggest the Minister return to the amendment before the
Committee.
Mr D.L. SMITH: It is important to the amendment. If one is looking at the Government's
introducing this legislation it is always open to the conservative parties in this State to move
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the appropriate motion in the other place. It provides the absolute check. However, it will
nor do that when the conservative parties are in Government. That may concern the member
for Morley as it concerns me.
In our system we must be careful that, notwithstanding the findings of the Royal
Commission and whatever it may recommend tomorrow, whatever our personal views may
be of the events surrounding the commission we do not allow it to begin the destruction of
the Westminster system. I believe we have the best system of government where those
controlling the Executive are not outside this place but in here subject to the discipline of this
place and to being removed if they lose the confidence of this place, which is the ultimate
check.
When we as members of this place and believers in the Westminster system start to say that
whether Executive Council, Cabinet minutes and intergovernmental relations should or
should not be disclosed in the public interest, should become a question to be answered by
the Supreme Court, then we are beginning to threaten the Westminster system. The
amendment moved by the member for Floreat is an unconstrained appeal; that is, the
Supreme Court is not only considering a question of law but also a matter totally de nova on
the basis that the court can execute its own decisions on what is in the public interest in place
of the Premier. That is placing in judicial hands not only how the Executive should behave
but also what it should provide and it places the judiciary in a superior position to us. The
Royal Commissioners, all being judges, may think that is a great view of the world. I believe
that we, as parliamentarians, should be careful about adopting such a view.

Progress
Progress reported and leave given to sit again, on motion by Mr D.L. Smith (Minister for
Justice).

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm
(Questions without notice taken.J

MATTER OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE - UNEMPLOYMENT
THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Bamnett): Earlier today I received a letter from the Leader of
the Opposition seeking to debate as a matter of public importance the number of unemployed
people in Western Australia.
If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it.

[At least five members rose in their places.]
Mr Pearce: Perhaps the Leader of the Opposition will tell us how the Simcoa Project might
have helped in his view of unemployment.
Dr Gallop: How about Hepburn Heights?
Mr Ripper: And Port Kennedy?
The SPEAKER: How unusual for members of the Government not to know the Standing
Orders which state that while I am on my feet ready to give them information, they will be
quiet and wait. In accordance with the Sessional Order, half an hour will be allocated to each
side of the House for the purposes of this debate. I will also allow up to 10 minutes for the
Independents to debate this matter.

Motion
MR COURT (Nedlands - Leader of the Opposition) [2.40 pm]: I move -

That this House expresses grave concern at the record levels of unemployment in
Western Australia with the Australian Bureau of Statistics showing that 11 .6% of the
work force, or 99 400 people, are unemployed, and calls on the Government to -
(i) tackle the issues of labour market reform;
(ii) ease the burdens on small business including the abolition of payroll tax to

enable them to employ more people; and
(iii) introduce a debt management plan that will enable taxes and charges to be

reduced,
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and that the Premier and her Government now accept responsibility for this serious
unemployment crisis.

The October figures were released today and they show that the rate of unemployment in this
State is 11.6 per cent; that is, 99 400 people are unemployed in Westrn Australia. That is a
very tragic situation. The Premier will no doubt say that it is important not to look at just one
month's figures, and she is correct. However, the monthly figures since she became Premier
indicate that the trend in the unemployment figure has been consistently upwards, and once it
reached the I11 per cent mark it remained at that level, It cannot be said that the Opposition is
looking only at the figures for one month because it is looking at the trends over a number of
months. I amn concerned now that it appears the figure is staffing to move upwards again.
That is extremely disturbing. Since the Premier took office - and she can talk as much as she
likes about trend analysis because the trend analysis of these figures indicates they have
increased -she has refused to accept responsibility. When the figures were released
indicating an unemployment rate of 11.5 per cent the Premier said it was not her
responsibility. She is doing the same thing today. It is impossible to pin the responsibility
on anyone.
Dr Lawrence: You are being simple-minded and unhelpful.
Mr COURT: We shall talk about who is being unhelpful.
Dr Lawrence: What about GST and $100 extra tax?
Mr COURT: The Premier should not be totally dishonest when talking about these matters.
It is an absolute farce.
The Premier now admits that the Government cannot create employment opportunities. So
far this year the Government has produced four glossy brochures, all of which state that the
Government will create jobs. How can it make those statements on the one hand and, on the
other hand, not accept responsibility for the record levels of unemployment? The number of
unemployed people has increased by more than 41 000 since the Premier took office.
Dr Lawrence: There have been no job losses. There has been a net increase in employment
in Western Australia.
Mr COURT: Is the Premier proud of her Government's employment record?
Dr Lawrence: No, but I want you to be honest about the facts.
Mr COURT: Does the Premier accept responsibility for the unemployment situation?
Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: Under this Government not only has there been a, big increase in the level of
unemployment, but also between February 1990 and October 1992 the total number of
people employed has decreased by 4 000. That is hardly a great record, and the Government
has betrayed the school leavers and the graduates who will soon enter a falling job market.
The Premier must accept responsibility for that. More than 30 per cent of last year's
graduates still do not have jobs, and this year's graduates and school leavers will soon go
onto the market.
When considering employment opportunities it is necessary also to consider new levels of
investment, and how that investment will be attracted to this State. How can the Premier
restore investors' confidence in Western Australia when she is not prepared to discipline
members on the Government side who have been shown to have acted with impropriety in
Government? How can the Premier restore investors' confidence in this State when she
allows one of the Government's senior members to state that the Royal Commissioners have
acted dishonestly?
Dr Lawrence: What has that to do with unemployment?
Mr COURT: It has a lot to do with it. It says that the Premier does not have the ability to
discipline Government members who are discrediting this State. Let us talk about
investment in this State over the past five years.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
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Mr COURT: Members opposite want to talk about Victoria and New South Wales but I
want to talk about Western Australia. The level of new investment in this State has been
stagnant in recent years. Over the past year it has stanted to decline. The interesting point
about the figures is that if the North West Shelf project figures were removed from those
statistics, they would reveal an appalling performance in new levels of investment. The
Government's economic strategy, if it has one, is an absolute mess. Let us consider the
economic strategy within Cabinet. There is confusion among Government members about
who is responsible for economic development.
Mr Taylor: There is no confusion whatever.
Mr COURT: The Deputy Premier is at loggerheads with the Premier. If nobody knows who
is driving the car, no wonder it is going off the woad so often. The Deputy Premier said there
is no confusion. Let us consider the Simcoa Operations Pty Ltd exercise. The Department of
State Development has said there is a lack of communication with the Minister's office, even
in a simple exercise such as that. This project is a classic example of a Department of State
Development that is in total disarray. Its bureaucracy has lost its confidence and the
department is unable to deliver. Why? Because no Minister in this Government is capable
of driving new investment projects through the approvals process. What about the power
station? The Government has been in office for 10 years and it still has not got its act
together in this regard.
Dr Lawrence: The difference between the Government and the Opposition is that we build a
power station when we need it and you do it when it suits you politically.
Mr COURT: We have learnit one thing: Under Labor Governments it is not necessary to
budget for a big increase in power consumption because this Government has thrown the
economy into a recession. This State is not coming out of the recession at the moment, and
factories are operating at less than half their capacity as a result of the situation into which
they have been put by the Government. The Liberal Party when in Government will take
responsibility for its actions and for employment growth. Record levels of unemployment
will not occur under our Government, but if they did the Liberal Government would ta-ke
responsibility for them rather than try to get away from the problem, as is occurring with this
Government. This State will not attract new levels of investment unless it is prepared to face
some of the hard issues. We must consider labour market reforn, whether or not the
Government likes it. Government members talk about the Kennett situation in Victoria.
Dr Lawrence: You do not have a program. You do not support the Kennett proposals. What
do you support?
Mr COURT: Members opposite have seen our industrial relations policy, and we arc
prepared to implement labour market reform.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I ask the small group of people who were interjecting rather loudly
and together to refer to Standing Order No 73A over the next few minutes, and hopefully that
will encourage them not to do that for a while.
Mr COURT: I mentioned the need for labour market reform. We must reduce the burden,
not only of taxes and charges, but also the regulatory burden, on the business community,
particularly the small business community, which is shedding jobs and not creating jobs. We
must not forget that under the Premier's regime, not one new job has been created. In fact,
we have seen a decline of 4 000 jobs between 1990 and 1992. That is the Premier's record,
and the Government will go to the election on that record.
MR SHAVE (Melville) [2.51 pm]: It amazes me that I have never heard the Premier stand
in this place and accept responsibility for anything.
Dr Lawrence: That is a pathetic lie. The Government is accepting responsibility for solving
a serious problem. Members opposite have a very naive view.
Mr SHAVE: There are 100 000 families in the State which have a member who is
unemployed, yet the Premier sits in this place day after day -

Dr Lawrence: And works at the problem of investment.
Mr SHAVE: No. 1 have heard the Premier say continually on radio that she is doing her best
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and is hrying, but I can tell her chat her best is not good enough and her policies are wrong.
The Premier criticises John Hewson and his goods and services tax, yet praises Paul Keating
and Bob Hawke, who are on record for producing a document in 1985 which totally supports
a GST. The hypocrisy of members opposite is that they cannot accept when they are wrong.
Paul Keating has now said that he will let the GST go through because he knows and the
Premier knows that it is a goad economic policy. The Premier talked earlier about social
justice. The Premier and the Leader of the House are two of the people in charge of the
greatest social injustice that we have ever seen in this country.
I will give members an example of one of the families which this Government is supposed to
be looking after. A lady who wrote to me stated -

Unemployment is a critical problem to our family at the moment as our younger son
who is twenty one years of age has just been unable to find work in the twelve
months since he completed his Bachelor of business at Curtin University. He owes
$4 880 dollars to the government in tertiary fees, and these keep rising as interest is
added on as he cannot repay them until he finds work.

If it were not bad enough that this Person has to pay interest on tertiary fees, the Premier does
not have to pay interest on the $5 000 overpayment from her imprest. account which she
failed to declare! The Premier is a deluxe hypocrite.
Dr Lawrence interjected.
Mr SHAVE: That mobile sewer who is walking around in the upper House is a pretty good
indication of what is going on in this place.

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr RIPPER: I do not think it is in order for the member to refer to a member of the other
House using the term "mobile sewer".
Mr SHAVE: I am quite happy to withdraw that and to say he is an immobile sewer.
Mr RIPPER: Mr Deputy Speaker, that last remark simply compounds the error to which I
drew attention in my point of order.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The reason that I have a slight amount of difficulty with this, and
it is only slight, is that the member did not mention any names, and the strict interpretation of
the Standing Order is that it is intended to apply to a member who is named, be it here or in
another place. However, it would be quite clear to anyone who has been following the
events of the last few days where that reference was directed, and I believe it probably does
breach Standing Orders. I suggest the member withdraw his remarks, not in the way that he
did just now, but in an unreserved fashion.
Mr SHAVE: I am happy to withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Mr SHAVE: The lady stated also -

There are hundreds of others who graduated with him in the same position. What
does their future hold?
My daughter has two little girls and her husband was retrenched two months ago.
They have a mortgage to repay and all the usual family bills which cannot be paid
with social security benefits so we have been helping with food, clothes and some
money.
My husband Ron has recently been through a very traumatic time as the company
which he has either been manager's assistant or manager to for the past thirty four
years went into the receivership on the 30th June.

The Government's answer is to reduce the unemployment figures by putting that person on a
training course! Where will the money come from for those training courses? The Premier
stated today that the Government will create 1 600 more training positions over the next 18
months. That is wonderful! The Government will take 1 600 people off the unemployment
list for 18 months until it gets the State election out of the way and until it gets the Federal
election out of the way, and then wI put those people back onto the scrap heap. However,
that will not work, because people are waking up to what this Government is doing.
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Another of my constituents wrote the following about the Premier's little game -

...I firmly believe the Government are putting the cart before the horse when they
are spending millions on unemployed training.
We have scores of small and medium businesses folding up, some leaving W.A.,
some bankrupt and still doing it today.
A high percentage of monies mentioned earlier, must be spent on these businesses, by
lower pay roll tax and any other sort of tax -

Mr Catania: Did you write that letter for that person?
Mr SHAVE: No, I did not. The gentleman stated also -

I will give you an example of job training -

My daughter has been working for 3 days x 4 hrs a week. She and other girls have
been cold that their hours will be cut as girls from job training will be included in the
near future.

This is subsidised by the taxpayer and the productive sector of the community!
Dr Lawrence: Are you saying that they should be abolished?
Mr SHAVE: The Premier knows that she is putting people out of work and sticking young
people into courses to juggle the figures. The Government has been roiling the system for
years, and now its problem is that it does not have enough spots in the institutions to take
people to make the figures look good. The people of Western Australia know how badly this
Government is going.
Mr Catania: Do you have another letter?
Mr SHAVE: I have many such letters. This letter came from 33 Nicholas Crescent, Hilton,
an area which traditionally has an approximately 80 per cent Labor vote. The person who
wrote this letter is probably a former Labor voter, but I doubt whether he will vote that way
now.
I now refer to die Premier's comments in the Albany Advertiser article under the heading.
"ALP is not that popular says Premier".
Several members interjected.
Mr SHAVE: I was looking through my notes outside the Chamber and this article was
sitting on the table in the corridor. A Labor member from another place was walking past
and asked whether he could look at the article; upon reading it he said, "She must have been
drunk."
Several members interjected.
Mr SHAVE: The Premier for unemployment said in the Albany Advertiser, in speaking to
the local candidate, that if the candidate wins, it will be on her own merits because, to be
honest, the Labor Party is not that popular at the moment. Can members believe that? I bet
members opposite are told that when they doorknock! The Premier said in the article that an
Opposition win in the election would guarantee a bright future for only certain sections of the
community, and claimed that a Labor Government shares the benefit equally. However, the
reality is that for every dollar this Government provides to the public, it provides 10 to Labor
Party hacks and 10 to its hacks in the business community.
I do not know whether the Labor candidate for Albany took the Premier's advice, but I notice
that the candidate's advertisement in the local paper reads "Ursula Richards for Albany in the
Carmen Lawrence team", but it contained no reference to the ALP; it has been removed!
Nevertheless, what did the member for Wanneroo do in 1983? Her advertisement read "If
you are worried about job security, you will vote for Jackie Watkins." I ask her: How are
the 100 000 people who are out of work going now?
Dr Lawrence: This is a serious debate on unemployment.
Mr SIHAVE: The Premier does not like it, but she will have her chance in a moment. The
member for Wanneroo's. advertisement in 1983 contained a photograph and reference to the
Australian Labor Party. However, in advertisements for the forthcoming election, these
references have been removed. People know that this Government is rotten and corrupt!
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Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr SHAVE: It is all right; the member for Avon will have his say in a moment.
I have with me another letter from 80 Garling Street, Willagee; this is also a traditional Labor
heartland with a 70:30 vote ratio.
Mrs Henderson: Next time it will be 90:10.
Mr SHAVE: Yes, it will be 90: 10 in my favour.
The letter reads -

At this time I have been unemployed since September last year and will be 55 years
old in July ... My trade is in Printing as a compositor, until last year I had always
been in full rime employment ... My point is, during these times of high youth
unemployment, it hardly seems very sensible to retrain me at great cost to the
economy and at my age edge out some young person who has their whole working
life ahead of them.

This is a person who lives in a traditional Labor voting area, yet he knows what this
Government is up to. People know a scam is going on. The Government is attempting to
keep people out of employment through a high level of taxes; at the same time it creates
artificial opportunities for people for which, at the end of the day, the economy and the
public of Western Australia must pay.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [3.06 pm]: The Leader of the Opposition
began this debate with high minded seriousness in his attempt to say that individuals should
take responsibility for unemployment in this State. I take responsibility for unemployment
and employment in this State, and I know that I am not alone in chat. I am aware that others
in Australia want to share that responsibility by working constructively not only on short
term but also long term problems. I have never ducked chat. Any claim by members
opposite that one person or one single part of Government is responsible for all our economic
problems should rightly be regarded by any objective observer as complete nonsense.
The Leader of the Opposition did not attempt to come to terms with the scope of the
problem, or offer solutions to the problem, but attempted to extract some narrow political
gain out of the situation. Following that, the member for Melville rifled through his drawers
to find letters and newspaper clippings which he thought might have some bearing on the
question. He then quoted from them in a manner which made light of the people who wrote
to him.
Mr Shave: Not at all.
Dr LAWRENCE: The member did, absolutely.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: His comments indicated his commitment to the matter of unemployment,
and also his commitment to the electors who had written to him on this matter. He flipped
through letters and Press clippings and indicated the seriousness with which he regards this
matter. This should be exposed in his electorate.
We have an unemployment rate of 11.6 percent, following a 0.5 per cent increase around the
nation, which indicates that this is a major social problem and members should address it
with seriousness. The member for Melville exhibited a narrow political focus.
We are concerned about the level of unemployment and we will ensure that investment
increases occur. During the year we have announced certain policy changes through certain
documents. These are designed to address this very serious problem. We do not release our
brochures for the sake of it; we do so to inform the community of what is being done, what
the goals are, outlining the state of the economy, and where we should be going from here.
That is an entirely responsible attitude to adopt regarding unemployment.
I now deal with only part of the motion. The Deputy Premier will deal with the investment
and projects matters, in which the Opposition constantly denies a role; it rakes no
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responsibility for these issues. I now consider some of the Opposition's propositions as ours
are out in the public rena, and I shall refer to a couple of points on unemployment as well.
We keep hearing about payroll tax, and the motion reads "ease the burden on small business
including the abolition of payroll tax". However, let us consider the burdens small
businesses face: Of all the OECD countries, Australia has the third lowest level of taxation.
Western Australia has kept taxes down over three successive Budgets and has offered relief
through payroll and land tax concessions. Therefore, if Western Australia is not the lowest,
it is certainly the second lowest taxing State in the country. The Government has done that
with the single key goal of reducing the burden to the small business proprietor and the
householder in order to provide more money to enable them to purchase goods and services
from the private sector. The Government's charging regime has been to insist that in key
areas it should impact directly on the business sector. Those charges have been kept below
the inflation rate and in the case of the State Energy Commission reduced in not only real
terms, but also absolute value. The panacea proposed by the Opposition is the abolition of
payroll tax. What does payroll tax do? Approximately 90 per cent of the State's businesses
do not pay that tax. Small business does not pay payroll tax. Its abolition will not assist
them. What will be in its place? How will the State replace that revenue? It represenits a
very significant proportion of the State's taxation revenue. Approximately 93 per cent of this
State's source revenue comes from payroll tax imposed on 10 per cent of businesses at the
larger end of the spectrum.
Mr Court: Are you saying small business does nor pay payroll tax?
Dr LAWRENCE: Ninety per cent of businesses in this State do not pay payroll tax.
Mr Court: That is absolute nonsense! Payroll tax is on everything they purchase, such as
their paper and the like.
Dr LAWRENCE: That is sophistry. Ninety per cent of businesses do not have the direct
cost of payroll tax; that should satisfy the Leader of the Opposition. It is not part of their
business costs. Much of what they consume is in the same position, As 90 per cent of
business do not pay it, members opposite should be able to conclude, unless their brains are
niot working altogether, that it follows that most of their input would not include payroll cost.
What source of revenue will we have instead? Will it be the goods and services tax, that
panacea to all the nation's problems? No-one in this country believes that. Members
opposite should ask the tourism industry, which is made up of all sizes of business. It is one
of the most substantial growth areas in our economy, nationally and at a State level. What
does the Opposition propose, but to take one of the areas of the nation's brightest future and
demolish it in one fell swoop. The OST will impose extra costs on business, which prospect
that industry resents and is resisting-
Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: What does the member for Cottesloe think they are complaining about?
The OST has been resisted stoutly by the tourism industry. Several other State Government
shadow tourism Ministers and shadow spokesmen have said that it is not a good idea. Yet
the ideologues in Canberra are insisting on a GST; this Opposition backs it totally. However
the tourism, housing and construction areas do not like it. The list is increasing.
Mr Court: Who likes it?
Dr LAWRENCE: I am wondering who wants the GST? The Opposition wants it.

Mr Court: Tell us the industries which have publicly come out supporting it. They are the
mining and agricultural sectors, the two most important sectors in this State.
Dr LAWRENCE: As a matter of interest, the agricultural sector does not pay payroll tax.
Very few of those businesses pay payroll tax. The Opposition proposes that payroll tax
should be abolished and therefore reduce the cost to business, at the same rime, but it wants
to introduce the GST. That penalty will fall hardest on those areas in the economy which are
growing fastest. That is a very strange attitude for members opposite to adopt. They should
ask small businesses what they think of the OST. The resultant complexity of paperwork,
the difficulty of compliance and the fact that they will have to keep very detailed records in a
small business setting will add significantly to their costs. It will directly increase business
input costs, and in many cases, penalise them at the other end. Apart from that, what will
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happen? Even if the OST were everything the Opposition said it would be, the abolition of
payroll tax in Western Australia will put the State in hock to the Federal Government,
whichever party is in power. The Opposition's proposition for replacing the payroll tax is
not very reassuring.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Let's not reduce tax on business.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Opposition wants to reduce payroll tax and bring in the GST. Thai
will not be very clever. Pant of the Fightback package, in case members were not aware, is to
increase company tax. What is that if it is not a tax on business?
Mr CiJ. Barnett: That is okay if they accept it.
Dr LAWRENCE: That attitude is unbelievable. It is quite clear that members opposite want
to increase company tax from 390 in the dollar to 42g. If that is not an increase in business
tax, what is?
Mr C.). Barnett: It is a change in tax structure and businesses accept and endorse it.
Dr LAWRENCE: They do not. We hear that sort of cant from the Opposition. The taxes it
supponts are okay, but the taxes supported by others are not okay. We must keep the issue of
payroll tax in perspective in this State. It is not an ideal tax. Its replacement must be
delivered without seriously distorting the economy. The GST will take from those on low
incomes and give to those on high incomes; it will move the burden from large business to
small business.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: Members opposite may want to shout and yell on this question. The
Government has other things to say on this motion so I will leave time for other Government
members. If we are to have a serious debate on this question - I refer to point Cii) of the
motion: To ease the burdens on small business the Opposition recommends a OST, the
abolition of payroll tax and an increase in company tax, all three of which are likely to fall
hardest on small business, not large business. The Opposition has not recommended certain
decisions on power tariffs ahead of the need for those taxes. Given the level of debate
proffered by members opposite and the noise generated during my speech it is clear members
Opposite are not interested in the speech, but are simply using the forum of the Parliament in
a way that does not contribute to the debate.
Mr CTJ Barnett: You have missed the issue.
Dr LAWRENCE: I do not think so.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order] The level of interjection is extraordinarily high and has
been all the way through this debate, so I have not intervened on many occasions since I took
the Chair.
Mr Clarko interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: While I am on my feet is not the time for the member for
Marmion to interject, as he well knows. He should time his interjection more skilfully, as he
normally does.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.17 pm]: I am happy to become involved in this debate. I
remind members of a little history: Many years ago Abraham Lincoln came to prominence
during a court case when people who were taking barges down one of the main rivers in the
United States had taken legal action against railway companies building bridges across the
river. After only a few minutes, his argument was "People have a right not only to transport
down rivers, but also to cross them." People in this State have a right to a job. I am appalled
at the Premier's argument that we must live with 10 per cent plus unemployment. Even
though the rate is now 11.6 per cent we are constantly being told by Government members
that it is impossible to reduce it.
A Government member interjected-
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: That type of interjection across the speaker on his feet does not
contribute.
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Mr TRIENORDEN: The message from the people from Mars is constantly that because of
economic factors the economic climate for employment can never be changed and that we
must live with a double digit unemployment figure. We need not. To the east and north of
us are countries with very vibrant economies of which we can take advantage. Everyone,
except people in this Government, knows that if we change our attitudes we can become
involved in those markets. flat will result in our being able to share the prosperity with all
Western Australians, including those who do not have jobs, such as pensioners and people on
disability pensions. All Western Australians can become involved in the growth of the
wealth. However, people in Government say that because they must protect their mates,
because they are pant of the union movement and it will not move one inch, the State must
live with 10 per cent unemployment.
The difference between the two sides is that when we are in Government we will increase job
activity; we will become involved in producing wealth for the people of Western Australia.
We are talking about capital investment and promoting small business.
Mr Read: That is a good description.
Mr TRENORDEN:- I have only four minutes to speak in this debate and I will say other
things in this debate. The consistent message from the Government is that we have to live
with unemployment at 10 per cent plus. There is no other option. While the Government
refuses to tackle labour market reform, that will be the position faced by all Western
Australians. The accord over the past 10 years has reduced living standards in Western
Australia.
Mrs Henderson: What nonsense!
Mr TRENORDEN: It has been documented that there has been a reduction in living
standards. Only this year the unemployment figures have risen from 9.8 per cent to 11.6 per
cent. What is the Government's response? It says that we must live with it because the men
from Mars created this climate and, therefore, it cannot be changed. The clear message to all
Western Australians is that the Labor Party is saying that it is impossible to change these
figures; we are saying that we will change them.
Let us look at debt management. The accounts show that trading is down by $285 million
this year as compared with $76 million in October. Those in the Government are the
proponents of a Keynesian philosophy: In the good years they take money out of the
economy; in the bad years they pump it in. When the money was whipped out in the good
years, where did it go? It went to their mates. It did not go to Treasury or provide any State
assets. From reading the report of the Royal Commission we know where the funds went.
Mr MacKinnon- Lots of it to Holmes a Court.
Mr TRENORDEN: Yes, $792 million went to Holmes a Court. The money was not retained
within the State. In line with the Keynesian philosophy now that the bad times are here the
Government has decided to pump money into the economy. But it will come from
borrowings. It is absolutely essential that the employment prospects in this State improve.
We have two vibrant industries: Agriculture and mining. They may be on their knees, but
they are not down and out. They could contribute to the State immensely. Small business is
also ready to go ahead provided it can be given some leadership. The people need to be told
that under a coalition Government they can prosper and that under the present Government
the policies of the people from Mars will continue.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Deputy Premier) [3.24 pm]: The effort of the Opposition in
relation to this motion can be described only as absolutely pathetic. The member for
Melville treated the issue in a clown-like. manner when he spoke about unemployment. He
used the debate as an opportunity to place on the record comments that were made to him in
the corridor. I find that extraordinary. The member for Avon suggested that the mining and
agricultural industries in Western Australia were on their knees. That is far from the truth.
In fact, those industries are world competitive.
Mr Omodei: Tell us about the wool industry.
Mr TAYLOR: That industry will go from strength to strength. I ask the member for Warren
about the potato industry. At long last the member who represents the potato industry, and
the deregulator and the Leader of the Liberal Party, are lined up sitting beside each other on
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the front bench. This provides me with an opportunity to find out where the Opposition
stands on this matter. The Leader of the Opposition said that we should reduce the
regulatory burden on Western Australian business.
Mr Court: Is there any regulation on processed potatoes? Answer: No; no regulation
whatsoever.
Mr TAYLOR: There is no regulation on processed potatoes. I want to get clear the position
of the Opposition. Those opposite have discussed the issue with Edgell-Birds Eye, as have
other members of the Liberal Party. Will the Opposition be prepared to reduce the regulatory
procedures in relation to potato marketing in Australia?
Mr Court: Our position is very clear. We understood that you were having a review of its
effectiveness. We said that when the review was completed we would make a decision about
Processed potatoes and export potatoes. There is no regulation.
Mr TAYLOR: Sitting astride a fence can bring about very difficult circumstances for the
Leader of the Opposition. He is sitting astride the fence on the matter of regulations. He is
trying to have it both ways. His colleagues have been telling him as much, as have Ecigell-
Birds Eye.
Mr Court: Tell us about the mining regulations. As a result of your lack of action
$100 million of investment has been held up.
Mr TAYLOR: I will be happy to come to that. Because this Leader of the Opposition owes
his position to the votes of people such as the member for Warren to whom promises have
been made, he is prepared to see that plant close and to sacrifice those jobs.
Mr Court: Do you accept that, if you have a review of the Potato Marketing Authority and it
makes recommendations which may include that it remains for some reason, EdgeDl-Birds
Eye should walk away from its activities in this State?
Mr TAYLOR: The Leader of the Opposition cannot continue to sit astride the fence and talk
about a review.
Mr Court: I am not sitting astride the fence.
Mr TAYLOR: The Leader of the Opposition cannot continue to hide behind the review
process. Where does the Deputy Leader of the Opposition - a known deregulator, an
economic rationalist from years gone by, one of the dying breed of economic rationalists in
this State - stand in relation to this issue?
Mr Court: Let me ask you a question.
Mr TAYLOR: I am on my feet. Where does the member for Cottesloe stand on this issue?
The member for Cottesloe will not answer. I can understand why. I will now come to the
question about what we are doing about the unemployed. The Leader of the Opposition
should go to his colleagues in the upper House who for weeks have fiddled and fumbled with
the Port Kennedy legislation.
Mr Court: How long have you had that on the books? You have taken five years.
Mr TAYLOR: That Project would create hundreds of jobs in Western Australia, but the
Leader of the Opposition is still unable to face up to those in the upper House and tell them
to pass the legislation. Hon Peter Foss has expressed shock and outrage that people might
even make a profit - that from a Liberal - and might even create a few jobs.
Several members interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: The Liberal Party has moved this motion in relation to unemployment in
Western Australia, yet it is sitting on the fence on the issues of the Potato Marketing Board
and the Port Kennedy development. It has done absolutely nothing whatsoever -

Mr Court: Tell us about Western Mining.
Mr TAYLOR: I am pleased that the Leader of the Opposition has asked me about Western
Mining Corporation Ltd. At this very time, Western Mining is in the process of doubling the
size of its Leinster nickel operation, creating jobs in Perth and in the goldfields, making
dramatic improvements to the nickel smelter at Kalgoorlie, with the support of this
Government, and it is taking the size of its Kwinana nickel refinery from 30 000 to 42 000
tonnes of nickel metal per annum, again with the support of this Government.
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What did Western Mining ask for in relation to mining at Kambalda? Mr Morgan asked for
the opportunity to work a seven day week. I can understand why he would want a seven day
working week at Kambalda. When people work underground they generally work a five day
week. Saturday is virtually a voluntary day for maintenance and the like and on Sunday
people generally do not work underground. What did the Australian Workers Union agree to
in its memorandum of understanding with Western Mining? It agreed to work a seven day
week. It agreed to increase the productivity of the mine at Kambalda substantially and it is
prepared to start that tomorrow. That is exactly what Mr Morgan asked for.
Mr Court: That is not what was asked for and you know it.
Mr TAYLOR: The Leader of the Opposition would have the Government take sections 5
and 6 out of the Mines Regulation Act so that there would be no control whatsoever over the
hours worked underground. If he were to stand alongside a miner at Kambalda operating a
machine for 12 hours, I wonder how he would cope?
Mr Court: How come you gave approval for continuous mining in other parts of the State?
Talk about being hypocritical!
Mr TAYLOR: Let me tell the House one of the consequences of unbridled economic
opportunism in relation to working hours underground. One mine outside my electorate had
its machine miners working 12 hour shifts1 35 days straight. It nearly ended up in an
enormous disaster. Those people have learnt their lesson and they no longer work those
hours. If this Government were to give the mining industry the opportunity to set its own
working hours, without any consideration of occupational health and safety, members should
not be in any doubt whatsoever of the dangers involved.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr TAYLOR: It was either the Leader of the Opposition or the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition who spoke, by way of interjection, about power stations. The Opposition would
have a Power station in every town in Western Australia.
Several members interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: I advise the Leader of the National Party that it would not be a coal fired
power station at Collie if the Opposition had its way; it would be gas fired. The Opposition
is undoubtedly tied to the interests of the gas lobby of Western Australia. It is certainly tied
to power stations. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has been in my electorate and he
has promised a 300 megawatt power station in Kalgoorlie. He has also promised one in
Geraldton, Port Hedland, Karratha and Collie. I think that is only five. However, fuel
storage tanks cannot be built in Cottesloe because it might harm the interests of the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition's elect6rs! A sawmill cannot be built in the electorate of
Wellington because it will cause problems for the member- for Wellington! When any type
of development impinges on the interests of the Opposition members' constituents it
becomes a little tough. Even now, while the Dardanup Pine Log Sawmill Agreement Bill is
in the upper House, the Liberal members are saying it is a little bit hard for them and they
think the Government should buy the land.
Mr Court: Hang on.
Mr TAYLOR: The Leader of the Opposition should not tell mre to hang on. It is about time
he showed some real leadership and told his colleagues in the upper House to get off their
backsides and put through the Port Kennedy Development Agreement Bill and the Dardanup
Pine Log Sawmill Agreement Bill so that the associated developments can go ahead. While
he is about it he might also whisper to the member sitting alongside him to try to find out
where he stands in relation to Simcoa. Does he support the Chamber of Commerce and
Industry which says that economic rationalism is the approach that should be taken?
Several members interjected.
Mr Court: Honesty.
My C.J. Barnett: We support accountability.
Mr Catania: You can talk after what you did yesterday. Don't talk about honesty!
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Mr Court: What?
Mr Catania: Don't you remember? Maybe the member for Morley will tell you.
Mr TAYLOR: The Leader of the Opposition should not ask "what", because he knows what
the member is talking about.
Several members interjected.
Mr Court: Do you support a gas fired power station being built at Port Hedland?
Mr Graham: Let me tell you that I do.
Mr Court: I will let the Deputy Premier decide.
Mr TAYLOR: I do also.
Mr Court: Then why are you criticising us?
Mr TAYLOR: Because the Opposition wants to build one at Kamrtha, one at Port Hedland
and one at Collie. It is unbelievable. Not only will there be a gas fired power station at Port
Hedland, but also there will be a big enough pipeline to Port Hedland to create new industry.
Not one member on the Opposition benches has had anything to do with development issues.
They know nothing about responsibility in relation to these issues and it shows quite clearly
in their failure and inability to deal with issues like Darlanup. Port Kennedy and the like.
They are incompetent and they are incapable of dealing with these issues and, in a much
smaller way, the issue of the Potato Marketing Authority. The performance of the
Opposition in debating this motion is an absolute disgrace. Opposition members have treated
this issue in a pathetic and clown-like way. When people read this debate they will know
exactly where the Opposition stands. It is an incompetent and hopeless Opposition and it
will stay that way.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [3.38 pm]: I feel somewhat inspired because that must be one
of the Deputy Premier's better speeches. I do not necessarily agree with everything he said,
but it was inspiring and even the people in the gallery were barracking for him. I guess that
one of the things I will miss about this place when I leave it is the vigour and moral
consistency of some of the debates in this place!
Mr CiJ. Barrnett: Are you being self-righteous?
Mr DONOVAN: Not at all. I could not resist saying that. The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition knows very well that I have been greatly concerned about some of the projects
which the Government has called labour creating projects. One of these projects has
occupied the time of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee for the last
12 months. The Government certainly will not be expecting me to support the 5010
Privatisation Bill as a good project because it knows very well that, like the member for
Eyre, I am concerned about what that means in terms of a net drain on employment in this
State.
The Government knows very well that I have a lot of trouble with the idea of a coal fired
power station at Collie. A privately owned coal fired power station at Collie is anathema to
me. The Government also knows that it has no enthusiastic support from me over the
question of the Marandoo mining project and its handling of the Aboriginal and
environmental interests in that area. There are a great many things with which I have
considerable difficulty. The Government's position on the Port Kennedy development is one
of them. One cannot say that without acknowledging that such projects, whether I like it or
not, are employment creating. I do not think one can debate those issues, however
unpalatable any of them may be, without at the same time being forced to acknowledge that
they are labour creating or job creating projects.
I have a question for the Opposition about this motion. In all honesty and sincerity, what
does it mean by "labour market reform"?
Mr Graham: Ask Jeff Kennett.
Mr DONOVAN: I was supposed to ask that question, not the member for Pilbara. Does
"labour market reform" mean gutting the unions and destroying the Industrial Relations
Commission?
Mr Court: You tell us what it means to you.
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Mr DONOVAN: I am serious. Does it mean abandoning the restructuring chat we have set
up over the last decade? Members opposite must be honest about this.
Mr Court: We are talking about 100 000) people being out of work in this State alone.
Mr DONOVAN: The Leader of the Opposition must realise that all of the people he regards
as his major constituency have argued long and hard for restructuring in this country and
State. When the Deputy Leader of the Opposition was one of the major spokesmen on this
matter he argued consistently for restructuring in this State. He must recognise that the union
movement has been at the forefront of that process. One cannot look back at the last decade
and debate the issue of restructuring without recognising that it was the union movement that
led that restructuring. Fortunately nobody on the other side opposes that statement.
One cannot let the Victorian situation pass without mention. It would be totally
inappropriate to do that. Look at what labour market reform has meant to the new Kennett
Liberal Government in Victoria. Within two weeks of taking office it moved to remove
overtime, penalty rates and the award system, which will mean 8 000 public sector jobs will
be lost in the present employment environment. The Opposition said appropriately today
that we are looking at 11I per cent unemployment. I do not know what is the population of
Victoria, so perhaps the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations can tell me what will
be the effect on the Victorian unemployment rate of an extra 8 000 public servants being put
out of work.
Mrs Henderson: A big increase.
Mr DONOVAN: I think it would be. I turn to my concerns about small business. Most
members of this place are sensitive to the problems confronting small business. Does that
mean that when the commercial tenancies legislation comes into this place - as I hope it
will - members opposite will support it because of their concerns for small business?
Mr Shave: We will look at the legislation when it is introduced.
Mr DONOVAN: Will you be supporting it?
Mr Shave; We will look at every clause and judge it as it is.
Mr DONOVAN: Will the Opposition be supporting the principle of cornm&cial tenancy
legislation?
Mr Shave: We support small business.
Mr DONOVAN: Will you be supporting commercial tenancy legislation?
Mr Shave: Let us wait until the legislation comes in. With the people opposite, it may have
anything in it.
Mr DONOVAN: It is two and a half months before an election, Christmas is the peak
trading period for small business, and it wants to know where the Opposition stands on this
matter. Will the Opposition follow the Victorian route by increasing charges across the
board so that the lower income and lower middle income groups, who are the mainstay of
small business, will have their disposable incomes reduced? Finally, and this was
mentioned by the Premier and Deputy Premier, what does the Opposition think will be the
impact of a GST on small business and the unemployed?
Mr Strickland: Very positive. Small business is looking forward to it.
Mr DONOVAN: The third item of concern in the motion is that it calls upon the
Government to introduce a debt management plan that will enable taxes and charges to be
reduced. That strikes me as ironic since it was the Deputy Leader of the Opposition who
referred a very comprehensive and quite sophisticated inquiry into precisely that question to
the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee of this Chamber. I would have
thought he would not want us to pre-empt the findings of that inquiry which is due to report
in the next couple of weeks.
Mr Strickland: I hope it will report. It has taken its time.
Mr DONOVAN: Why is that requirement included in the motion? Surely the Opposition
does not want this House to pre-empt that report. What I amn saying in a nutshell is that there
must be a bit of consistency about arguments in this place instead of every week, because
there is an election coming up, things being done for political expediency and political gain
with very little thought.
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Mr Strickland: When is the committee on debt management to report?
Mr DONOVAN: In the next sitting week.
Very little thought has been given to the real issues and the arguments underpinning them in
this matter. Every time this debate has arisen I have said repeatedly that, while the
Government should accept some responsibility in these matters, it is not realistic in 1992 to
sheet home 100 per cent of the responsibility for tight economic conditions internationally to
one small State Government. That seems to be a most naive approach from which no-one
will gain anything helpful other than a couple of political points in an election atmosphere.
On that basis I will not support the motion.
MRS HENDERSON (Thomnlie - Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations)
[3.48 pm]: It is interesting that this motion refers to reducing unemployment by tackling the
issues of labour market reform. It would be a difficult thing for anyone in this State to work
out what the Opposition means by "labour market reform". It is a misuse of the word
"reform", which normally means "moving forward" but labouir market reformn in the
Opposition's terms means moving backwards.
Unfortunately the Opposition did not muzzle one of its own candidates and while they
wrapped up their policy with lots of words such as "freedom of choice", individual
candidates were not told not to say what it really means by labour market reform. Something
mentioned in the Parliament bears repeating. The Liberal candidate for Northern Rivers was
reported as saying the following -

I hope Western Australians will be mature enough to realise that the privileges of
17.5% loadings, penalty rates on weekends, sickies and the like are no longer
affordable, and accept the fact that early self-discipline and self-sacrifice is far better
than inevitable depression, if such luxuries are further squandered.

There can be no better statement of what the Liberal Party's so-called "labour market
reforms" are all about than that; that is, that sick leave, annual leave and penalty rates on the
weekend are luxuries.
Mr Bradshaw: There is a difference. He said taking a sickie.
Mrs HENDERSON: What is the difference between being sick and taking a sickie?
Mr Bradshaw: "I have so many sick days up my sleeve that I might as well use them." That
is the difference, and you know it.
Mrs HENDERSON: The Liberal Party policy does not mention what will be the minimum
requirement for sick leave, what will be the minimum hourly rate, or what will be the
minimum amount of annual leave. Why will the Opposition not tell us what these minimums
will be?
Mr Omodei: Do you agree with a 38 hour week?
Mrs HENDERSON: Will the Opposition increase it? I am happy to tell members opposite
that I support the current 38 hour week as handed down by the independent umpire, the
Industrial Relations Commission, but I do not support the opportunity for individual
employers to require their workers to work weekends, overtime, and 40 or 50 hours a week at
the same minimum hourly rate, which is what the Opposition's labour policy is all about.
We are all now aware, since the Liberal Party took control in Victoria, of what the Liberal
Party's labour policy is all about. We have seen the abolition of the award system, of penalty
rates, of leave loadings, and of reinstatement for unfair dismissal, and the imposition of fines
for workers who are disobedient or late for work. The Opposition proposes also to shackle
the independent umpire, the Industrial Relations Commission. Everyone has heard our views
about that. I refer to the views of a major employer group, and to a speech given by Mr R.P.
Boland, the Industrial Labour Relations Director of the Metal Trades Industry Association.
Mr C.J, Barnett: I thought it might be that one! It does not take much to guess that. They
are Your mates.
Mrs HENDERSON: Does the Deputy Leader of the Opposition seek to distance himself
from a person who represents the employers of hundreds of thousands of people in the metal
industries? Mr Boland stated that -
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There have been some short term gains in ailocative efficiency through cost
minimisation e.g. cuts to penalty races in various industry sectors but it seems
doubtful that this approach is inherently capable of delivering long terni dynamic
efficiency gains.
Any gains in efficiency must, of course, be welcomed but if the underlying strategy
of any labour market policy is directed almost exclusively at reducing labour casts,
then it is wrongly focused.
The emphasis must be on sustainable long term gains through a more highly skilled
workforce and the pursuit of international best practice in all aspects of work
organisation and employee participation. Elimination of shift penalties and
reductions in overtime is, frankly, mere fiddling at the edges.

The director of labour relations of this large employer organisation states that the
Opposition's labour relations policy is fiddling at the edges because the Opposition is
interested not in training, multiskilling or higher levels of efficiency and productivity, but
only in reducing wages to the level of third world countries in order to try to compete with
those countries. If members opposite think that slashing labour costs, cutting wages and
reducing penalty rates will not damage the economy, I can tell them that every nurse who
will lose 30 per cent of her wages because she is not paid penalty rates for weekend work
will have 30 per cent less money to spend in the economy.
Mr Kierath: You do not understand the policy.
Mrs H-ENDERSON: I understand it clearly. It is crystal clear for all to see, and we have
seen a translation into action of the Opposition's policy in clear terms. I oppose the nionn
MR CiJ. BARNETIT (Cottesloe - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.55 pm]: This has
been an extraordinary debate, and in the minute which is available to me I remind the House
that 99 000 people have been put out of work. Since Dr Lawrence became Premier, 4 000
jobs have been lost, and not a single job has been created. We heard today the extraordinary
statement that this Government would rather have a tax on jobs than a tax on consumption,
and at the end of the day it has the temerity to say that it is all the Opposition's fault! The
Government admits that it has not achieved anything in 10 years, and that it cannot bring
about the creation of jobs in the State, but I am sorry, colleagues, it is our fault! Shame on us
all! The 99 000 people who are out of work know chat the economy of Western Australia is
in the absolute pits. The reason is that the Liberal and National Panics have not been in
Government, but we will be in Government in a couple of months, and there will then be
some jobs created in the State.
Opposition members: Hear, hear!

Division

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (22)

Mr CJ. Barnett Mrs Edwardes Mr Minson Mr Trenorden
Mr Bloffwitch Mr Grayden Mr Nicholls Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Clarko Mr House Mr Omodei Mr Wiese
Dr Constable Mr Kieratli Mr Shave Mr Bradshaw (Teller)
Mr Court Mr Lewis Mr Strickland
My Cowan Mr McNee Mr Thompson

Noe (24)

Dr Alexander Dr Gallop Mr Leahy Mr DL. Smith
Mrs Beggs Mir Graham Mr Marlborough Mr PJJ. Smith
Mr Catania MrT Grill Mr McGinty Mr Taylor
Mr Cunningham Mrs Henderson Mr Pearce Mr Thomas
Mr Donovan Mr Icobelke Mr Read Dr Watson
Dr Edwards Dr Lawrence Mr Ripper Mrs Watkins (Teller)
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Pairs
Mr Blaikie Mr Wilson
Mr Watt Mr Bridge
Mr Ainsworth M& Troy
Dr Turnbuill My Riebeling
NI, Mac~inon Mr Gordon Hill

Question thus negatived.

NATIONAL RAIL CORPORATION AGREEMENT BILL
Report

Report of Committee adopted.
Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
MRS BEGGS (Whitford - Minister for Transport) 14.01 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third rime.
MR LEWIS (Applecross) [4.02 pm]: This Bill is one of the most important Bills that has
been presented to Parliament in the last 12 months, because it will have long term effects for
Western Australia and Australia as a whole. The Government has taken a position of naivety
formed on the basis of political expediency rather than the long term benefits for Western
Australia. Unashamedly, I put the benefits for, or the prosperity of, Western Australia before
the benefits for Australia. The Government has suggested that the Opposition is against the
National Rail Corporation and, therefore, against the long term benefits and microeconomic
reform that we hope will flow from the introduction of the National Rail Corporation. I must
emphasise to the Minister and to the Government that the Opposition is not against the
corporation.
Mrs Beggs: It is a pretty good imitation then.
Mr LEWIS: As I have said before, unfortunately with her myopia and apparent selective
deafness the Minister has not listened to the arguments. Over the 12 months that this matter
has been pursued, the Minister has not listened to the arguments of Westrail or of the railway
unions. She has not listened to any arguments at all. She has been driven by a command
from the Premier who foolishly went to Canberra and signed an agreement. I believe that
she signed away the best interests of this State.
The Liberal Party supports the introduction of the National Rail Corporation. We see it as an
opportunity for Australia to sont out its problems with interstate rail freight. To a degree, we
also regard it as an opportunity for intermodal freight from the South East Asian region - but
not to the degree that the Government believes - and perhaps niche marketing through
Fremantle to South Australia in particular. The NRC will be able to do that, but the
difference is that the Government believes the only way to achieve these ends is for the State
to take equity. In other words, it will become a shareholder in the company. We believe that
we can facilitate the operations of the corporation, as with any other company, but we do not
need to take a shareholding in it. I repeat, it is like a person receiving a prospectus for the
float of a public company. One reads the prospectus, weighs up the pros and cons, the
benefits against the non-benefits, and makes a decision whether to take equity or a
shareholding. We believe there is no need to take equity because in taking equity we are
locking ourselves into an agreement that has been written in the best interests of the failed
and bankrupt rail systems in the Eastern States and against the best interests of a break-even,
economically efficient - in Australian terms - Western Australian rail system.
The curious question to which I cannot fathom an answer is: Why would the State of
Western Australia, which currently owns Westrail and its associated infrastructure - the
tracks, the running rights, and everything else to do with Westrail; and owns that core Of the
east-west interstate business in its own right - pay $8 million and hand over that business for
nothing to the NRC, when later it will have to go cap in hand to ask when we can run our
trains up and down our own track? It is absolutely nonsensical to pay $8 million to give
away one's business and then, as a tenant, ask the landlord - who received everything for
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nothing - when one can use the track and what one can do with it. The Government should
explain the sense in that, especially when OUr equity in the corporation is not to be of any
benefit to Western Australia. Currently, the National Rail Corporation is returning about
$20 million a year from its share of the east-west business. These are the Government's
figures; that is, Westrail's figures.
Mrs Beggs: In revenue.
Mr LEWIS: No. The revenue is $41.5 million.
Mrs Beggs: After revenue.
Mr LEWIS: The Minister does not know her own business, and that is disturbing. The
return after avoidables is about $20 million. Some say it is $15 million and some say it is
$20 million. It was a submission put to the Federal Government and the shield put in place
for five years suggests it is about $105 million. That suggests what that Eastern States'
freight business is worth to Westrail. It helps to ameliorate Weserail's losses in other areas of
about $20 million. The Minister said during her second reading speech and dwing the
Committee stage thai joining the National Rail Corporation will benefit Western Australia
because, of the expected returns from the equity it holds. In Committee last night the
Minister reluctantly admitted that if we did not transfer the assets, Western Australia would
end up with less than the five per cent equity for which we paid $8 million, and that we could
end up with three per cent. It is projected that the National Rail Corporation's best efforts
could produce $90 million in the five years to 1998. Western Australia holds three per cent
equity in NRC which will bring a return of $2.5 million; however, as Westrail. is currently
returning $20 million the return from NRC is tenfold less than we are currently receiving.
The Minister tells us that is a good deal. Added to that is the risk that National Rail will not
perform. It is like a public company in the market. If it does not perform and does not
generate an income, or if it just breaks even, we get nothing. We will have done our
$20 million. What is the good of having equity in something that we cannot run? The
Minister says it is because we have a chance to sit on a board. There are thousands of
national companies in Australia; why does the Government have to sit on this board? What
advantage is there in that? If Western Australia maintained ownership of its assets it would
have more control and understanding of operations than if it were sitting on a board where it
will be outvoted every day because the interests of the National Rail Corporation are not
focused on what is good for Western Australia but on what is good for the major States of
Victoria, New South Wales and South Australia.
The Minister has not substantiated one of her arguments. I have asked the Minister time and
time again to explain to Parliament the benefits of joining the National Rail Corporation.
She has failed dismally; in no measure at all has she explained to this Parliament or to the
people of Western Australia why we must join the NRC as equity partners other than to prop
up and save face for the Premier. The Premier impetuously signed an undertaking. on a
political imperative. The Government is trying to save face for the Premier who, in my
estimation, was in contempt of this House when she signed that agreement. The Premier is
giving away $20 million a year, the rights to our own railway and our destiny. That is what
the Minister for Transport should use as a measure; the scales are balanced so far one way it
is laughable. The only explanation that came from the Government was that it was a gamble;
it may not work and the business plan may not be as good as has been suggested by the
National Rail Corporation. If it is that much of a gamble, why do it? Why gamble with a
sure thing which we currently enjoy, against something that may or may not happen and in
the process give away rights and profits to the people in the Eastern States who do not care
much about what happens in Western Australia?
This Parliament is being held to ransom on the basis of falling into line with the Eastern
States. The Premier has committed the Parliament to that agreement like a faithful dog. The
masters from the Eastern States have said, "This is what we want you to do; this is what you
have to do. Politically we need you to come to heel otherwise we will be out in the cold; so
do it. Don't worry about Westrail. We need to have the political kudos of kicking
microeconomic reform off to a good start." The old faithful dog falls into line, wags its tail
and hangs out its tongue.
Mr C.3. Barnett: In this case it even Tolled over.
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Mr LEWIS: Yes. Can members guess what will happen in five years' time? The old
faithful dog will get a kick in the ribs. Its master will have no money left to feed it. I remind
the House that every time Western Australia falls into line with the Eastern States on these
issues we end up getting done. They need us so they cooperate during negotiations and
everything is sweet, but as soon as we disagree we have a minority vote which has no effect
in the overview of things and we must fall into line with what the Eastern States want. This
Bill does not have to pass through this Parliament today or through the Legislative Council in
the week after next because within 12 to 14 weeks there will be a general election in this
State and a matter of such importance should not be rushed through in the dying days of this
thirty-third Parliament. The Minister's colleagues are apprehensive about this piece of
legislation.
Mr P.1. Smith: Which colleagues?
Mr LEWIS: The member for Bunbury knows what I am saying is true.
Apprehension exists in the Government about this Bill. If members opposite were dinkum
and had the best interests of the State at heart they would do the brave thing. They have been
vacillating and equivocating now for 12 months. They have not been able to get it together
with the unions on the matter and have not been able to convince anyone that it is a good
deal. The only thing the Government is afraid of is that if the Parliament of Western
Australia does not sign the deal Carmen Lawrence will be made to look a bit of a fool and
the other States of Australia will bellyache that Western Australia has fouled up the National
Rail Corporation. I do not care what people in the east think of us; I care only for Western
Australia and what is best for Western Australia. I do not care whether we in the Liberal
Opposition have upset the Eastern States by saying that the deal that has been struck is a bad
one and that we are not prepared to sign ir, and then the other agreements collapse. That is
how smart the Eastern States were; they wrote the agreement on the basis that it was all in or
none in. We were left as the last Parliament in Australia to accept this legislation, so now on
comes the heat. The Business Council of Australia, the members of which all reside in the
Eastern States, began making telephone calls and asking what the Opposition was doing. It
said that we were mucking up microecononiic reform and the rail systems of Australia and
that the project had to get going. I do not care about that. All that people in the Eastern
States are interested in is what happens over there. I do not care whether the New South
Wales Liberal Government puts the heat on me as it has, or whether the Victorian or
Tasmanian Governments put the heat on the Leader of the Opposition or me. That deal is
good for them. Why would they not want it? They are losing only $320 million a year in
their interstate freight system! They are losing a couple of billion dollars overall. Would
members not want to get rid of it if they were losing $320 million a year?
Mr P.1. Smith: Why ate you making a speech as though you were replying to the second
reading debate? It is the third reading.
Mr LEWIS: That is not for the member to tell me.
Mr P.1. Smith: It comes under the heading of tedious repetition.
Mr Clarko: Have you ever delivered a third reading speech?
Mr D.L. Smith: No; I have not.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Edwards): Order!
Mr LEWIS: People in the Eastern States can ridicule us and say that we are not doing the
right thing for Australia. Our Liberal colleagues also ring us. I have had the heat from my
Federal colleagues because they want the scheme too. However, on whose terms?
Mrs Beggs: For what do they want it; have they told you why?
Mr LEWIS: They want it because it will improve the rail systems of Australia.
Mrs Beggs: What does that mean for the economy?
Mr LEWIS: It will be good for the economy.
Mrs Beggs: Now you are on the right track; keep going.
Mr LEWIS: The Minister is sometimes so stupid.
Mrs Beggs: When the economy is good is that good for business? When it is good for
business does it help create jobs?
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Mr LEWIS: The Minister has not been listening. The Liberal Party wants the National Rail
Corporation and embraces it. The matter of concern to the Liberal Party is how the
Covernment has done the dumb deal. The wise men from the east have pulled a swifty on
the Govemnment. Does the Minister not know that? Everyone else knows that; yet the

inister comes in here trying to save face and she wants the Liberal Party to fall into line
with the dumb deal. Liberal Party members are not going to do that because the decisions
that are being made about the National Rail Corporation should be above the political issue
of having to save face.
Mrs Beggs: The member has made it political.
Mr LEWIS: I went to the Minister and said that the agreement should be bipartisan, but she
would not wear it.
Mrs Beggs: Bipartisan only on your part.
Mr LEWIS: No; bipartisan discussions should have been entered into.
Mrs Beggs: We don't think the Opposition has all the knowledge.
Mr LEWIS: All the wisdom does not reside with only the Minister or the Premier.
Mrs Beggs: We agree that it does not. The member for Merredin has been pretty wise in this
whole issue. The Government thinks that almost every other political party around Australia
has been pretty wise. The only opposition to the agreement throughout Australia is from the
member for Applecross. Even his leader and deputy leader are embarrassed by his stance.
Mr LEWIS: I firmly put on the record for the Minister's benefit that the Liberal Party wants
the National Rail Corporation to operate. If it could operate tomorrow chat would be good,
but not on the terms of the deal done by the Government. That is the difference. The
Opposition believes the State has been sold short.
Mrs Beggs: Last night the member cold me that he had been sold short because he was
worried about the unions.
Mr LEWIS: Who cares? Is the Minister playing up to the union members in the gallery?
Mrs Beggs: No; but last night the member told me that it was a different reason.
Mr LEWIS: There is something wrong with the Minister's hearing as well. The Liberal
Party does not care whether the other States of Australia and some of its Liberal colleagues
criticise us in the west. We do not care if the Business Council of Australia gives us a hard
time because we are not prepared to fall into line with this deal that is good for them and not
good for us. The Liberal Party thinks the proper thing for the Minister to do is to tell the
other States that it is a bad deal for Western Australia, that we want to renegotiate it and that
it be left on the Table until after the election. That is the proper course of action to be taken.
Mrs Beggs: No; it is a very unintelligent thing to suggest.
Mr LEWIS: Why should the Government on the basis of a politically imperative decision
sell or give away all the ights and pay $8 million in addition to lease the property, and then
have to go cap in hand and ask whether Western Australia can run its own trains up and
down its own tracks? If the Minister had feeling for the benefit of Western Australia and the
future of Westrail, she would be big enough not to proceed with this legislation now and to
ring her colleague Ministers in the Eastern States and tell them that she is not prepared to
proceed with it through the dying days of this thirty-third Parliament and that it rightfully
should be left on the Table and be a decision to be made by the next Government which is
elected.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [4.28 pm]: 1 have been a member
of this place for some time. On many occasions I have witnessed members making speeches
about the need for efficient transport systems. That particularly applies to those parts of the
eastern wheatbelt which I represent. I am sure that my colleagues on this side of the House
will confirm that upwards of 25 per cent of Western Australia's gross income is absorbed in
freight transport charges. For that reason, many emotional speeches have been made by
members about how we must produce efficient transport systems. We must cake the
necessary steps to have them put in place. If there is some pain to be endured we must
endure that pain. At the risk of being reminded that I am introducing new material, I recall
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that many years ago this State went through the south west area transit study which was
designed to make Wescrail more efficient. The operational impact of that was that it
removed Westrail's common carrier obligation. Westrail was then given the opportunity to
determine which areas of freight it would continue to transport and with which area of freight
it would dispense. Of course, it got rid of all less-than-carloads and much of the chilled and
refrigerated freight that it transported. As a consequence, Westrail has shrunk quite
substantially. However, those decisions were made in the interests of efficiency.
Now we come to the standard gauge line and not just intrastate freight and the use of a rail
system within the State of Western Australia, but also the need to provide greater efficiency
on the interstate or national freight system. It might come as a surprise to some members to
learn that the volume of interstate freight to Western Australia compared with the national
freight task is not all that large. However, it has the potential to expand far more rapidly than
in many other part of this nation for the simple reason that the Pant of Fremantle has the
capacity to be used as a land bridge system in conjunction with the rail system. Therefore,
there is some need for Western Australia co look very closely at creating greater efficiencies
in our rail transport system. No-one would argue with that. What I think has escaped the
notice of my colleagues in the Liberal Party is that the National Rail Corporation will
proceed irrespective of whether we agree with this legislation. It will also proceed past
Kalgoorlie irrespective of whether we agree with this legislation.
Something that has not been mentioned but which concerns me directly because I happen to
represent a town on that line is that irrespective of whether this legislation is passed, the
impact on those towns will be the same. It will be quite dramatic and that is something we
cannot run away from. We can say no to the legislation. However, the National Rail
Corporation will not stop at Kalgoorlie; it will go all the way to Forrestfield and, with good
luck and good management, it might produce greater efficiencies, a rail system that will
become more competitive and, as a consequence, one that will be able to attract more freight.
I repeat: If, in conjunction with the Port of Fremantle we are able to increase container
traffic, that volume of freight will increase substantially and we will have a better system,
and we will have an opportunity for greater employment, albeit under a new enterprise award
which is nothing like the agreement with the State unions which exists at the moment.
However, again we cannot run away from the fact that, even though an enterprise agreement
is likely to be struck by the National Rail Corporation and those people who want to be
employed by it, ultimately those same awards or conditions will be placed in awards that
affect the Western Australian rail unions, whether they like it or not. I will defy any of my
colleagues here to tell me that they will not seek to make a change to those awards. I will
lead the charge because we need to get those greater efficiencies.
It is appropriate that we face up to this situation today because we have a part to play in the
National Rail Corporation, even though we will not know for at least five years whether we
have bought a pig in a poke, whether we will have some profits to distribute, or whether the
National Rail Corporation will be a failure. We must make an effort to contribute to those
changes which are necessary to our rail system that bring about efficiencies. It has been
acknowledged that many pressures have been placed on the conservative parties, and that is
true. I have received telephone calls from my Federal colleagues and from representatives of
the Business Council of Australia. I have been contacted by National Rail Corporation
officers and I have had the benefit of substantial and exhaustive briefings from the
representatives of Westrail. In all of that, the only conclusion I can draw is that there is
potential in the National Rail Corporation and in our participation in it to provide a more
efficient transport system and that, in association with that greater efficiency, a great deal of
pain will be suffered by, firstly, those people who are employed by Westrail and, secondly,
those communities which depend for their social fabric or structure on Westrail employees.
That cannot be avoided; we cannot run away from it. That is one of the reasons for the
Minister for Transport being requested to introduce amendments to the legislation. I am
pleased that she did. That offers some comfort, although not the comfort that many of the
pressure groups were seeking, to those people who will be dislocated or have their
livelihoods affected by the National Rail Corporation and we must address those issues.
I am sure my colleagues do not need to be reminded that, because the National Rail
Corporation will not commence for some time, it is likely that members on this side of the
House will have to address those issues in Government. I look forward to that challenge and
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I am quite confident that the team from this side of the House will do a far better job in
addressing those issues than has the Government.
Mrs Beggs: Not if you follow the Liberal Party's industrial relat-ions policy. Will you
adhere to the redundancy policy?
Mr COWAN: The Minister knows that she had to introduce an amendment yesterday which
made it clear that not only the redundancy package but also the relocation and redeployment
packages would be published. She knows that her question arose from what happened
yesterday because we were demanding that those things be brought into the Parliament.
Therefore, how could I demand on the one hand that she table a redundancy package and
then on the other hand be asked whether I am an advocate of a withdrawal of the redundancy
package?
Mrs Beggs: This lot over here might change it if they ever get into Government.
Mr COWAN: The word is "when".
The last thing I want to touch on is the National Rail Corporation operating on Western
Australian track. I am concerned about the State disposing of its assets. For that reason
again, I appreciate that there has been an amendment to the legislation which requires the
Minister for Transport to table in both Houses any papers associated with the sale or disposal
of Westrail's assets. While we acknowledge and accept that there must be a more efficient
national rail transport system, we are most reluctant to give up our right to the assets we have
built up over a long time. For that reason, any arrangement between Westrail and the
National Rail Corporation will have to be in the form of a long term lease because we are not
prepared to have a fire sale of any assets or dispose of any assets to the National Rail
Corporation without the prior approval of Parliament. These measures are the best we can
hope for in making sure there are safeguards against the untimely disposal of the assets of
this State or the disposal of those assets at a price which does not reflect their true value.
Something has been said about the State forgoing its profits on the interstate transport
system. I am quite sure the Minister will comment on this, but everybody in this House is
aware that the interstate rail freight task that Westrail has at the moment does not make a
profit. I defy anyone to claim that it does. Figures can be produced which may appear to
indicate otherwise, but it certainly does not make a profit. For that reason, this State is not
throwing away a profitable concern. This State will become a participant in a national rail
transport system which may or may not turn a loss into a profit in a five year period. During
that period the rights of this State will be protected. The Minister forgot to offer the similar
protection to other people in this proposal; namely, the employees of Westrail and certain
communities that will be disrupted by the change.
Mrs Beggs: I did not personally forget but it is a credit to you that we were able to negotiate
this matter.
Mr COWAN: I am not so much concerned about the credits, but I am concerned that we
should achieve something when the study team starts its work, and I hope the National Rail
Corporation will provide more job opportunities for the skilled workers who will be affected.
Some employees fear that if they are relocated from Merredin to Forrestfield they will be
playing cards or tiddlywinks in the Forrestfield goods shed to fill in time because there will
be no work for them to do and no trains to drive.
The National Party expects this State to have the most efficient transport system possible. At
the moment one of the most efficient transport systems in this State is road transport because
most of the people in that industry are self-employed. They push themselves to work long
hours and they deprive themselves of income by putting their earnings into equipment and
machinery purchases. We want to establish a rail system that can compete successfully with
the road transport system. We want the National Rail Corporation to succeed, but we must
give it every opportunity to succeed- The National Party is prepared to support it on the clea
understanding that this State will have a five per cent shareholding and will take equity in the
project. That demonstrates a level of commitment and gives everybody a feeling of being
part of it. The success or failure of this corporation will depend on events in the coming five
years and the National Party is prepared to give it a go during that time. We recognise it will
cause a lot of problems for many individuals, especially those who lose their jobs. However,
the National Party is prepared to support it provided the State recognises its social
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obligations. The Government has said ic will honour those obligations and the National Party
will make sure that it does.
MR BLOFFWITCH (Geraidton) [4.44 pm]: Let me say unequivocally that I amt totally
against the proposition we are debating. I say that on the basis of sound commercial and
business reasons. I am absolutely amazed at the incompetence of the Government in
entering into a deal involving five per cent equity in a corporation, bearing in mind the past
experiences with the petrochemical project and the Rothwells rescue. In the fields of
commerce and industry the Government's conduct has been nothing but a scandal, yet the
Government tells us that on the basis of its information on the National Rail Corporation, we
should accept the fact that this State will be a minor shareholder. If itris so attractive, why
did Queensland nor take a stake in the corporation? I have not been privy to the Business
Council of Australia correspondence or communication with the major players, and I can
base my opinion only on my reading of the Bill and the little information I have received.
Mrs Beggs: Did you go to the briefings?
Mr BLOFFWITCH: Yes, I did. My opinions are based on my business experience. The
Government proposes to place a huge liability on this State by becoming a shareholder in this
corporation. I was horrified when listening to the Leader of the National Party to learn that
the one operation we thought was making a profit in fact is making a loss. This means that
the whole exercise will be even more unprofitable than it has been in the past. If that
operation is not making a profit, how will Western Australia receive compensation of
millions of dollars over the next five years for the loss of revenue? I am sure the Minister
will have some answer to that query, but it will not change the situation. Unless same
monumental changes are made, this will be a mammoth loss making proposition and if the
Government thinks that as a director of that corporation it will be liable for only five per cent
of the losses, it should think again. As a director, under the National Companies and
Securities Commission Act, the Government will be totally responsible to the creditors either
singularly or collectively and they will rip as much as they possibly can our of this State to
recover the debts. That is scary enough to indicate that the Bill should not go ahead.
Another factor in this matter is the impact it will have on Geraldton. Geraldton has a large
railway course around it, which is an integral part of the town. In years to come I will watch
with interest the cash flow drain from this State to determine the impact of this new
organisation on the effectiveness of our current rail system. I hope that I am wrong and that
the events will not be as I predict. I shall watch its performance with interest over the next
two or three years. I hope that this proposal will be delayed and that the Bill will not be
proclaimed before there is a change of Government because I believe it will be a very sad
and sorry day when we commit ourselves to participation in this corporation.
I am not opposed to a national rail concept and neither do I oppose national legislation for
building societies, registration for the companies and securities code and the like. However,
I oppose this State committing itself to any corporation which involves other States and their
loss making concerns. I am very concerned about that aspect and I am staggered that the
Government is not as concerned as I am. I certainly will not support the Bill.
MRS BEGGS (Whitford - Minister for Transport) [4.49 pm]: It was necessary for the
Leader of the National Party to restate his summary in the third reading debate on the
National Rail Corporation agreement, and to put the picture very clearly. In closing the
debate, to ensure that the creation of the National Rail Corporation is possible on I January,
because this Bill must go to another place - and I hear the very irresponsible threats from the
other side - I return to the second reading speech where I commented -

... the benefits from creation of the National Rail Corporation will be substantial,
both in national terms and for Western Australia. The NRC will be investing in the
order of $1.5 billion in rail infrastructure over the next decade and this will have
attendant economic benefits.

Prior to the third reading debate we spent an hour talking about the plight of unemployed
people in Australia. I find it passing strange that members opposite - and I do not include the
National Party because the Leader of the National Party put the case very well - would seek
once again by threats in this place today to delay a $1.5 billion investment in the rail
structure, on the basis of a "might" or a "could be" or "it will nor work",
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Mr Court: You do not support it!
Mrs BEGGS: Ido.
Mr Court: The advice from Westrail is that it will not be a commercial advantage for
Western Australia.
Mrs BEGOS: It might not be a commercial advantage to Westrail but, if the Leader of the
Opposition thinks that the efficiencies in a rail system across Australia and an investment
program of $1.5 billion across Australia -
Mr Count: You have admitted that it is not good for Westrail!
Mrs BEGGS: Westrail is not Western Australia or Western Australians. Is that the way it
will be if the Leader of the Opposition attains Government?
Mr Court: I thought Westrail was our rail company!
Mrs BEGGS: It is. This whole debate - especially the remarks by the shadow spokesman for
Transport, the member for Applecross - has been about the bottom line for Westrail. Of
course the Government is concerned about the bottom line for Westrail. We have absolute
faith in the viability of Westrail well into the future. However, it is passing strange that the
Leader of the Opposition, of all people, should say that is the only concern that we should
have when talking about transport reforms across Australia.
Mr Court: Should we look after New South Wales' problems but not Western Australia's?
Mrs BEGGS: No. We are looking after the problems of the economy of Australia. To
return to the second reading speech -

Major gains from the NRC will be in reduced transit times and more reliable services,
which should lead to a general increase in the volume of Australia's internal trade.

Mr Court: It is a shame it is not provided now.
Mrs BEGGS: This is what the debate is about.
Mr Court: There is no problem with the NRC; it is the terms under which you put the State
that are not acceptable. The Minister knows that, and Westrail knows that. You are
fulfilling a political promise to Keating.
Mrs BEGGS: The only thing members opposite want to reform are the workers' conditions.
They say, "Let's knock off leave loading and weekend penalties, and make sure the workers
do not have too much sick leave." That is their idea of reform.
Mr Clarko: Back up what you say! It is nonsense! The report was released the other day;
where does it refer to the 17.5 per cent loading?
Mrs BEGOS: Mr "Sack'em" Kennett did not have it in his policy but as soon as he was
elected it became his policy. What a fraud! This Bill is to enable Western Australia and all
Western Australians to participate in one of the most significant developments in the
Australian transport system this century. The farce that goes on here, week-in, week-out,
about major reform in industry - which is supposed to be the Liberal Party platform - is all
about ensuring the viability of our internal transport infrastructure. If the Liberals had their
way they would ensure that it would run down and become inefficient so that they could
close it. I am delighted that we have reached this stage with the Bill. I hope that members in
the upper House are intelligent enough to put the Bill through as quickly as possible to
enable this important transport reform to proceed swiftly.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.

SGIO PRIVATISATION BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 24 September.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Leader of the Opposition) [4.56 pm]: The Opposition supports
the concept of privatisation of the State Government Insurance Office. It is a concept that we
have promoted in our policies. In many ways it is interesting that a Labor Govemnment has

6805



placed itself in a position to privatise this body. It is no secret why it has been placed in that
position, and it is for all the wrong reasons. The Labor Government started its term in
Government with a good State insurance office. During the past 10 years the Government
has dragged the SGlO through some of the worst financial scandals the State has ever seen,
to the point where the State Government Insurance Commission and the SGIO ended up
losing hundreds of millions of dollars. That is the record of the Government. We gave it the
financial stewardship of a good insurance company, and it went on to wreck that company.
The Government is about to privatise the commercial trading arm, the 5010, and will retain
the State Government Insurance Commission with the creation of the Insurance Commission
of WA. We will see the separation of two operations.
For this float to work, the SGlO must be saleable. To make it saleable the Government has
ensured that the SGlO is clean, so to speak, and that the SGIC has all the problems.
Therefore, the debate on the SOIC will. be tougher than this debate. I make that point
because the Minister responsible is a member of Parliament who in his early days in
Parliament was very keen to defend the actions of the Burke and Dowding Governments. He
was prepared to say that the way the Labor Party and the Government had become involved
in business and taken an entrepreneurial approach was good for the State;, that is, it would
provide huge benefits for the community. He used the SGIO and the SGIC as an example of
organisations which would provide huge benefits to the community. It is interesting to quote
from one of his speeches -

In respect of the activities of the Government trading organisations referred to in this
amendment, no evidence has yet been produced that any of those Organisation in
their overall financial positions, have contributed losses to the State which would
flow through to reduce the services to the people of this State.

When that was said we had produced evidence in this place of the scandalous deals which
cost the State hundreds of millions of dollars.
The problem with Hansard is that members can look up these things! The Minister's speech
continues -

I will not talk about the role this State Government is playing in changing the
framework within which public sector agencies operate, because I think it will go
down in history as being one of its most significant achievements via the promotion
of performance objectives, a more commercial outlook on the part of our public
sector agencies, and a More responsible and businesslike approach to their
performance. This is all part of the package by which it then becomes possible for
the Government to provide services to the people in those areas where it needs to
provide services, such as law and order and education.
The Opposition has on many occasions, and again last night, highlighted the losses
incurred on individual investments undertaken by the State Government's trading
enterprises as examples of Government imposing costs on taxpayers. Such claims are
quite misleading and irresponsible. We need to look at the annual reports of those
agencies.

He then points out what a terrific job was being done and mentions the returns being made.
However, this was at the time when these deals lost hundreds of millions of dollars, although
it took some time for the truth to come out. His speech continues -

If we turn to the implications of that surplus shown by the State Government
Insurance Commission last year, we can see that surplus enabled the Government to
pass resources over to the Western Australian Family Foundation. What is the
Western Australian Family Foundation? It is a Government organisation which
provides funds to build our community. It provides funds to enable the community to
be strengthened.

Dr Gallop: Do you know what some of that money went to do? It completely revived the
scout movement in this State.
Mr COURT: What happened to the hundreds of millions of dollars lost? Imagine what
could have been done for the housing industry and the scouting movement with that money!
The Minister responsible for the Bill before the House said to this Parliament, "The way we
are achieving returns from our commercial operations is the way things must be done."
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However, it is only necessary to look at the Royal Commission report to find out what was
taking place at the time.
Dr Gallop: You have missed the point.
Mr COURT: I have not missed the point at all!
Dr Gallop: Get on with the issue!

Mr COURT: The issue is: Are the people opposite capable of accepting responsibility for
the financial stewardship of this State? The answer is clearly no. What this Government has
done to the SGlO is nothing short of scandalous, yet the Minister for Microeconomic Reform
was one of the people who stood in this Parliament and defended the Government's actions.
It has been discovered that these actions were totally improper, and in some cases could well
be highly illegal. In my contribution I shall refer to the history of the last decade and the
current state of the two institutions involved in this privatisation.

When this Government camne to power Mr Jack Walsh was directed to do a report into the
merger of the SGlO and the MVIT. Rothwells and Price Waterhouse took Over the job of the
report following Mr Walsh's death. Interestingly, at the time the MVIT was a very well run
organisation. The Government wanted the report and provided a list of organisations which
could carry out the inquiry, and presented this to the SGlO board. I ran on this point in
Parliament some years ago: When the board voted on the matter, the overwhelming result
was that L.R. Connell and Rothwells Ltd would not be involved in the writing of that report -
what happened? The board was directed that Rothwells must be involved in preparing that
report! That was probably the first scandal in relation to these deals.
The report promoted the need for a merger of the SGlO and the MVIT to create the SCIC
with new, wider powers to invest funds so that the investments were not limited to authorised
trustee investments. I remember reading the report and the same message was given to the
Superannuation Board at the time. The Government was saying, "You people are old
fashioned; you do not know how to invest money. Get with it. Allow us to show you how to
broaden your investment scope." One of the key players was Mr Brush, who was whacked
into the Superannuation Board. We were told that he was on a quick learning curve and the
Government advisers were doing all the teaching. We then had a scandal at the
Superannuation Board followed by a scandal at the SOIC.
At the start of the merger operation in January 1987 the SGIC's commercial network had a
net worth of $29 million, and the investment of the SGIC into the 5010 was a $30 million
capital base. From I January 1987 to 30 June 1987, the organisation produced a profit of
$2.3 million for the first six months of operation. The revaluation of property indicated a net
worth of $60 million, and the organisation had investment funds of $790 million. In
November 1987 the Labor Government approved the purchase by the SGIC of Robert
Holmes a Court's BHP shares, worth $285 million, and central business district property,
worth $206 million. That represented almost half a billion dollars, which is a lot of money. I
am told that this investment was made following a couple of phone calls. A particular person
had a problem with his organisation in the private sector and he said, "We need half a billion
dollars to fix this problem; where do we get it at 24 hours notice? Let's ring the Labor
Party."

The then Premier approved borrowings of $400 million, and on 27 April 1988, the Labor
Government agreed to a purchase by the SGIC from Robert Holmes a Court of Bell Group
shares worth $160 million and $140 million worth of convertible notes. This brought the
total money paid to Mr Holmes a Court to $791 million, which was the total funds available
to the SGIC. Is that not an interesting statistic? As the deal turned out, the organisation lost
$295 million on the deals. Also, no return was made on those funds for four years. The
Government lost that much money, yet the Minister says in this Parliament that this is a "you
beaut" way for a Labor Government to run the commercial operations in this State.
On 30 June 1988 the SOIC sold CBD property to Kerry Packer and Warren Anderson for
$270 million. The Government received a deposit of $90 million, $90 million interest free
for 18 months, and $90 million interest free for 30 months. This loan was subject to interest
of one per cent over the Australian merchant bank rate. The due date for payment of
$180 million was 30 June 1995.
On 31 December 1988 the SCIC renegotiated a $55 million interest free loan back to Packer
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and Anderson as pant of a deal by then Premier Dowding to repurchase 25 per cent of the
property sold to Packer and Anderson. It was agreed Tipperary Holdings would build a
block of some 32 000 square metres of CBD property on behalf of the SGIC - a 70 per cent
share - and the Superannuation Board - a 30 per cent share - in the $184 million deal known
as Westralia Square. We all know the major rental problems that are flowing from that
particular deal. On 30 June 1989 the Auditor General acquired a valuation of Westralia
Square from the State Government Insurance Commission and the Government Employees
Superannuation Board which resulted in the Office of Government Accommodation
guaranteeing to occupy 52 per cent of the building to avoid a writedown in its value. In other
words a great number of Government employees have been pumped into that building to give
it what is, in effect, a false value. That space has since been occupied by Government
departments at the highest rentals in Perth of $420 a square metre. Do members know what
rental deals can be achieved in town today as a result of the gross oversupply of office space,
largely due to this Government's actions?
The Minister may ask why is this relevant; it is relevant because it concerns the Government
insurance operation. In addition to that, loans were made to Rothwells Ltd and Spedley
Securities Ltd resulting in losses of about $90 million. One would think that the SGIO and
the SGIC had hundreds of millions of dollars to throw around. However, they are insurance
organisations which are not big by Australian standards and which would have a normal
operating profit in a good year of between $5 and $10 million.
Mr Trenorden: It would operate with a $1 million to $2 million profit at the very best in a
normal operation.
Mr COURT: Yet through Spedley's and Rothwells it has lost $90 million and approximately
$295 million on other property deals. That is the environment in which the current board is
putting together the SGlO privatisation legislation. An article in The West Australian of
18 September 1992 headed "SGIC bears cost of sprucing up 5010' stated -

The cost of dressing up state-owned insurer 5010 for its public sale has emerged in
the form of a $161.6 million bottom-line loss reported by its parent, the State
Government Insurance Commission (SCIC).
Chief cause of the loss unveiled in the SOIC annual report tabled in Parliament
yesterday was a massive write-down in the value of a troubled property portfolio,
which it took entirely under its own wing during the year.

To bring the 5010 into a saleable position it is necessary to ensure that all its problems are
moved across to the Insurance Commission of Western Australia. This is what this
legislation is designed to do. The Government has gone through a painful process in
deciding what to do with this insurance company. This is the third set of legislation
introduced into this House, but the first we have debated. I am sure that has been good for
the people who have been drafting the legislation. However, as members may recall, in May
1990 certain commitments were given by certain Ministers in this House to Hon Peter Foss,
Hon Max Evans and the member for Avon about some of the problems incurred in splitting
the SOIC and the 5010. In June 1990 legislation was introduced 13 months after a
commitment was given by the now Deputy Premier; that was the first time it was introduced.
In November 1991 that legislation changed; that was the second set of Bills. In February
1992, early this year, the Government announced it would sell off the 5010 and establish a
privatisation committee. In August it announced that the SGlO would be floated. The
legislation in the House today is the third piece of legislation. The SOIC has been a huge
embarrassment to this Government. The Government has had to admit that the SGlO was
scandal-ridden because of its involvement in the deals I referred to previously. The
Government did not know how it would solve those problems. The end result was a decision
to privatise the 5010. That is the right way to go. However, it is only proper that Parliament
should ask for certain other commitments. These are the final months of a 10 year term of a
Labor Government. If the people decide they want to change the Government at the next
election, we do not want the situation where, after the SOLO has been floated, ICWA has so
many problems that there is no choice but to increase premiums for certain areas. This week
information was released by the mining industry on the industrial diseases fund. What is the
situation with compulsory third party insurance?
Mr Lewis: They only put it up by $47 last year.
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Mr COURT: The Opposition could become Government and find that the situation in ICWA
is worse than we have been told with the result that some pretty tough decisions must be
made. The Opposition has every right to ask questions now to protect itself against that
scenario. The structure of the State Government insurance is as follows: Currently the
Government is at the top, followed by the SOIC which handles compulsory third party,
industrial diseases and Government insurance. Following that is the State Government
Insurance Corporation. It seems quite confusing; but the SGlO is the trading arm of the
corporation. When these proposals are approved, before the ICWA legislation is passed, the
SOIC and the 5010 - the corporation as we know it - will still exist. In addition will be a
new body, a public company, 5010 Insurance Limited. The hierarchy will consist of the
Insurance Commission of Western Australia, the State Government Insurance Corporation
and the SGlO Insurance Limited, the arm to be floated, which will deal in commercial and
personal insurance. The old SGlO will contain a few remnants, but not much: It will have
the inward reinsurance, as a result of the SGlO's becoming involved in joining insurance
syndicates overseas; for example, it offloaded cyclone insurance in Bermuda. It will also
retain the life insurance operations. Members wilt recall that Parliament amended the
legislation so that the SGlO could become involved in life insurance operations. It learnt that
that is a difficult area in which to become involved because it requires a very long term
commitment. The SGIC will handle compulsory third party, industrial diseases and
Government or self insurance operations.
There is no problem having two Bills brought in together but debated separately. One piece
of legislation is not dependent upon the other. At the beginning of my comments I
mentioned that the Liberal Party in its Western Australian Fightback document has already
expressed its intention to privatise the State Government Insurance Office and introduce the
concept of a golden share. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition will spell out what we want
to achieve by privatisation of this insurance operation. To sumnmarise it: We are very keen
to see financial institutions, such as this, remain predominately Western Australian
companies.
When the Burke Government came to office in 1983 we expressed concern that as a financial
centre Perth was not as strong as it should be. We put forward some plans to build up Perth
as a financial centre but they were knocked for six when this Government decided to
introduce a financial institutions duty at a rate which was much higher than in other States.
That single action led to many of the financial transactions for Western Australian companies
being operated from the Eastern States, in particular, Queensland. Queensland did not have
FID so it became attractive for companies to handle their payroll transactions in that State. It
was a good example of how taxation incentives can be used to establish an industry.
We also saw the Government play games with the introduction of new foreign banks. It
made a big play about the Western Australian Development Corporation becoming a
shareholder with the Bank of Japan in establishing a new Western Australian based bank
with its head office in Perth. It was never that; it was a convenience for which the Western
Australian Development Corporation was paid some goodwill money. The bank was set up
with a token head office in Perth but in a short time it became an Eastern States operation.

In this State we used to have a large number Of merchant banks and a large number of short
term money market operations. Virtually all of them have gone. Instead of being a State that
should have become a leading financial centre because it operates in the same time zone as
some Asian markets and because it provides a huge pant of the country's export income, the
opposite has happened and all the financial power is now in the East. That is why we have a
particular interest in what happens to some of the larger State organisations, such as
insurance companies, the R & I Bank Ltd and Challenge Bank Ltd, which is a public
company. We would love to see those financial companies stay here. The Minister may be
able to give us some assurances.
We want to make sure that policyholders and Western Australians have the first opportunity
to participate in the float of the 5010. Advice has come from the privatisation committee
that some of the different so-called golden share concepts would cause problems with the
float. We accept that. The Minister is probably aware that when privatisation was being
undertaken in Britain there had to be firm control over golden shares. We are not saying that
we need a form of control, but we need a mechanism whereby Western Australians can be
the major shareholders. We want this financial institution to remain Western Australian
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based, as we do the R & I Rank. The concept of a golden share was used in Britain when
Government monopolies were sold and there was concern that new owners could take up a
monopoly position. The Government wanted some control over that potential situation.
That is not a problem here. The insurance industry is a competitive one.
The 5010 Privatisation Bill will transfer the commercial operations of the SGlO to a new
company, SGlO Insurance Limited. That name has been reserved at the Australian
Securities Commission and subsequently it will be floated as a public company. The
memorandum and articles of association have been prepared by Mallesons Stephen Jaques
and we have had the opportunity to look at them.
On proclamation of the Act the Government will incorporate 5010 Insurance Limited with
seven directors and five shares which will be owned by the company. The incorporation
cannot be made until the Treasurer is satisfied that the public company is ready to commence
operation. We are told that the people running the organisation now are keen for that to
happen quickly so that the assets and liabilities can be transferred to the new company under
the management of the new board.
We have two amendments that we wish to put forward. One relates to the restriction of the
shareholding whereby for two years people cannot own more than 15 per cent of the
company. We want to put to the Government that that proviso should remain for all time. If
the Government sees a problem with that, we would appreciate any advice that the
Government is given about it. The provisions in the trustees legislation were far tighter than
these provisions.
Mr Thiompson: When it was relaxed what impact did it have on the industry.
Mr COURT: The trustee industry was deregulated Australia wide. As there were only two
trustee companies in this State - Perpetual Executors, Trustees and Agency Company (WA)
Limited and WA Trustees Ltd - they had a high level of protection. These trustee companies
were seen as a conservative part of the industry, looking after people's estates and the like.
At the request of the trustee companies, the Government was prepared to accept the
operation of corporate trustee companies being opened up. One of the trustee companies
became a part of an Australia wide group. I have experience only of Perpetual Trustees. The
local shareholders became part of Perpetual Trustees Australia Ltd which became more
powerful and could compete more effectively in the financial markets. It is interesting to
note that when that occurred some of the Western Australian management team actually ran
the Australian operation. However, it can also work in reverse and the trustee industry has
gone through a period of deregulation. To be honest, I do not know the extent of the
restrictions on shareholdings of trustee companies, but I presume they are still very strict.
The insurance industry is already a very competitive industry and these restrictions should
not cause a problem. I have advised the Minister that he will probably have to seek advice
from the people handling the underwriting and if it becomes evident that there will be a
problem the Opposition would be interested to know what it is. Under existing law if one
obtans a certain percentage of a shareholding he has to put in formal offers for a total
takeover, etc. If a restriction of two years were included in the legislation it would be one
way of ensuring that a reasonable level of Western Australian ownership remained.
I come back to the issue of the float. When permission is obtained for the float to occur it
will be up to the board to choose the timing of that float. It is never a good time to do a float
and it would be disastrous if it were done now, It may be more attractive in six months' or a
year's time, particularly if the organisation could show healthy profit figures. However, I
would not hold my breath waiting for that to occur.
If the float can be put together in a proper manner there would be no reason for an excessive
delay because the market has a habit of accurately working out what the price should be. In
New South Wales the 010 float was a fascinating exercise and it was beneficial to the
Government. The 010 is a different operation from the State Government Insurance Office
in many ways and the 010 certainly has not been the subject of scandal like the 5010. In
New South Wales the 010 float played up the market and it played the institutional investors
against the private investors and the whole thing came on in a blaze of glory, but ever since
the shares have gone down. The people who got the cheque in the bank were the taxpayers
of New South Wales - it is something that the New South Wales Government got right.
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A lot of homework must be done with everything in place before the S010 is floated and I
anticipate that it will be in about six months' time. The Opposition would expect the
Government to obtain expert advice on timing and it certainly would not want the float
rushed through because it would be a disaster. With the Royal Commission report having
just been brought down the activities of the 5010 and SCIC have been regurgitated and it
really is not a good climate in which to do a float. Equally, an election climate is not a good
time and the company should be floated at least a few months after the next election.
If the float is not achieved before 31 December, sGo Insurance Limited will require an
audit at that date, the results of which probably will not be available until the middle of
February. As a result a prospectus for the float could not be issued until then. The
Opposition does not see that as a problem, but it would prefer the float to take place after the
next election, assuming that it is held some time in February.
On proclamation by the Treasurer the 5010 will prepare a list of assets and liabilities of the
corporation to be transferred to SGlO Insurance Limited. Clause 6 requires the
memorandum and articles of association of 5010 Insurance Limited to be approved by the
Treasurer. As I mentioned previously, these have been made available to the Opposition.
Clause 7 deals with the name of the new company. Clause 8 provides for a statement to be
prepared by the commission, the corporation and SGlO Insurance Limited. It must be
submitted to the Treasurer showing, at a date specified in the statement, a description of the
assets and rights of the commission and the liabilities which are to be transferred and these
will constitute the assets and liabilities as at 30 June 1992, plus updated values and
movements from that date.
Members will understand that it is not easy to undertake the privatisation of a Government
Organisation and it is important that the whole thing is done correctly.
Mr Donovan: It is supposed to be difficult in order to provide some deterrent to people who
want to privatise everything.
Mr COURT: It is not difficult, but the commercial laws are complex to ensure that we do
not have too many rip offs in this country. I believe OUr corporate laws are becoming too
complex and in many cases they are an absolute nightmare.
In addition to the statement of the assets and liabilities as at 30 June 1992, an agreement must
be reached on the terms and conditions of the allocation of income, assets and unearned
premium income relating to existing policies under clause 10. Any actual or prospective
liability of 5010 Insurance Limited must also be determined for Commonwealth tax, which
may include arrangements to indemnify the company of any such liability. When the
statement is approved by the Treasurer it will be published in the Government Gazette on an
appointed day.
I could run through all the clauses of the Bill, but I will do that in Committee. I wanted to
mention some of the clauses to give members an idea of how the process will work for the
split up that will occur. I reiterate that it will not be easy and professional advice will be
required.
There has not been a great deal of public criticism of the Government's privatising this
insurance company. The Civil Service Association is concerned about the effect it will have
on some of its members. It is important that the Minister repeat in this House some of the
assurances he has given outside this place in relation to the employment prospects for the
staff. I understand that currently the SGIC employs all the staff of the SGlO.
Dr Gallop: Yes, in some cases.
Mr COURT: I thought it was all of them.
Dr Gallop: Some are on contract.
Mr COURT: I will outline some of the questions that I will ask the Minister during the
Committee stage so that he will be able to provide the correct answers. Will he give an
estimate of what the issued capital of SGIO Insurance Limited will be? In addition, will he
give an estimate of the fees that will be involved with Bankers Trust, Coopers and Lybrand
and other consultants? Will the Bankers Trust report be released to members of Parliament?
Dr Gallop: No. Do you want me to explain that now?

6811



6812 [ASSEMBLY]

Mr COURT: The Minister can do that in his summing up. I understand that the Office of
Redeployment is now called the Office of Mobility.
Dr Gallop: I am not sure whether it is.
Mr COURT: I must be behind the times because I have not heard of the Office of Mobility
before. Is that office able to handle the estimated 200 to 250 SGlO staff who are to be
redeployed in the public sector and what sorts of positions will they be offered? If the SOIC
is not going to offer a special voluntary redundancy retraining package to the staff, what is
the estimated cost to the SOIC of the wages and the estimated expenses to be incurred by the
Office of Mobility? Will it endeavour to find a permanent position in the public sector for
each of these people? After taking into account all the costs and the reported $40 million out
of the float to be retained by 5010 Insurance Limited as part of its capital, what net
monetary return will the SGIC receive on the sale of the SGlO?
In conclusion, the Opposition supports the privatisation of the SGlO. The gentleman who is
overseeing the operation, Mr Ron Cohen, is a person in whom we have considerable faith
and trust. He has taken on a difficult job. No doubt coming as a successful operator in that
sector he has had a quick learning curve about how the political process works. He has had
not only to learn about the political process but also to jive with the legacy of the way in
which the Labor Government ran its financial organisations over the past decade. For that
reason I believe it is a difficult job. The public needs to be given some of the answers to the
questions the Opposition has asked about this insurance operation. No doubt during the
debate we will get some of those answers.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [5.43 pm]: I am pleased to speak in this debate. I have been
watching the privatisation process of the 5010 for some time and at the end of my address
will be moving a motion in relation to the second reading. I will explain my position. We
are trying to separate two entities. We axe taking the live, kicking entity and selling it, but
the dead and stinking entity is to remain for the public of Western Australia. That stench is
substantial.
I will give a short review of the sixth annual report of the State Government Insurance
Commission dated 1992 which was tabled in September this year. The report contains the
following facts: The SOIC's loss for the year was $30.9 million and its underwriting loss for
the year was $53.6 million. If that is not a stinking carcass, I have never seen one. The
consolidated loss was $162 million, $145 million of which was write down of property. The
remaining $17 million impacts upon die cash flow in some other way that we are not told
about in the report. We axe merely told that they are write downs. We know that
$145 million was a write down of properties, but we are not told what that other $17 million
was for. I think we should know that. The overall deficit of the SOIC was $348 million.
The current assets of the SOIC are $707 million and its liabilities $1.055 billion. We see an
immediate crisis within the SOIC. This Government has been told - but has rejected it until
after the election - that it should immediately increase premiums and motor vehicle third
party insurance by 12 to 16 percent.
Mr Lewis: It went up last year.
Mr TRENORDEN: Yes, it increased by 30 per cent last year and will go up by between 12
and 16 per cent this year, and it is projected that the increase will be better than 10 per cent
next year.
Dr Gallop: It did not go up.
Mr TRENORDEN: No, because the Minister did not allow it to go up. We also see another
10 per cent projected increase for next year or 30 per cent in total if this year and next year
have to be combined. The most frightening thing about this - and I hope this message flows
through to the public somehow - is that it has already been signalled that the Motor Vehicle
Insurance Trust will have to cap benefits. This State has not previously had a capping of
benefits. Some other States, particularly New South Wales, already cap benefits. Steps are
already being taken to cap the maximum and minimum benefits on claims; that is, that
people will be unable to claim until they reach a certain amount and there will be a maximum
claimable amount as with workers' compensation.
That is a dramatic change in the operation of the Motor Vehicle Insurance Trust. That
change cannot be underestimated, nor can its cost to the motoring public of Western
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Australia. The industrial diseases fund is dawn by $10 million. I will go into that in a
moment. That is a direct loss to mining employees. I have been doing some research - for
which I thank the library - on that issue. H-ansard of 29 August 1922 records a speech given
by the then Minister for Mines, Mr Scaddan, the member for Albany, as follows -

It is about 18 years since I entered this House and almost every session since that date
I have heard members representing mining districts refer in terms of disgust to the
fact that nothing had been done to give relief to the men employed in the industry, or
because the ways and means had not been provided by which something could be
done to relieve the sufferers. So far the most -we have succeeded in doing is to
establish a fund on a voluntary basis which is contributed to by the men employed on
the mines, by the mine owners through the Chamber of Mines, and by a subsidy from
the Government.

That started in 1922. That fund grew until this year. I turn now to the annual report.
In 1991 the opening balance of the industrial diseases fund reserve was $15 772 000, yet the
closing balance this year was $5 838 000, I wonder why the Chamber of Mines is upset!
Who is the beneficiary of those funds? It is the miners. Nevertheless, $10 million has
walked out of this reserve.
The mining council has had some interest of late in this matter because it has decided to use
some of those funds to establish further mechanisms to make mines safe for miners.
Dr Gallop: Who has decided that? The Government is investigating that matter.
Mr TRENORDEN: The Government has already lost the $10 million!
Dr Gallop: There is greater provision for future claims; you know that.
Mr TRENORDEN: The Minister may give me that line if he wishes - that is fine. However,
we all know what happened in 1987. The SCIC was formed under one board by the
Minister's mates, Burke and Parker. But they blew this $10 million. That is why talking
about the provision for outstanding claims is absolute nonsense. Anyone who knows
anything about this industry would laugh at the Minister.
The Bankers Trust of Australia report deals with the operations of the SOIC and SG10 in
relation to the merger, yet this is not available to Parliament. Also, last year the SGIO took
action on the 010 logo. This court case took some time and was lost by our State agency.
The 010 was awarded costs of $1 million. Have those costs been paid? Will that be a cost
of the float? No. Who will be responsible for that payment? Will it be the SGIC with assets
of minus $346 million and a cash flow of minus $50 million?
Let us consider the responsibility for the industrial diseases fund: It first went to the control
of miners; it was then passed to a board under an Act containing a direct description of how
the funds were to be controlled to the benefit of the employees. The report of the Royal
Commission clearly indicates that the loss of those funds was not due to the normal
operations of the SOIC, but to very questionable conduct. If those miners or employees of
the mines took legal action against the SOIC, they would have an excellent chance of
winning the case. It is very likely that the $10 million liability will have to be found from the
Consolidated Revenue Fund or some operational funding from the SGIC, which is running at
a $53.6 million underwriting loss. From where is the money coming? What is the chance of
the miners receiving their money if they win their case? Obviously, the money will come
from taxpayers as the SOIC is Government-backed. Other similar situations continue.
We arc aware of the arguments about the property remaining within the SOIC, and the
continuing liability it represents. The Leader of the Opposition ran through that argument
and [ will not cover that ground again. However, the Government is paying $400 per square
metre for rental property when it should be paying $200. If the rental were marked down
dramatically, the 5010 would collapse as a result of the loss of cash flow. The annual report
indicates that $21 million of its cash flow is obtained from property; however, most of that
money comes from Government agencies, most of which are paying twice what they should
be paying. Who pays that money? Surprise, surprise; it is the taxpayer! All these factors
represent losses to the State. The SOIC also faces a damages claim from the Bond
Corporation, and who knows how that will go?
Mr C.J. Barnett: What is that for?
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NIr TRENORDEN: It is for the 19.9 per cent of the Bell Group share purchase. That was the
deal which was never done.

MrT C.J. Barnett: It was a coincidence.

MrT TRENORDEN: It was a coincidence that people were in the same place, even in the
same room, yet the meeting never occurred!

MrT C.J. Barnett: How much does that involve?

Mr TRENORDEN: It is a couple of hundred million dollars.

NIr C.i. Barnett: What is your assessment of the total losses so far?

MrT TRENORDEN: I do not know. How does one assess the total losses?

MAr Catania: You could have this discussion out of the Chamber.

MrT TRENORDEN: This is a debate of the Parliament; we want it in the Chamber.
Mr C.J. Barnett: If it hurts the member a little, it hurts the community much more!

Mr TRENORDEN: The member for Cottesloe will understand my intention when 1 move
my amendment to this motion.

We do not know how the new board will operate under this legislation. We do not have the
benefit of the Bankers Trust report; are we likely to see this? This organisation is being
floated on a wing and a prayer. In fact, we are having a fire sale. The 1992 SOIC annual
report sets out the assets of the S010 as approximately $64.2 million. It also indicates that
the profit last year for that organisation was $27.1 million. That represents a total of $91.3
million. Therefore, we know - through leaked information - that the Bankers Trust report
indicates that the float will realise $90 million. If the assets and the single year profit is
$91.3 million, we are selling this organisation - which has taken 66 years for the State to
develop - for its assets at book value plus one year's income. Is that not a fire sale? By
anyone's estimate it is!

We do not have a skerrick of information about why we are floating this organisation.
Where are the reports before the Parliament about the standing of the S010 and the SOIC?
The Minister will say that we have the annual reports, but I will discuss that point shortly -

unfortunately. I have little time in which to speak.

The timing of the float is motivated by the compensation to the State to be paid by the
Federal Government in income forgone. This represents $30 million, which is the
motivation for this indecent haste. This involves a payment resulting from a head to head
agreement between the Federal and State Governments. Thbis is like the Victorian
$1.4 billion loan which we did not know about until it was in place. This payment could
already have taken place, and it certainly could occur outside the timing of the Bill. I will be
following this Bill through both Houses of Parliament, the motivation for which is the cash
payment from the Federal Government for income foregone to this desperate Government; it
needs that money in its coffers.

Dr Gallop: There is a problem with your argument. We have not made a decision on the
timing.

MrT TRENORDEN: The payment can be made between the Federal and State Government
regardless of this Bill. Does the Minister deny that this has happened?

Dr Gallop: It has not been negotiated yet.

MrT TRENORDEN: In 1989-90 the SOIC made a loss of $17.5 million. In 1990-91 it made a
loss of $28.5 million. This year we are told it will make a profit of $27.1 million. Is that a
record which encourages anybody to float an entity?

Let us consider other floats which have occurred within the general community: The West
Australian reported recently on the GIO float, the FAT Insurance issue, the C.E. Heath,
Woolworths, Queensland Nickel, Western Pacific Rights, Challenge Bank, and the
Commonwealth Bank floats as well as rumours about the Tights issue of Fosters, Boral and
the ANZ Bank. A number of floats have occurred. We are also aware of what has occurred
with the GIO float; namely, that 010 share purchasers will not be very happy right now.

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 730 pm
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Mr TRENORDEN: The point I make about some of the problems we shall encounter with
the Insurance Commission is that we do not know the depth of those problems other than
some bland statements in an annual report. We need to know about some of the substantial
matters contained in that report. It is stated at page 2 of the balance sheet that the
under-writing loss of the commission last year was $53.607 million. That means the money
has been lost in one year's operation. Without the SGlO creating its $27 million a year
profit, how will the State meet that $53 million from four funds? I will tell members how
healthy those funds are. I refer to the figures detailed on page 33 of the annual report. The
outstanding claims liability for the commission and the consolidated funds consists of the
following: Third party insurance fund $533.6 million; compensation industrial diseases fund
$9.5 million; Government insurance fund $56.2 million; and Insurance Commission general
fund $63.1 million. It amounts to a total outstanding claims liability of $662.5 million. How
will that be met? Can anyone in this Chamber tell me how, on an operating basis of more
than a $50 million loss, those liabilities can be met? There is a deficit of $346 million. How
shall we meet that?
Mr C.J. Barnett: Perhaps the Minister will tell us.
Dr Gallop: It is irrelevant to this legislation.
Mr TRENORDEN: The total assets of those funds are listed at page 49 of the report as
follows: Third party insurance fund total assets $286.5 million in the red; industrial diseases
fund, $5.5 million positive; Government insurance fund, $19.9 million in the red; Insurance
Commission general fund, $46.8 million in the red. Let us now look at the operating
expenses which are listed at page 50 of the report. The underwriting losses are: Third parry
insurance fund, $36.4 million; industrial diseases fund, $4.9 million; Government insurance
fund, $4.1 million; Insurance Commission general fund, $8.0 million. Every one of those
funds is running with operating deficits. All members know what the third party insurance
fund does, and they should know that the industrial diseases fund meets claims for asbestosis
and other such diseases in this State. Those funds are deeply in the red.
I refer to page 65 of the report which contains the net expense ratio of the third party
insurance fund. This is the cost of administering the business. The budgeted figure was 7.2
per cent and the actual figure was 8.4 per cent. The budgeted figure for the Government
insurance fund was 21.2 per cent and the actual figure was 24.1 per cent. That indicates the
cost of running those funds is increasing when they are tied to the 5010. When the Solo is
floated the commission itself must find its own resources for administration and operation.
The first year or two it will be tied to the new SOLO, but that will change. A fairly high
percentage of the shares in the SOLO will be purchased by a predator - a couple are already
showing interest - who will get his 10 per cent. Western Australia is a very small market and
those people will force the market down. They can afford to run at a loss for a number of
years, and in time the value of the SOO shares will depreciate and they will then move in
and take it away. It will cake no more than two or three years for the SOLO to be removed
from this State. An institution of which the State was very proud five years ago will be gone,
yet the Minister asks what this has to do with the Bill. He is proposing to flog the assets for
nothing and he wonders why I am upset. I am upset about it and if the public only knew
what the Government is up to they would also be exceedingly upset about it. It is a fire sale
of enormous proportions. I cannot believe that a Government of the Labor Party, which was
responsible for the birth of this institution, is prepared to do this to the organisation. The
National Party is not philosophically opposed to selling the SGlO, but it should not be sold at
a fire sale. It may occur, but not with the approval of the National Party. This matter should
not be proceeded with.
L was approached by the Civil Service Association which wrote me a letter raising some
important points at which the Minister should look and respond. I will not ask him to
respond because he does not respond to questions I ask him. The letter from the CSA
deserves his attention. He should reply to those people. He should also tell the taxpayers of
this State how he will handle this matter. I read some years ago that Disraeli made himself
fairly popular at a meeting when he described Gladstone's ministry as extinct volcanoes and
said it was like cruising down the South American coastline and seeing all the dormant
volcanoes.
This Government has been just lie that. In the early 1980s it was erupting socialism -
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socialism was flying everywhere! What happened? The fire ran out. In the late 1980s
Government members were entrepreneurs and the fire was there again. What happened?
The fire was put out. Then, in the early 1990s, the Government was absolutely erupting
accountability, but the fire was not there. Right now the Government is absolutely dormant.
This Government has no credibility whatever.

Amendment to Motion
Mr TRENORDEN: I move -

To delete all words after "That" and substitute the following -

the House declines to read the Bill a second time at this stage and instead
requests the Treasurer to refer the following tasks to the Auditor General -

(1) to conduct an examination of the report prepared by Bankers Trust
Australia on the privatisation of the SGIO;

(2) to conduct a full audit of the current assets and liabilities of both the
SGIO and the State Government Insurance Commission;

(3) to carry out an assssment of the likely status of the Insurance
Commission of Western Australia's assets and liabilities if the SGTO is
privatised;

(4) to conduct a full actuarial assessment of ICWA's future claims and
premium incomes; and

(5) to prepare a five year projection of -
(a) future profits of the 5010 Insurance Limited; and
(b) the levels of compulsory third party and other premiums that

will be needed to meet the administration, operation and deficit
servicing costs of ICWA;

and cause the report to be presented no later than 31 January 1993 to the Clerk
of the Legislative Assembly who shall take such steps as are necessary to print
and publish the report.

I do not move this amendment lightly. The people of Western Australia have every right to
know of the stench coming from the SOIC and just how deep is its problem and how badly
they will be affected given the facts I have presented to the House; that is, no premiums, a
deep debt, and $600 million of projected claim liabilities. They should be told how these
very important problems will be met, because the Insurance Commission of Western
Australia will be supported by taxpayers.
I do not believe that the sale of the SGlO should proceed until it is on a sound financial basis.
It should have had one or two years of trading behind it so that its work was clear to
everyone instead of having two years of losses followed by one year of profit and much poor
publicity surrounding it. The SGIO should be given two or three years to show the world
what it can do and then it can be decided whether it should be privatised. Why does the
5010 have to go to a fire sale now? What is so crucial about it being sold now when the
whole of the market is telling the Government that that float will not succeed? What is the
reason for the Government's desperation on this matter? The SGlO could help to contribute
to the enormous debt black holes of this State for some years that I have mentioned here
today. I am talking of the holes which are mentioned in the commission's report and which
are not fictitious.
MR WIESE (Wagin) [7-45 pm]: I second the amendment.
The SPEAKER: I am not convinced that it requires a seconder. I am also not convinced that
it complies with Standing Orders. This matter has only been drawn to my attention
subsequent to the member for Avon's raising it in this House. I must admit that when I heard
the member say he was about to move an amendment I went straight to Standing Order
No 258. However, that does not apply to this amendment as it is a reasoned one. I therefore
need to make a reasoned judgment, on my understanding of Standing Orders, whether this
amendment is strictly relevant to the Bill. It is difficult for rme to do that sitting here as I
would like to have time to read the amendment. 1 will leave the chair and perhaps the
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member for Avon, having given me a moment to read his amendment, will accompany the
Minister to visit me to put their views which they chink may assist in this matter.

Sitting suspended from 7.46 to 7-5 7pm
Speaker's Ruling

The SPEAKER: 1 left the Chair to consider the amendment to the second reading moved by
the member for Avon, and it is simply necessary for me under the Standing Orders to
determine whether the amendment is relevant to the Bill. That is the only matter on which I
can consider the amendment, and, having considered the amendment, I rule that it is relevant
to the Bill and is, therefore, properly before us.

Debate Resumed
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [7.58 pm]: I will move at a later stage of my remarks to amend
the motion moved by the member for Avon. It would not surprise anyone in this House to
hear me say yet again that I am, of course, implacably opposed to privatisation, not only of
the State Government Insurance Office but also of any other tradling arn of the Government -

The SPEAKER: Order! 1 need to set the guidelines for this debate. This is not a debate
about whether the SGIO should be sol It is simply a debate on those matters which are
contained in the amendment.
Mr DONOVAN: Thank you, Mr Speaker. The amendment is in respect of the preconditions
and terms that are sought to be established before the SGIQ is sold. As I said, my opposition
in this place to that sale is well known and is based largely not just on the ideology and
platform of the Australian Labor Party in this State and the Labor movement Australia-wide,
but also on the fact chat it makes no sense. However, I am a realist, and I know that I will not
win that argument. The strength of the amendment moved by the member for Avon and that
which I will later seek to add to it is that it at least, even at this late stage, seeks to add more
time to the decision - time in which some fundamental issues are asked to be resolved.
Those issues form the five points of the amendment moved by the member for Avon, and I
will seek in a moment to add to those points. This is, I suppose, one of those rare moments
in this Parliament, and it is ironic, when the far right of the political spectrum and the far left
join forces, but of course that is not exactly -

Dr Gallop: Abnormal.
MT DONOVAN: Exactly. I am glad the Minister made that comment, because that is not a
situation which is unfamiliar to the Minister responsible for this Bill. Indeed, the only party
who is missing in order to make sense of this tableau which is before us tonight is the
Minister for Housing, and of course those two Ministers know only too well the frustrations
which they have experienced and which they have sought within the Australian Labor Party
to get around, posed by the existence of centre forces, otherwise known elsewhere as
moderates. The recent history of the Labor Party has been for the right wing to do deals with
the left wing, and one of the great criticisms of the centre forces in the Labor Party has been
do not trust either the right or the left because the first thing they will do is go to bed with
each other. So, in a sense, this ironic joining in position of the member for Avon and me,
and the member for Perth, who will join this debate in a moment, is not foreign to the
Minister responsible for this Bill, nor to the Minister for Housing. In fact, it is all too
familiar to them. I might take the opportunity of saying that while it is all too familiar to
them, it has been at great cost to the beliefs, values, principles and platforms which the
majority of ordinary working men and women who have supported the Labor Party over the
decades recognise, Indeed, that is one of the things about which the Minister knows that I
feel passionately. It is something he will have to address when he goes around the polling
booths on election day next year, because this will be the Minister who put the final nail in
the issue of whether privatisation is acceptable for Labor Governments while being anathema
to Labor policy. That is something for him to resolve at a later date.
The issue before us is what benefit can be served by delaying this decision. The member for
Avon in his amendment has listed five areas that need some examination before this House
should even entertain - quite apart from my own ideological differences with the issue -
getting rid of one of its best and Most Profitable assets, one of the assets that has served this
State and its people Well for 66 years.
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The SPEAKER: Order! I think you are debating whether it should be sold.
Mr DONOVAN: I shall try to constrain myself to debate on when to sell, Mr Speaker,
The SPEAKER: Itis not even that, either.
Mr DONOVAN: With respect, Mr Speaker, the amiendmnent seeks to delay the passage of
this Bill for certain purposes. In the amendment before the House there are five points; more
will be added.
The SPEAKER: If the points you are to add seek to do things like that and you want to
speak to them, do you want to move to add them now?
Mr DONOVAN: Not just at the moment; I will do so shortly, Mr Speaker. The member for
Avon seeks in the amendment to have the Auditor General conduct an examination of the
report prepared by the Bankers Trust. Other Independents, with me, have attended two
briefings with the State Government Insurance Office, at which the Bankers Trust was
represented. At the second of those meetings at least, the Bankers Trust - and I must be fair
here - gave a cogent explanation of why it did not believe it was appropriate for its report to
be made public even to the Parliament at this time. While I respect its judgment about
commercial issues, I am principally concerned about democratic issues. I understand in a
very limited and naive way the difficulties associated with floats, but I understand some of
the basic difficulties.
The problem that Western Australians are being asked to address through the Parliament is
that notwithstanding those difficulties they are to take us on trust; they are to accept that we
will take their asset and sell it to undisclosed buyers at a price which is yet to be decided; to a
number of buyers that is yet to be announced, and under conditions about which there is no
future guarantee other than the two years that is provided to restrain ownership of the 5010
to Western Australian shareholders. That is rather a lot to ask of Western Australians who
have owned the 5010 for 66 years. One of the things I find offensive about the proposal is
that privatisation is being promoted on the basis that we will sell the 5010 principally to
Western Australians. I take the opportunity to point out to the House, and to anyone else
who cares to listen, that Western Australians already own the SGlO. The question is whether
it should be taken from them and sold back to some of them. That is what this Bill seeks to
do.
The first point in the member for Avon's amendment says, in effect, "Before we take that
step on behalf of Western Australians who presently own the S 010, but who are having no
say in this decision, let us look at the report of the Bankers Trust of Australia; let us examine
for ourselves the findings and determine whether they add up to a good deal for Western
Australians." I am not too happy about taking that as a matter of miust. I do not share the
view that the Government has established for itself a track record upon which it should be
taken on trust in these matters. That is sad. It gives me no pleasure to make that position
clear in this House, but that is the position,
Paragraph (2) of the amendment seeks to achieve a full audit of the current assets and
liabilities of both the 5010 and the SOIC. The member for Avon has one set of reasons for
doing that, some of which I share, and I have some other reasons, because the most obvious
thing that occurs to someone of my political stance is that this one of the most classic
examples of a proposition to privatise the profits and socialise the losses of a public trading
enterprise. Why on earth would we, without conducting a full audit of the current assets and
liabilities, want to rush into a decision to sell an asset that has served the State well but to
reserve for those taxpayers who presently own the S010 the liabilities that are not to be sold?
Paragraph (3) of the member for Avon's amendment seeks to achieve an assessment of the
likely status of the Insurance Commission of Western Australia and its assets and liabilities if
the S010 is privatised. That is related to the second point; it is also an area in which I am
not as literate as the member for Avon. I simply accept the arguments he outlined in that
regard. The same goes for paragraph (4). As to paragraph (5)(a), if I had to stand at a public
meeting on this issue in Forrest Place and face the taxpayers of this State it would be a
reasonable expectation of the people attending such a meeting to be given some sort of
projection of the future profits of 5010 Insurance Limited. That is not an unreasonable
expectation for people who are about to have their asset taken away from them and sold.
Paragraph (5)(b) of the amendment refers to the carrying out of an assessment of the likely
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status of the Insurance Commission of Western Australian's assets and liabilities as the 5(110
is privatised. Paragraph (4) of the motion refers to a full actuarial assets of ICWA's future
claims and premium incomes. Unlike the profitable arm of the 5010, the State will be left
with the unprofitable pant to be the concern of the taxpayers of this State into the fumure.
These are not unreasonable expectations.
I fully commend the member for Avon for moving his motion. However, other parts need to
be added to his motion. To some members in this place the Civil Service Association may be
just another union, but for me and the current employees of the SCIC and the SGlO it has
taken an active, but not irresponsible, articulate, but not eccentrc, approach to the proposal
and its effect on its members. It is quite appropriate, and indeed highly responsible, for the
CSA to take that stance. flat organisation would like to see a number of examinations made
if the passage of this Bill is delayed. Most of the list of issues moved by the member for
Avon to be referred to the Auditor General are matters about which the CSA has concerns.
The CSA on behalf of its members - also, on behalf of taxpayers - wants to be provided with
an estimate of the cost of fees for the consultant firms involved in the process; namely,
Bankers Trust Australia, Coopers and Lybrand and others. In that case, we will know the
costs we will be asked to pick up in relation to this float.
It is perfectly reasonable for the CSA to ask the Government to provide an assessment of the
capacity of the Office of Mobility to handle the estimated 200 to 250 SGlO staff who are to
be redeployed elsewhere in the Public Service. Members will recall that the Minister
responded by saying that most of these employees would voluntarily take up redundancy or
positions offered elsewhere. However, 50 per cent of them do not want to do that as 200 or
250 staff have yet to be redeployed. This becomes more difficult because many of these
people have skills and experience exclusively related to insurance, and it will not be easy to
redeploy them. This makes it reasonable for the CSA to want to know about the special
voluntary redundancies and retraining packages to be offered to the staff, and the estimate of
the cost to the SOIC of the wages and associated expenses to be incurred while the Office of
Mobility endeavours; to locate permanent positions within the Public Service for these
people. Also, after taking into account all costs of the float and the reported $40 million
from the float to be retained by die SOLO as part of its capital, what will be the monetary
return - in the short and long term - to the 5010 and the State? So far, these matters have
been a matter of guesswork.
Mr Court: Sadly, it will not be as much as you think.
Mr DONOVAN: I suspect that the Leader of the Opposition will be absolutely right. If he
is, many people will be very angry and disillusioned come election day 1993.

Amendment on the Amend~nent

Mr DONOVAN: Therefore, I move -

After the words "costs of ICWA;" - To insert the following words -

(6) to provide an estimate of cost of fees for tbe consultant Firms - for
example, Bankers Trust, Coopers & Lybrand etc - involved in the
work required to privatise 5(110, associated costs and share
underwriting fees;

(7) to assess the capacity of the Office of Mobility to handle the estimated
200-250 SGlO staff who are to be redeployed in the public sector,

(8) if SGIC is not going to Offer a special voluntary redundancy-retraining
package to these staff, to estimate the cost to SGIC of wages and
associated expenses to be incurred while the Office of Mobility
endeavours to locate a permanent position in the public sector for each
one of them; and

(9) after taking into account all costs and the reported $40 million out of
the float to be retained by SGJO Insurance Limited as part of its
capital, to assss the monetary return to the SOIC on the sale of SGlO;

MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [8.17 pm]: For all the reasons enunciated by the
member for Morley for supporting the motion, I oppose the motion. From the member for
Morley's philosophical point of view, he opposes the sale of this Stare asset; from my
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philosophical point of view, I am in favour of the sale. This Bill should be read a second
time in order that the processes for the selling of the 5010 can commence. No sale of this
facility will take place until after the next election; therefore, time will be available for an
incoming Government to consider the fine detail about which the Opposition appears
unhappy. It appears that the Opposition is in favour in principle of this sale. I will not speak
at length on the amendment as I may find myself in conflict with your ruling, Mr Speaker. I
will say more about the main motion later. I do not support the member for Avon's motion,
and I do not support the amendment moved by the member for Morley.
MR COURT (Nedilands - Leader of the Opposition) 18.19 pm]:- I shall refer briefly to the
member for Morley's amendment and his comments in moving it. [ have been in this place
for I I years, and this amendment is not really the proper use of a second reading debate. If
the member for Morley were here during my second reading debate contribution, be would
know I asked virtually precisely the same questions as those outlined in the amendment. The
second reading debate works by members asking questions of the Minister, and the Minister
providing replies in response to the debate. The Minister cannot reply to the questions I
asked purely by inteiJection; that is the idea of a Minister's summation at the end of the
second reading debate.
Mr Donovan: I doubt whether the Minister could reply on the run, it will require some
research.
Mr COURT: I asked the Minister the questions and out of courtesy I will wait for him to
reply. If I am not happy with the reply I will raise the matters again during the Committee
stage.
The SPEAKER: The matter before the House is an amendment by the member for Morley to
an amendment moved by the member for Avon.
Mr COURT: Yes, and I am pointing out that I asked the questions contained in this
amendment during the second reading debate.
Mr Donovan: You asked some of them. You did not concern yourself with the position of
staff.
Mr COURT: With all due respect to the member for Morley, I asked questions of the
Minister and I also gave a copy of those questions to the Minister. It is a pity that the
member for Morley was not in this place during my speech when I attempted to find out
what the Office of Mobility was, because at the time I thought it was quite unusual. I have
heard of the Office of Redeployment but not of the Office of Mobility. I asked questions
during the course of the second reading debate and I thought it would be courteous to allow
the Minister to respond at the appropriate point.
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [8.22 pm]: I support the amendment moved by the member for
Avon and the amendment to that amendment moved by the member for Morley, appreciating
that the general issue can be debated at a later stage. The member for Darling Range asked
how many letters the member for Morley and I had received about this issue from members
of the public. The member for Morley did not answer at the time and although I have not
been deluged by letters there is a lot of concern in the community and certainly in the public
sector work force about the questions which are being raised, particularly about the subject
of the member for Morley's amendment. The range of people who have questioned the
decision to sell this asset spreads right across the community. A broad spectrum of the union
movement has been opposed to this sale, certainly since the idea was first mooted over
12 months ago. Many people in the community have contacted me whether or not they have
direct associations with the State Government Insurance Commission and the State
Government Insurance Office and expressed grave reservations about the course of action
upon which the Government is embarking.
As for the amendment, I want briefly to concentrate on the role of Bankers Trust Australia
Ltd. As the member for Morley said, Bankers Trust has been employed to assess the value of
the assets and liabilities of the SGIC and to help the Government in its objective of putting
that asset on the market. However, when we asked Bankers Trust whether we could have
access to its report the answer was no. It is one of those bits of information which apparently
is not in our best interest to have. The Minister for Justice has been talking about that for
some time. Our right to know in this democracy extends only to a certain point and in this
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case we are not to have access to the report upon which the Government's decision making
has been based. At one level that sounds reasonable as it could affect the sale price which
the Government is able to get for the asset;, on the other hand it leaves us almost completely
in the dark about the commercial realities of the approaching sale.
Mr Trenorden: Do you have a feeling that we have gone over this ground before?
Dr ALEXANDER: Indeed; every time questions have been asked in this House about the
financial position of the 3GIO the information sought has come to light only when the
Government has been required to produce it. Of course, annual reports contain a certain
amount of information on financial statements, as do reports of the Public Accounts and
Expenditure Review Committee inquiries, but that does not get us to the core of the question
which we assume Bankers Trust is addressing. We also have the not inconsiderable matter
of how much it is costing to employ these fancy consultants, who are not based in Perth, to
provide answers - which we are so anxious to have.
The work force issues are well outlined in the amendment by the member for Morley.
Whether it is the Office of Mobility or the Office of Redeployment, there is no doubt in my
mind that a lot of uncertainty exists among employees about their future employment. I have
been contacted by a number of employees who live in the electorate of Perth and who are
concerned for their future and whose families are deeply concernied that their relatives might
be in the position of having their careers prejudiced in what was once seen to be a viable
career path for many hundreds of people. Of course, many of those people will be
transferred to the new organisation, but many will not be accommodated. Although some of
those people appear to have been offered reasonable redeployment prospects elsewhere
others tell me that they have not. There are also questions over superannuation fund
agreements and entitlements. For example, I am told that employees in the SGIO who were
members of the old State superannuation fund who seek to transfer to the privatised body are
not yet clear on what their superannuation entitlements might be. That matter apparently has
been referred to the privatisation committee of the SGIO but to date there has not been any
reply. That is one example and some members may regard it as a small example, but it is an
indication of the great uncertainties facing not only the State when it comes to the sale and
the value of the assets being disposed of, but also the employees who both expected and
wanted to work in the new organisation that is to be created and those remaining in the State
Public Service. On those grounds alone we need more information. Whether the Leader of
the Opposition has sought that information and whether we will be supplied with it in the
Minister's reply - of which there is no guarantee however well disposed the Minister is
towards answering those questions - as far as the member for Avon's motion is concerned a
three month waiting period is the least that can be asked. After all, it seems that whatever
happens to this Bill there is some doubt about whether now is the right time to be disposing
of this asset on a depressed market in a situation where not only -

Dr Gallop: The member for Morley's amendment creates uncertainty for those people who
have come into the SGIQ. Surely you would want to give them certainty about their future
so they know what that is?
Dr ALEXANDER: If I were facing the choice of a firing squad tomorrow or in three
months, I know what I would choose. Although people want questions answered they do not
necessarily want those questions answered at the expense of a secure future in the
organisation. The Parliament should not be asked to approve a major piece of legislation to
privatise an organisation without access to the information on which that decision is based. I
understand to some extent the arguments surrounding the question of commercial
confidentiality. However, we are told that some of the State Government Insurance Office
and the State Government Insurance Commission assets have been recently reallocated and
when it is not possible to get the full details behind that reallocation, I start to have doubts.
For example, the real estate assets that have been referred to many times are apparently being
reallocated so that the SGIC will ultimately bear a greater amount of that liability. The
Minister has referred to that when answering questions in this Parliament. He said that in the
long run that will be all right because those real estate investments will come good and that,
while they might be a lemon at present, everything will be okay in 10 years. I wish I had the
Minister's faith in the future of the central business district real estate market. There is no
guarantee that those assets will recover, although there is a likelihood they will do so. The
Minister is in no position to give a guarantee, as I am sure he realises. This legislation
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proposes a dismemberment of Stare assets and the sale of some of the most valuable pants of
those assets to the private sector contrr to State and Labor policy. That is something to
which I will refer later.
The SPEAKER: The member for Perth needs to come back to it a fair bit lacer, more
appropriately, during the second reading speech debate.
Dr ALEXANDER: That is what I meant.
The SPEAKER: What a team!
Dr ALEXANDER: In conclusion, this information, which both the amendment on the
amendment moved by the member for Morley and the amendment moved by the member for
Avon seek to obtain is, I believe, vital to the Parliament's objective assessment of the Bill.
Far from their being moved at the wrong time and seeking information which could be
provided later - that is, when we refer back to the Bill - the matters contained in the
amendment and the amendment on the amendment must be considered before the Bill is
discussed. For those reasons I support both amendments.
MR WIiESE (Wagin) [8.32 pm]: I support the amendment on the amendment moved by the
member for Morley because it adds further material to the amendment moved by the member
for Avon. The member for Morley's amendment an the amendment adds four categories
into which we should be requesting the Auditor General to investigate. They are important
and we should know the answers to them. The amendment and the amendment on the
amendment arise from a judgment that Parliament and the people of Western Australia do
not have any idea of what is the real value of the SGIO. I do not believe we should conduct a
sale or, as the Minister would have us believe, set up the framework for a sale, without that
knowledge.
I can understand the motives of the Leader of the Opposition and the member for Darling
Range. They believe sincerely that the SGIO should be privatised. However, they
commented that these amendments were not appropriate at this stage of the debate. I
understand that we are debating an amendment which has very few precedents; probably
only two or three. One of them was that this parliamentary procedure was used by the father
of the Leader Of the Opposition, Sir Charles Court, when he was Premier. It is perfectly
acceptable and correct; the Speaker's ruling has verified that. There is no question whether
this is a correct and appropriate parliamentary procedure. I think it was the member for Perth
who commented that this procedure will postpone the debate for three months. However,
this procedure, and the amendment on the amendment moved by the member for Morley as
part of that procedure, does much more than that; it provides for the Auditor General of this
State, who is a servant of this Parliament, to carry out a major examination of the financial
status of the 5010. H~e will also be required to find out what are the assets and liabilities of
that body. In addition he will be required to examine its potential financial prospects over
the next five years. The amendment is in addition to the original motion and will allow the
people of Western Australia and this Parliament to make a proper judgment about whether
the SGIO should be privatised.
I accept the philosophical belief that an Organisation such as the S010 should be privatised.
However, even if that is the philosophical basis on which some people have made a
judgment, before any action is taken, an assessment along the lines we have talked about
should be undertaken. For that reason I support the amendment.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Minister assisting the Treasurer) [8.37 pm]: I oppose the
amendment moved by the member for Avon and the amendment on the amendment moved
by the member for Morley. Two arguments have been presented in favour of this
amendment; one is really an argument against the second reading of this Bill rather than in
favour of this amendment. To illustrate that point, the former leader of the British Labor
Party. Michael Foot when he was a backbench member of the British Parliament, once said
that all the facts in the world would not be necessary for him to reach the conclusion that
British naval forces should not be east of Suez. In other words, he had a philosophical
commitment. I gathered, from listening to the members for Morley and Perth, that they have
a philosophical commitment to public ownership of this insurance company. That is fine;
they are entitled to that philosophical commitment and to express that view during the second
reading debate.
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That leads me to whether it is legitimate to substitute the words they wish to have substituted
in order to delay the second reading of this legislation. This amendment will send out a
message to the general public that members of Parliament do not do their jobs properly. The
decision co privatise the SGIO was made in February and, 1 think, in August it was decided to
use a public float to achieve that aim. Therefore, since February, we, as Independent, Labor,
Liberal or National members of Parliament, have had plenty of time to gather our arguments
and develop our views on whether this is a good or bad thing. In the meantime, the audited
report of the SCIC, in which its subsidiary, the 3010, is included, has been released and has
enabled facts to be put together to determine whether the sale is a good thing. In February
the decision was made; in August the decision was made to float the SGlO; and in June the
annual report of the SGIC was released. That is plenty of time for the Parliament to consult
with the marketplace and with the people who have views to which members will listen.
That process was available to them. We now have a responsibility to make a decision on
whether this sale is good or bad. My second reading speech outlined very clearly why this is
a good thing for the State of Western Australia.
Amendment on the amendment put and negatived.

Debate (on amendment tonwotion) Resumed
MR WIESE (Wagin) [8.42 pm]: I am disappointed that the House did not pass the
amendment moved by the member for Morley. That would certainly have been an additional
benefit to the sort of investigation that we want the Auditor General to carry out. The
member for Avon's amendment asks the Parliament not to postpone a decision but to
perform its role correctly; that is, to become aware of the basis on which we pass legislation,
look at all of the factors that are pertinent to that legislation and then make a decision. We
are being asked by this Government to make a decision and we do not have the information
that we require.
An investigation has been carried out by the Bankers Trust of Australia and a report provided
to the Government. However, we are not to be given access to that report Members heard
the Minister say tonight that the Government will not make that report available to members
or the public. Why? If the Minister will not make available essential information that this
Parliament requires to make an informed decision, this Parliament has a duty to go further
and ask that that information be garnered on behalf of the Parliament. We have come to the
conclusion that the most suitable person who is capable and able to carry out that task on
behalf of the Parliament is the Auditor General, who is a servant of this Parliament and who
is completely above reproach and outside the decision making process. He should be making
that inquiry.
We have set out in the amendment before the Parliament matters at which the Auditor
General should look and on which he should report back to Parliament. We are not
postponing the decision making process because before we can make a decision we should
have the information on which to base that decision. If we are not allowed to have that
information, the Government is being - I will not use the word dishonest because that is not
parliamentary - less than frank with the people of Western Australia, bearing in mind that the
Government has that information. We are requesting that a normal standard business
procedure be carried out before we sell one of our assets. We want to ask the Auditor
General on behalf of the people of Western Australia to examine the financial situation of the
State Government Insurance Office. Quite reasonably, we want the Auditor General to be
given access to the report on the privatisation of the 5010 prepared by the Bankers Trust of
Australia. What possible objection could anybody have to making that information available
to the Auditor General if the Government will not make it available to members of
Parliament? I do not think there is any. The Auditor General should have access to that as
part of his examination of the viability of the proposed sale of an asset that has been built up
for the people of Western Australia over more than 60 years.
We are asking for a full audit of current assets and liabilities of the State Government
Insurance Commission and the 5010. Once again this is a standard business procedure for
anybody who is contemplating a major sale of that nature. The third paragraph of the
amendment asks for an assessment of the likely status of the Insurance Commission of
Western Australia if and when assets and liabilities of the 5010 are privatised, because we
have to bear in mind that the legislation to set up the Insurance Commission of Western
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Australia is on the Notice Paper, I believe it has been second read already. The status of the
Insurance Commission of Western Australia will be very much dependent upon our actions
on the SGIO and the privatisauion proposed by this Bill.
The Opposition parties and the Independents are asking also for an actuarial assessment of
the Insurance Commission of Western Australia's future claims and premium incomes. The
future claims and premium income of the Insurance Commission are basic stock on which its
future will be decided. If its claims do not stand up against the premium income and that
happens as a result of the sale of the SGlO, the Insurance Commission of Western Australia
will eventually fail and that again will be at great cost to the taxpayers of Western Australia,
the people who will have to carry that burden. Surely as the trustees of the SGIO on behalf
of the people of Western Australia, it is essential that we carry out an audit or examination of
the levels of compulsory third party insurance premiums and other premiums that will be
needed to meet the administration, operation and debt servicing costs of the Insurance
Commission of Western Australia. That is basic. This Government is about to sell that asset
which has been built up over 60 years and we have no idea or indication of what effect that
sale will have on the insurance premiums that the people of Western Australia will have to
pay as a result of that sale. I do not believe that we can contemplate the sale of the 5010
without that information being made available to us.
We are asking that the Auditor General carry out an examination and report no later than
31 January 1993. 1 do not believe that small delay will have any major effect on the decision
on what we finally do with the SGlO because the reality is that we are going into an election
within the next three or four months and we are going into the Christmas period in the
meantime and, at this time in the financial life of Australia, several major floats have, to all
intents and purposes, been complete and absolute failures. It is in that environment that we
are now contemplating selling by public float the assets which belong to the people of
Western Australia.
Mr Donovan: We do not even know the terms.
Mr WIESE: We do not know the terms of the float or the basis on which it will proceed and
we have no idea what the end result will be for the people of Western Australia. It is not
realistic or proper for this Parliament to make that decision without the relevant information
before it. If the Government is not prepared to make the information available this
Parliament has a duty to the people of Western Australia to agree to this amendment, Every
member of this Parliament should support the amendment moved by the member for Avon.
Amendment put and negatived.

Debate (on second reading) Resumed
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [8.5! pm]: If we had been able to delay the second reading
debate on the 5010 Privatisation Bill the people who have a right to be consulted about the
sale of the State Government Insurance Office would have been accorded that right. One
organisation which should have had that right represents many men and women whose
livelihood depends upon their employment in that industry, specifically in the SGlO; I refer
to the Civil Service Association of Western Australia. Another group interested in this Bill
are the ordinary men and women for whom institutions like the R & I Bank, the Post Office
and the 5010, which were born in the same place as the Labor movement, were created in
this State. In Queensland, of course, the Labor movement was born in the shearers' strike
and in this State it was born on the goldfields, and that is where the S010 had its birth.
Some people still believe, and maybe they are naive or romantic like I am, that the front page
of the platform of the Labor Party, for which they go to battle every time there is a State Or
Federal election, still means something. For example, there are people in the electorate of
Victoria Park, where the Minister responsible for this Bill lives and is the elected
representative, who still believe that the Labor Party and its platform is about the future of
the ordinary men, women and children of this State. There are many people in Bassendean,
where I live, who certainly believe that to be so and there are many people throughout the
length and breadth of this State who believe that to be so. That is the reason that so many of
them have already left the Labor Party.
Mr Lewis: They are feeling white ant eated.
Mr DONOVAN: That is right, but the member should not say "eated'; it is eaten, which
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sounds like the name of the place which is very close to the place where the Minister
assisting the Treasurer, who is responsible for this Bill, received his education - that is, Eton,
or was it Oxford?
Dr Gallop: I went to Beach lands primary school.
Mr DONOVAN: Where did the Minister go overseas?
Mi- Court: Was the Minister educated overseas?
Mr DONOVAN: It was a rounding off. At least one can say chat the immediate past Premier
of this State had his education rounded off at the Sons of Gwalia Nt mine which is outside
Leonora and you, Mr Speaker, know it.
Mr Court: We workers will have to get together - we cannot have these academics running
the joint!
Mr DONOVAN: I am not sure whether we can have a bunch of boat builders running it
either!
Mr Court: They would be okay.
Mr DONOVAN: This is probably the last major issue of this kind we will deal with in my
time in this place. I remind members of the comments of the Minister when he said by way
of interjection to the member for Perth that he could not talk about the ALP platform because
he was no longer a member. The Minister needs to remember why he is no longer a member.
Mr Court: Because they did not stick by the platform. There was no solidarity.
Mr DONOVAN: The Minister needs to remember why so many other people have lost faith
in this Government. It is a simple matter of belief, principle and platform and I realise that is
no longer considered of primary importance in this place. However, for me and the ordinary
people I represent it really is a matter of importance. The people of this Stare want to know
when they go to the next election in February - as it is likely to be - that what my successor,
Clive Brown, says on the hustings can be believed when he says what I said on the hustings;
that is, "This is what the Labor Party stands for in Government." They do not want to find
out three or four years down the track that the Labor Party does not stand for that any more.
Several members interjected.
Mr DONOVAN: I think it is a matter of great importance that when people elect a Labor
Government on the basis of what they believe through their long association and
commitment to the Labor Party it will do, it does do those things and does not do something
else which the Leader of the Opposition, if in Government, could reasonably be expected to
do. It must do the things which it told the community it would do.
The Government did not say to the electorate in 1989 that it would sell the SGIO. Indeed, it
said the opposite. The Premier of the State at the time said that the SGlO and the R & I Bank
were not for sale. That is what the Government said to the people to whom it will be looking
for support next election day. That is what this Government said to the people to whom I
looked for support last election day and that is what it said to the people who supported the
Labor Party in this State, and it has let them down. The big con job is that the message by
which this float is being sold is that at least for two years the Government will guarantee it
will sell it to Western Australians. As I said earlier this evening, Western Australians
already own the SGIO and what this Minister proposes to do is to take it off them.
Msr Wiese: The 100 000 people out of work will not buy shares in it.
Mr DONOVAN: They will not. Not only will they not buy many shares, but also the 200 to
250 yet unplaced CSA member employees of the SGlO will not be taking out too many
shares. Even if they wanted to, how could they afford to buy them if they are on
unemployment benefits?
Mr Court: Do you support our proposal that those people have priority if they want to
purchase shares?
Mr DONOVAN: I do not support the sale of this worthwhile State enterprise that has served
the State well for 65 years, particularly at a time when it does not make sense to sell it.
Members opposite are better experts than I am at that and the Leader of the Opposition has
already said that it is not the best time to sell the SGTO, has he not?
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Mr Court: I said that in a climate where we have just had the Royal Commission report and
we are going into an election I do not think it is appropriate to float the company. That is
why I thought that a few months after the election would be an appropriate time.
Mr DONOVAN: I agree with the Leader of the Opposition but that is a Westminster
argument.
Mr Court: It is a commercial argument taking into account the politics.
Mr DONOVAN: There is a strong commercial argument of which the Leader of the
Opposition is aware that this is possibly the worst time to sell the 5010.
Dr Gallop: The legislation does not say when it will be sold.
Mr DONOVAN: Precisely. In fact, the legislation does not tell the present owners of the
SGIO very much at all. That is the whole problem with it and that is what the member for
Avon sought to have resolved.
Dr Gallop: If you believe so passionately in that, you should call for a division.
Mr DONOVAN: I am not proposing to sell the SGlO; the Government is. I do not think the
Minister is entitled to cheap tricks like that, and they will not score him very many points
anyway. The other question that other ordinary Western Australians in the community may
well be asking at this point is whether it will be worth it. What will the State get for the
5010? We know that the State will pick up the liabilities that will reside with the SGIC and
the so-called social insurances, but what will it get for one of the most successful insurance
organisations in the State? The Minister cannot tell us, and he will say that it would be
commercially irresponsible to tell us. Is chat correct?
Dr Gallop: The marker will determn-ine that.
Mr DONOVAN: The Bankers Trust of Australia has told the Minister, as it has told me, That
it would be commercially irresponsible to divulge certain information at this stage because it
would disadvantage our market position.
Mr Court: What do YOU reckon they will get for it? Will they get $100 million?
Mr DONOVAN: Not much more than $90 million, if that. Will it be worth it? Will the
Minister be able to front up to the East Victoria Park Primary School on election day and say
the Government got a good deal? I am not sure he will. What is the long term gain for the
State? Again, the second reading speech and the arguments put by the proponents of
privatisation of the SGlO are ambiguous. They are not specific and they do not tell us the
long term gains. The second reading speech does not tell us how this State is to be
advantaged by a fully privatised insurance industry in which the State plays no part. It tells
us that the Government hopes to be able to retire some of its debt; so, that is where the
Opposition comes in and says it is really about WA Inc. It is a hard argument to toss. When
the Government cannot show the present owners of the SGlO why it is in their long term
interests to dispose of the institution, it leaves itself open to that charge by the Opposition.
What else should Opposition members do but say it is about retiring the debt that the
Government incurred? In their position I would run the same argument. There are some
long term disadvantages that can be forecast and readily identified in this proposition. The
contribution presently made to Treasury and the potential contribution to Treasury will be
gone. It will not be available any more.
Mr Court: It has not been available for the past four years.
Mr DONOVAN: It was available before then, and we know why it was not available for the
past four years. However, that situation would pass and there could be future contributions
but not if the Governiment sells at a fire sale price the goose that has been laying the golden
egg for half a century in this State.
Dr Gallop: You are missing the fundamental point. The Government must find the capital to
fund the health, education and welfare programs, which are primary Labor commitments.
Mr DONOVAN: The Minister is missing the fundamental point. The Government could
turn that enterprise into a venture' that contributes precisely to those projects through its
contribution to Treasury, as it used to do in the past. That cancels itself out.
The SGlO has been a focal point in the insurance industry and a major employer in this State
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but, of course, that is because its headquarters have been in this State. No-one at the
briefings I have attended has been able to give a guarantee to the Independent members that
after the initial two years the headquarters of the SGIO will not disappear from Western
Australia or that the CSA, far from being in front, may finish up with a few more hundred
employees behind on the deal. That is simply a union problem, but the mortgages,
commitments and the futures of the people presently employed in the SGIO who may lose
their jobs if that occurs in two years' rime are not just a union problem. They are the kind of
people who cannot easily be marketed in even a generous labour market, and it looks as
though we shall stay in a fairly tight labour market for sonic time into the future. I am sure
the Minister agrees with that, and the Premier confirmed it earlier. What shall he say to
those people then? Should we touch our noses and apologise to those people, say we are
sorry that we got it wrong? Terrific! No-one is guaranteeing that we do not have it wrong
and that after two years the situation may be such that the SGIO simply does not exist in this
State as part of the insurance industry in any meaningful way. All members will know that
the 5010 has supported a wide range of community projects in this State, from community
policing to blue light discos, sporting groups, children's groups, hospitals, and any number of
worthwhile community activities which the 5010 has sponsored successfully. What will
replace that?
Dr Gallop: How do you know the 3010 will not sponsor those things?
Mr DONOVAN: If it is not here it wilt not, and if it is not profitable it will nor. The ethos of
the SGIO coming from its birthplace in the mining industry in the goldfields will be a hell of
a lot different from the ethos of an aggressive, entrepreneurial SGlO which is in the business
of looking after its shareholders' profitability. If that means after two years it goes elsewhere
because that is where the buyers are and it is profitable, it will move elsewhere because it is
profitable to do so and under no other circumstance. What will happen then to the
community value we have had throughout this State from the 5010? Shall we then touch the
other side of our noses and say we will find another sponsor? It will not be that easy. The
SGIO, has been, precisely because of its ownership by the State, a balancing and moderating
force in motor vehicle insurance and in residential, domestic and a number of other insurance
fields. It has also been - apart from in some areas in the north - a very good insurer, certainly
in the south west and the metropolitan area. I know that complaints have been made about
the 5010 in the north of the State, and there are reasons for that. Can the Government
guarantee it will continue to play that role in the insurance industry in this State? Can the
Government guarantee that what we have come to expect of insurance in this State in those
fields that have been set an example by the SGlO will continue? Not unless it is profitable to
do so. If it is not profitable, it will not be done. The sale of the 5010 will see the loss of a
well established Western Australian organisation at the first takeover bid from elsewhere:
after two years that is profitable. It is as simple as that,
I have covered most of the other matters I wished to raise this evening, including what is
likely to happen to the SGlO's work force presently and in future. Neither the Minister nor
the Government has addressed that matter adequately. I maintain the view that the
Government has a responsibility to get through its legislation and the Parliament has the
responsibility to provide the facility for that to happen. It is not my intention to contest this
matter through every clause during Committee. I am simply outlining as firmly and clearly
as I can for the last time in this place the objections that people generally and supporters of
the Labor movement in particular have to this quite outrageous float that offers nothing to the
State in either the short Or long term that the Minister can identify or guarantee other than the
retirement of certain debts.
I cannot put privatisation of the 5010 better than it is put in a summary that the Civil Service
Association of Western Australia sent to me in March as follows -

Privatisation will see the:
* loss of a valuable profitable asset
* increased insurance costs by competitors
* the possible relocation of many WA based functions to Head Office in

Melbourne Or Sydney
* the abolition of support for community services such as Neighbourhood Watch.
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This will be for little, if any, gain in return. It is not only the end of a worthwhile era in the
State but also a total betrayal of those people who have come to expect so much of Labor in
Governments that they have been prepared to give so much to it over the years. They will
feel betrayed by being ripped off in this way.
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloc - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [9.13 pm]: As all
members are aware, this Bill provides a legislative framework for the privatisation of the
SGIO. The actual privatisation will involve an administrative decision chat will come at
some stage down the track. I fully support the privatisation of the SO JO, partly on
philosophic but, more importantly, on economic grounds. It is good, if not unusual, that
essentially a bipartisan support exists for the privatisation of the 5010, although significantly
different policy positions exist between the Government and the Opposition on privatisation
matters.
This is an important debate for this Parliament and for Western Australia, During his second
reading speech the Minister said it was a historic piece of legislation, being the first example
of a sale by public float of a Western Australian statutory authority. fie was correct in saying
that; it is a historic and significant piece of legislation. The legislation is significant not only
for the SGIO, or because it is the first of its kind, but also because what is decided and
happens in this case will very much set the pattern for future approaches to issues such as
privatisation of the R & I Bank or the gas pipeline, contracting out and private financing of
infrastructure and so on. This is the first time this Parliament has had a practical debate over
a privatisation issue because it has a vehicle at hand, the SGlO, with which to do it. I have
long supported privatisation in various articles and pieces I have written and said over the
years. I am curious that the ALP now finds itself quite an advocate of privatisation. The
member for Morley suggested a few reasons for this. I went to the second reading speech
given by the Minister because I thought that would be interesting in this context.
Dr Gallop: It was a good speech.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: The Minister claims that it was a good speech. In that speech he made
it clear that the Government was supporting privatisation, conveniently overlooking the fact
that the ALP campaigned vigorously against privatisation in 1986 and again in 1989. It
seems that the position in the Labor Party is not exactly uniform on this matter. An article
appeared in The Australian of 28 October 1992 under the heading "Delegates revolt on 5010
sell-off' as follows -

A Labor backbencher, Mr Carry Kelly, who tried to initiate the urgency motion, told
the delegates that no forum of the party had adequately considered the SGOO
privatisation - including Caucus.

The artile continued -

After the meeting, Mr Grill said that one of his concerns was that the SGOO
privatisation would mean that both direct and indirect jobs would be lost to the
eastern States.
"For one reason or another we are going into this thing (privatisation) blind," he
added.

I believe he was fairly accurate in that assessment. In the Minister's second reading speech
one finds a confused and somewhat equivocal approach to privatisation. Let us find the
Minister's reasons for his supporting privatisation. He pointed out that the SGlO needed
capital, and I agree. One of the problems of nationalised industries is that they tend to suffer
from a lack of capital, so that is true. The Minister made the case that privatisation would
strengthen competition. He said -

It was considered that a privately owned SG10 would further strengthen competition
in the marketplace and provide a return in the best interests of the people of Western
Australia.

I find that curious because, in fact, no mechanism is available to do this. The most likely
outcome at the end of the day, because of the way in which the Government is going, is that
there wilt be less competition. That may take three or four years, but there will be less
competition.
Dr Gallop: The point I was making was that -
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Mr C.J BARNETT: The Minister has made his speech, and I am now making mine. The
Minister continued in an attempt to hedge his bets in his second reading speech; having come
out and supported privatisation and therefore sold his soul and that of the Labor Party he later
tried to hedge his bets and cover himself by saying -

However, this Government does not believe in privatisation as a panacea and
certainly not as a general approach to government.

Dr Gallop: It does not.
Mr CiT BARNETT: Then what is the Minister's policy?
Dr Gallop: It is pragmatic.
Mr CiJ. BARN'ETT: Is it? It may not be pragmatic, but it is certainly confused. It is a
confused approach to privatisation that reflects a lack of understanding of what it should
really be about. That confusion is reflected by the fact that the Minister started with a
corporatisation process that never got to the second reading stage.
Dr Gallop: We changed our minds.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Government did not have to look far for experience. In the United
Kingdom it was invariably found that corporatisation was a waste of time and a nonisenise
step towards privatisation that was not worth the trouble. The member for Avon got closest
to the real objective of privatisation; that is, to get in money, and not just sale money but
money from whatever arrangements could be made for compensation from the
Commonwealth. That at least is an up-front objective, although the Government was not
honest enough to say that there are significant advantages to privatisation. I will not go
through those advantages because they should be fairly well understood.
Certainly efficiency gains are to be made through private ownership. There is also a profit
incentive and a profit downward force on costs when the discipline of private ownership
exists. Invariably privatisation has resulted in increases in output, investment and
profitability. Some of the results are quite remarkable. British Aerospace, after
privatisation, experienced a threefold increase in its pre-tax profit between 1981 and 1988.
The National Freight Company in the United Kingdom experienced an increase in profit
following privatisation from £14.6 million to £114.4 million in the space of seven years -
remarkable efficiency, productivity and profitability improvements.
Another advantage is that a trading enterprise under Government ownership is invariably
starved of capital - I agree with the Minister about that - because political decisions are made
not to provide the capital, or there may be other uses of the capital. Privatisation also
invariably results in benefits to consumers, where they receive better Service and a wider
choice of service. Indeed, there is a higher level of consumer sovereignty. Those benefits
should not be underestimated. The cash return to Government is another benefit which
should not be discarded. Another important benefit is that through privatisation one
achieves - one hopes, if it is done properly - an increased and wider dispersal of share
ownership throughout the community. That is a desirable achievement, and perhaps I have a
philosophical reason for believing that, but it is nevertheless desirable.
One of the most important advantages of privatisation is that it clearly defines the appropriate
role for Government. Government can get out of areas of activity in which it does not need
to be involved, and we can avoid the conflict of interest that arises when a Government has
responsibility both as regulator and a player in the marketplace. If a Government sells off its
player role and gets out of the market, then it is more objective in its proper role of regulator.
Indeed, the period of the 1980s in this State illustrated how bad that conflict of interest can
be and how much political interference was used, to the cost of the State Government
Insurance Commission and a number of other bodies.
The empirical evidence from the United Kingdom on privatisation is overwhelming, and I
choose the United Kingdom because I went there to study a few years ago, and it is also the
nation which is the most advanced down the track of privatisation. For the information of
members, since the Conservative Government has been in power in the United Kingdom,
36 companies have been privatised. The total raisings from that privatisation was
£88 billion. Fifteen of the top 100 companies in the United Kingdom are privatised
companies. A further 200 businesses have been sold through management-employee buy
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ours or through trade sales. The range of industries is immense, ranging from
telecommunications, to transport, to housing, to engineering, and so on. Over that period,
about two-thirds of the previously nationalised industries in' the United Kingdom have been
privatised. One of the interesting outcomes is that one in four adults in the United Kingdom
now owns shares; they are shareholders. The mums and dads have bought shares and have
kept shares.
In this State, there is a difference between what the Labor Party offers by way of
privatisation, to the extent that I understand its policy, and what the Liberal Party has put
forward. In the WA Advantage document released earlier this year, the Labor Government
stated that it would sell the Stare Government Insurance Office. It did not say how it would
do it. It decided subsequently to do it by way of a public float, which is better than what it
was originally going to do, which was to have a trade sale. 1t also addressed the issue of the
R & I Bank Ltd and stared that it would sell at least 40 per cent of the R & I Bank by public
float and keep the majority in Government control. Where is the logic in that policy?
Indeed, it is a confused policy - sell the 5010, but only sell 40 per cent of the R & I Bank!
There is no consistency Or rationale in that policy.
The Liberal Party's policy, which was introduced this year, was to have a 100 per cent sale
of the R & I Bank, with one restriction; namely, that there be a golden share to keep the
R & I Bank headquarters in Western Australia. Similarly, the Liberal Party's policy on the
SGlO was that there be 100 per cent privatisation, but the retention of a golden share
arrangement to keep the 3010 in Western Australia. The privatisation policy, however, went
beyond that. It went to introducing competition into third party insurance, into housing
through a right to buy policy for l-omeswest tenants, and into State Print, the Hospital
Laundry and Linen Service of Western Australia, and certain other agencies which were
nominated at that time.
I want now to draw out the four significant differences between the policies of the Labor
Party and those of the Liberal Party; and they should not surprise anyone. Firstly, there is a
far greater commitment to privatisation on the part of the Liberal Party. Secondly, the
Liberal Party's policies support full 100 per cent privatisation. We do not support part
privatisation. Thirdly, the Liberal Party policy has in it a clear element to encourage local
ownership and, where possible, to retain in Western Australia the headquarters Of the
privauised agency. The fourth difference is that, unlike the Labor Party, the Liberal Party has
a policy about the use of the funds generared through privatisation; namely, that they be used
exclusively for the purpose of retiring State debt.
I turn now to the issue of a golden share, in which I have taken some interest, and which is
now in particular focus because of the occurrence of the SGlO float. I have made a few
comments about golden shares from time to time, and they have not always been well
received. Indeed, I refer to an editorial in The West Australian on 6 August 1992, which
states -

The SGlO has a sound record in the general insurance field and should be an
attractive target for prospective buyers.
But that appeal would be curtailed if Labor adopted the Opposition's ludicrous idea
of retaining a golden share in the new venture to keep its headquarters in WA.
The Opposition is showing an alarming ambivalence on the issue. Anything other
than full pivatisarion would be rejected by financial markets.

That is the sort of accusation which I am not inclined to let go through to the keeper, and I do
not intend to. So let us look at it and deal with some of the criticisms that are made, not only
in the media, but also by the Minister and by a number of stockbrokers around town, about
the concept of a golden share. What is a golden share? That is a pretty good point at which
to start A golden share does not have anything to do with ownership of the enterprise. It is
a colloquial term, a slang expression, to describe a mechanism for achieving some other
objective or some related objective to the privatisation. ir has nothing to do with ownership.
There will still be 100 per cent private ownership. It is nor an ownership share. It is
typically a legislative restriction on the privatised enterprise to achieve some other objective,
which could be to prevent takeover, for some national interest purpose, to ensure the
continuation of some level of community service - which is an extremely valid use of a
golden share - or to keep a head office in Western Australia.
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Is a golden share a ludicrous proposal? That is an interesting question. Itris not a ludicrous
proposal because it has been used widely in a large number of privarisations, mainly in the
United Kingdom. In the case of British Aerospace, a golden share was used to ensure that
foreign ownership was limited to 15 per cent. In the case of British Telecom, the golden
share arrangement was to ensure that there be a British chief executive; I find that an unusual
use. In the case of Rolls Royce and British Gas, the golden share arrangement was to ensure
that the voting control was limited to 15 per cent. In the case of Britoil, and Cable and
Wireless, golden shares were used to prevent the winding up of the group. In the case of the
privatisation of Jaguar, the golden share was used to restrict asset disposal. The point I make
is that a golden share can do whatever one wants it to do. It is not ownership. It is deciding
at the time of privahisation that there is another objective which one may wish to achieve.
The concept is used widely, not only by privatised enterprises, and it is accepted by stock
markets in the United Kingdom and internationally.
Mr Thompson: A golden share can impact adversely on the value of the asset.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is a good point, and I will come to that.
What about Australia? Do we have any of these little creatures? Privatisation is not very
advanced in Australia. When the Williamstown Dockyard in Victoria was privatised, there
was a golden share in relation to AMECON, which purchased it. In South Australia,
SAGASCO, the South Australian Gas Corporation, had a golden share put in place to stop
Bond Corporation from taking it over, again perhaps for parochial self-interest. Again, when
Wesfarmers in Western Australia was floated, a golden share was effected in a different way,
but it achieved the same effect of ensuring that Wesfarmers would be free from takeover. It
was quite a different type of arrangement, but it was to achieve a future objective. Some
people might say that a golden share is an airy fairy notion and it will not happen in Australia
and it will not be widespread. Indeed, most of my stockbroker friends have been telling me
that for the last two months.
What will happen in Australia when Qantas is privatised? Does anyone seriously think that a
golden share will not be involved? What will happen when Telecom is privatised? There
will be a golden share, as there will be with Australia Post. On and on it will go. In five
years, golden shares will be very common in Australia because of the nature of the entities to
be privatised. Is a golden share practical? I say it is, because it exists and because it will
become more common. Brokers in Australia say that it will not be accepted by the
Australian Stock Exchange because of its listing rules. I have had a few letters about that
too. The Australian Stock Exchange has already allowed a number of floats of cooperatives
which effectively have golden shares. Golden shares have occurred. Self-interest is an
important force. The big deals in the Stock Exchange of Australia will be the privatisation of
major, publicly owned corporations. They will come necessarily with a golden share. The
Australian Stock Exchange will fall over itself to make sure it amends its rules so that we can
have the privatisation of Qantas and meet the golden share requirement. That is not a
problem. The broking community needs to lift its act in Australia and realise that if it wants
to see privatisation, as I do, it must provide the vehicle for that to happen expeditiously - as
in the United Kingdom.
MrT D.L. Smith: Have you given this speech before? Have you been practising at home?
Mr C.J. BARNET: No. I practised it last night while the Minister was speaking because I
knew that at least there was something better to do.
Does a golden share keep the price down? The member for Darling Range raised this point.
I guess in a theoretical way one could argue that if there is a constraint on a share that would
somehow hold down the price. The empirical evidence from the United Kingdom is that it
has not. Indeed it has not stopped the trading in shares; nor the acceptability of the shares.
There is no slight on British Telecom shares; indeed they are much sought after in the
marketplace. If anything, some people say that at the time of the float in the UK the shares
were low. They were low, and that was a deliberate political decision to make privatisation
popular and to ensure that people who bought the shares did all right out of it. flat was a
deliberate policy that was understood, and implemented by the UK Treasury. There is no
evidence that a golden share arrangement, as long as it is not a silly one, has an impact on
price. The golden share should not be seen as some bizarre, unusual thing. It is common
internationally and it will become more common in Australia. I have promoted the golden
08767-15
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share not so much for the SGlO but for the ones to follow. We may as well have debate and
put the issues on the table now. It may not affect the 5010 but it needs to be understood
when we reach the R & I Bank and other entities, more important entities than the SGlO.
The reason I have promoted it so widely, as have many of my colleagues, is to keep business
in Western Australia. That is not only for parochial reasons, although I admit to a degree of
parochialism. I am not ashamed of that. If we want to develop this State and make decisions
on investment for Western Australia, we need a strong corporate centre in Perth. We need
people with decision making powers. The drift of business out of Western Australia is
alarming - the Swan Brewery, Boans, MacRobertson Miller Airlines, and so on. They are all
Western Australian companies which have been taken over and are now controlled from
outside the State. Moreover, many State managers of national companies have
extraordinarily low levels of responsibility and decision making power. There is an
extraordinarily low representation of Western Australians on national boards. Research
undertaken by the Liberal Party earlier this year indicates that the 40 major national
businesses operating in Western Australia have a combined 416 directors between them. Of
those 416 directors only six are resident in Western Australia.
It is not just parochialism. It is about building the State and building a business entity;
having some decision making, and ensuring chat if we get projects under way contracts are
let out for legal and accounting services, advertising, cleaning and whatever. We should take
advantage of our economic base and spread it throughout the services sector. We will do that
only if we have head offices and Western Australian-based businesses. For all of those
reasons, I will not apologise for trying to keep the SGlO in Western Australia, or for
suggesting ways to do so. It is not for me to think of political factors but the SGIO also
happens to be incredibly popular. Perhaps we should listen to the people. The West
Australian was a little cynical about the golden share idea. To its credit it asked a question
through Wesrpoll on it. The West Australian of 29 August 1992 under the heading "Control
urged in SGlO sale" ran an article by Malcolm Quekett as follows -

West Australians overwhelmingly favour Government action to keep control of a
privatised State Government Insurance Office in Western Australia according to the
latest Westpoll.

...Only 16 per cent of those surveyed wanted an open-market sale with no
conditions and 78 per cent favoured the notion of the Government retaining a "golden
share" to keep local contro.

Perhaps the public does not understand all the subtleties of the argument but they certainly
understand that they want the SGlO to stay in Western Australia. It has served them well; it
has provided a good service, and it has 30 per cent of the market. It has a high profile and
sponsors Neighbourhood Watch, and the West Coast Eagles; in fact, it helped the Eagles win
the AFL grand final. There is a lot of emotional attachment to the 5010, and that was
reflected in the poll. Perhaps we should not ignore that. People want the 5010 to stay here.
I find the approach of the Labor Party on this matter totally confused. It has been done more
through expediency or pragmatism, as the Minister would say. The Government's policy on
the 5010, the Minister's statements, and the part Mickey Mouse privatisation of the
R & I Bank, offer the worst of both worlds. It is not well thought out. To sell 40 per cent,
we really have a restriction on the shares because we will then have a problem about the
managerial responsibility that the Government should take when it owns 60 per cent. Indeed
we would have the problem faced by British Telecom. They played it conservatively, and
sold off only half the company. Now they do not want to hold the other half but they cannot
get rid of it. If they dump half of British Telecom on the market they will destroy share
values.
Mr Court: You could not sell 40 per cent anyway; the market would not take it.
Mr C.J. BARNlETT: We will have a real problem. If one is to sell something one should sell
it fully. If not, what will be done about management responsibilities, and how will the
Government get rid of the rest without upsetting the marketplace? In his second reading
speech the Minister referred to a form of control towards which the Government seems to be
leaning. The Government seems to understand that there is some good reason to keep it here,
but again it did not get it right. The speech reads -
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The Government is committed to selling all of the 5010 asset, recognising that a
number of large locally based general insurers are in the Western Australian market.
Consequently, there will be no golden share, but limited takeover protection is
contained in the Bill. For a period of two years from the float, no person will be able
to acquire a relevant interest in more than 15 per cent of the voting shares in SGOO
Insurance Limited.

Again the Government thought about the problem but again it did not solve it. Obviously
after two years the 5(110 will be bought in a snap.
Mr D.L. Smith: That is a negative view.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is realistic. People are already planning takeover strategies. The
insurance industry and the broking industry concede that the 5010 will be taken over and
will become part of a national group. After all, it has 30 per cent of the market, and it is a
cheap way to get 30 per cent of the market. It is inevitable. If the golden share restricted the
price, and after that period a takeover occurs, the beneficiaries of the lower price will be the
shareholders when they will sell to the takeover merchants. If there were a high price, it
would be given away and we could not get it back. Again, these policies are absolutely
confused.
In conclusion, I fully support the privatisation of the 5010; and indeed a wide range of other
institutions.
I am most concerned about the timing and haste of the process for this proposal . I am also
concerned that the Government has not taken effective action to keep this business within
Western Australia. It could have taken action to keep it here without affecting its
privatisation and, indeed, without affecting the viability of the float. I would have preferred
a golden share mechanism; if in Government I would have argued for such a scheme, but I
am not silly enough to think I can run the proposal from Opposition.
I give notice that during the Committee stage I will move that the limited ownership of
shares should continue after the two years. In that case, institutions could not go beyond the
15 per cent ownership limit. This would give the SGIO more chance of surviving in this
State. People may say, 'Horror! That is not private enterprise!" However, banks often have
limits on shareholding; such a proposal is not unusual. importantly, it may keep the SOLO in
Western Australia.
The member for Avon and the Leader of the Opposition - as I know will the member for
Applecross - indicated that after this horrendous period under this Government the 5010 and
the SQIC have collectively lost half a billion dollars. It was not as though these
organisations lost the money through investment; in 1987 they borrowed $400 million to
play the market and they lost. The Minister for Microeconomic Reform was not the
responsible Minister or directly involved -

Mr Kieraith: His Government was.
Mr CJ. BARNTETT: Exactly. Therefore, I wonder whether he, on behalf of the Government,
will have the decency and integrity to stand in the Parliament and apologise to the Parliament
and the taxpayers for the $500 million lost during this horrendous period.
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [9.42 pm]: I enjoyed the speech of the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition. He enunciated, particularly in the early parts of his speech, my thoughts
regarding privatisation.
As I said in this place some time ago, it is rather ironic that the Governments in Australia
which are moving quickest towards privatisation are Labor Governments, In Canberra we
had the Commonwealth Government selling Australian Airlines. In the 10 years of State
Labor Governments here we have seen many moves based on the principle of privatisation:
We have seen the sale of the State Engineering Works and the gutting of the Public Works
Department by abolishing the day labour construction crews. These are prime examples of
privatisation, although not in the manner in which corporations privatise.
It is a long time since a conservative Government has done anything about privatisation. The
Brand Government was elected in 1959, and soon after it sold many State enterprises. Many
arguments took place in Parliament and the community at that time about the basis on which
those sales took place. In fact, some people still believe that Brand gave the State sawmills
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and brickworks away for less than the value of the timber and the bricks in the yards.
However, the Brand Government honoured its philosophical commitment regarding State
ownership of business enterprises; it sold the Scare sawmills and building supplies division to
Hawker Siddeley, and disbanded the day labour force at the Public Works Department.
The very building in which we operate is a classic example of the effects of a change of
philosophy after a change of Government. The front wing of Parliament House was built in
two sections. The first part was built by the day labour force, but following a change of
Government the second part was built by private enterprise.
In the almost 10 years of the Court and O'Connor Governments nothing was done about
privatisation in this State. Indeed, I recall on one occasion Tom Cameron, who owned
Goldfields Contractors, drawing my attention to the fact that a couple of Government
agencies were purchasing D7 bulldozers and similar equipment and that his yard was full of
such equipment. I vigorously argued in the party room for the Government to instruct
departments to desist from these purchases and instead hire the plant from the plant hire
companies, which had equipment sitting in yards while they were bleeding to death.
Unfortunately, my endeavours on that occasion fell on deaf ears.
Itris ironic that after almost a decade of those conservative Governments, in which almost
nothing was done regarding privatisation, we have had 10 years of so-called socialist
Governments in which a number of decisions have been made on privatisation. This
Government has taken a number of positive steps to make the private sector do things which
it does better than Government enterprises. I refer again to the dismantling of the Public
Works Department and the Stare Engineering Works.
The sale of the 5010 is long overdue. In fact, had the Court and O'Connor Governments
carried on from where the Brand Government left off, no SGlO or SGIC would be available
for the Government to tinker with.
An Opposition member interjected.
Mr THOMPSON: I am not sure about rape and pillage.
This move to privatisation should have occurred long ago, and the sooner Governments gets
out of the business of insurance and banking the better.
I support the passage of this legislation as it will enable the Government to set up a corporate
structure to prepare for a substantial change to allow the sale of the SGIO. Any sale of the
SGIO will not occur before the next election, at which time we will see a change of
Government. The incoming Government will have an opportunity to closely analyse the
accounts of the 5010 and judge the decisions made by this Government. If the new
Government regards those decisions as unsound, it will have the opportunity, by controlling
both Houses of Parliament, to pass new legislation. The new Government will then be able
to shape the legislation in a form which is more acceptable than this legislation may be.
The golden share proposal advocated by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition may be a
facility which will achieve a more desirable outcome. I have a great deal of confidence in
the move proposed by the Government because I know it is in the hands of a most reputable
corporate person, Mr Ron Cohen, whom I have known for 20-odd years. H-e was initially
involved with Carlyle, the major electrical retailer which eventually amalgamated with
Attains to form Atkins Carlyle. With Ron Cohen at the stewardship of those corporate
identities the control of the shareholding has remained in Western Australia. They achieved
that by sheer performance and they have outlasted companies like Noyes Bros and Sandover
McLeans which have fallen by the wayside. Under the stewardship of Ron Cohen, Atkins
Carlyle Ltd - it was Atkins Ltd before that - has remained a Western Australian owned
company that has retained its share of the business and therefore its shareholdings because it
has been a good company. Ron Cohen's involvement in this operation provides me with a
great degree of comfort. The passage through Parliament of this legislation in the next few
weeks will not see the State Government Insurance Office sold off;, indeed, it will not be sold
off until there has been a change of Government. An incoming Government will have the
opportunity to ascertain whether the basis upon which this legislation has been presented to
the Parliament is sound. I am strongly of the view that the Government has the prerogative
to do that which this Government is doing. What unfortunately happens in the case of a
Labor Government is that it is faced with a hostile upper House. The upper House, which
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prides itself on being a House of Review, is a House of Review during a conservative
Government term, but during a Labor Government term it becomes not only a House of
Review but also a House where the Government of the day is frustrated in doing the things
that it wants to achieve. I strongly believe that a Government elected by the people should
have the right to do that which this Government is endeavouring to do. Certainly the
Parliament has a role to question and to make the Government demonstrate that it has the
goods, but the Government has the responsibility to the community to do things like selling
this particular asset. For that and other reasons, Mr Speaker, I support the legislation.
MR LEWIS (Applecross) [9.52 pm): The Opposition unequivocally supports the
privatisation of the State Government Insurance Office. I remind the Government of how the
worm has turned. I now remain the only Liberal member who was newly elected to
Parliament in 1986. I well recall the election campaign that the Australian Labor Party ran
with the support of the Civil Service Association against the then leader of the Liberal Party,
Mr Hassell. The election was basically fought on the privatisation issue. I sat in this place
today and reflected on the hypocrisy that we have heard from Government members.
Perhaps the member for Morley was spot on when he said that the ALP that occupies the
front benches today has forsaken its previous clothing and will do anything necessary to
retain power. T believe the ALP is embracing privatisation not because it believes in the
principle but because it has no other option.
Members should consider the performnance of the State Government Insurance Commission
as consolidated on 1 January 1987. 1 well remember the legislation that then Premier Burke
introduced. His great socialist dream at the time was to ginger up Government corporations.
He would make use of that idle $400 million held in the Motor Vehicle Insurance Trust to
produce profits. In a corporate sense that would mean that taxes and charges levied against
the community of Western Australia would be diminished because profits would be
generated by the entrepreneurial efforts of that socialist Government of the day. Perhaps the
member for Darling Range was right when he said that if the privatisation of the SGIO had
occurred in the Court or O'Connor Governments: perhaps this Government would not have
had the ability to murder $531.93 million that has effectively been lost.
One of my great concerns is not what will happen to the SGIO, but what will happen to tht
bones that are left. The skeletal remains of social insurance, which today is referred to as the
Insurance Commission of Western Australia, will carry that massive debt burden. I have
great empathy with the member for Avon's contribution and the amendment that he moved.
The Government may have some understanding of corporate and business dealings - I have
to confess that sometimes I do not believe it has any - although its members on the front
benches have demonstrated their commercial illiteracy. Members should consider the
balance sheets and the profit and loss statements from previous annual returns of the
consolidated group which was brought together by the 1986 legislation. On 30 June 1988 the
consolidated balance sheet showed net assets of $184.11 million, in that same year the
group's profit was $126.25 million. By 1990, and a couple of write downs of losses due to
exposure to Rothwells and Spedleys, the net assets had shrunk to $49.06 million;
unfortunately, the profit which had been generated was turned around to a loss of
$124.26 million. In 1991 the group went from the black on the balance sheet at $49 million
to a net negative real worth of the consolidated group of $186,205 million; the losses
recorded in the consolidated group were $187.47 million. The real doozey is, of course, the
1992 annual report which spells out why the Government changed direction in midstream.
The Government realised it could not corporatise the SGIO because it did not have the
financial resources to infuse the capital that was required to prevent that skeleton from
disintegrating.
The 1992 consolidated balance sheet showed that the net assets had a negative net worth of
$347.82 million. A loss was recorded for the third year in a row - $161.62 million that year.
The balance sheet for 1988 showed a net asset value of $184 million in the black. That
represents a turnaround of $531.93 in four years. Those are mind boggling figures. It is sad
to think that what was a very successful, stable, wealthy Western Australian group known as
the SGICISCIO reduced its net asset value by so much. The Labor members in the House
should reflect on that and feel great shame about it.
I was glancing through the report of the Royal Commission the other day arid at chapter 17 -
55 is a very poignant final paragraph which reads -
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In i ts accounts for year ended 30 June 199 1, SOIC wrote off the $210.8 m illIion owed
to it by Bond Corporation Holdings, $11.0 million owed to it by Bell Group and the
full value of the investment in the convertible bonds, $150 million.

In other words, $371.8 million disappeared in one write off. Members should reflect on the
reason for that. It occurred because, unfortunately, this Government - as is the case with
most socialist Governments - does not have the business acumen or the commercial
understanding to competently administer an enterprise like that.
Mr C.J. Barrnett: It was not just a lack of acumen.
Mr LEWIS: It was gross dishonesty and corruption when the Government induced a
compliant SGIC/SGIO to do its bidding by propping up one of the most dreadful exponents
of corporate plundering Australia has ever seen. It was one of the greatest cover-ups this
nation has ever seen; a disgrace that will be a stain on fth Labor Party for many years to
come. It is not a case of the Labor Party suddenly discovering the ideal of privatisation. The
fact is, it has no other option than to privatise the SGIC/SGIO. That in itself is pretty sad,
bearing in mind what a strong group it was. In 1990 the SOTO's asset value totalled
$64.4 million and its paid up capital was $76 million. That same year it incurred a loss of
$14.55 million. The Government was forced to infuse another $24 million to rake its paid up
capital to $ 100 million, notwithstanding that in 1991 its net asset value had shrunk, with a
capital loss on its paid up capital of $62 million. In that same year the SGIO incurred a
$47.11 million loss. However, in 1992 it had a turnaround, the reasons for which I have not
been able to put my finger on. I think it had something to do with what I call creative
accounting. In 1992 the net assets of the company show an increase from $38 million to
$64.16 million, It has generated a profit of $26.18 million following the previous year's loss
of $47 million. Certainly write offs of property and the like contributed to that.
I caution the Government that it must hasten slowly. If one owned a business which had
been routed as has the SGCISCIO and it showed a turnaround after four disastrous years,
would one race into the worst bear market Australia has experienced - I think more sustained
than in 1987 - to publicly float that company? It worries me that that will occur. I like to
think that, following the elections next year, the stewardship of this State will change. I
think many people in Western Australia are hoping that will happen. I hope the Government
does not direct the SGlO board to float the SGIC/SGIO because the Government and the
SGIC/SGIO are broke and the Insurance Commission of Western Australia has a negative net
wonth of $350 million and, therefore, funds are required to stop the whole organisation from
collapsing.
Tonight I have reflected on the reasons for this privatisation legislation. It really amounts to
an in-house liquidation of the SOTO/SQIC and reflects the fact that the Government has no
money to infuse the necessary capital. As I said, ICWA will have a negative net worth of
$350 million and the Government has nowhere to go. That is the sad situation. I hope the
Government will not be hasty, but will try to hold on and allow an incoming Government to
reappraise the situation and keep the SGlO in order to provide it with sufficient capital to
allow it to make perhaps another year's profit. That will buy more time to put its unfortunate
history in the background and allow it to be sold into a market less bearish than it is today.
Thus, liquidation that is now forced upon the Government could be done on the basis of a
rationalised liquidation rather than out of necessity or the whole group collapsing.
The decision by the Legislative Assembly will be for the privatisation to proceed. However,
the decisions that have to be made on the passing of the legislation get back to timing and to
the State of Western Australia ensuring that the corporate headquarters and a substantial
amount of the equity of the public company remains in the west. That gets back to the
suggestion of golden shareholdings so ably put by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. I
think it should be amplified that golden shares do not necessarily mean that a large swag or
lick of the equity of the corporation is held by one group, or by legislating that the
management has to remain. A number of variations can be successfully applied. That will
probably have to be one of the skills of the Opposition in Government; we will have to pick
up the shambles that have been left by this emaciated group. One of our skills must be to
ensure that the corporate headquarters remain in WA and that a reasonable amount of the
equity remains in the hands of Western Australians.
In conclusion, it is pertinent for the Minister to advise me that the Government is not moving
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to the right to take the clothing of the free enterprise parties and that the Government's real
reason for privatising the 5010 is out of necessity rather than through philosophy. We
support privatisation.
Dr Gallop: The philosophy is bred of necessity.
Mr LEWIS: I should call it ideology.
Dr Gallop: I am a materialist, not an idealist.
Mr LEWIS: The Minister might be, but he is abandoning the social doctrine he should
embrace and is moving to the right and trying to steal the clothing of the free enterprise
parties.
We support the privatisation and therefore the Bill. I have reservations, as does the member
for Avon, about what will happen with the shambles, the skeleton, the white bones that are
left to become the social insurance group known as ICWA. Whilst the legislation regarding
the privatisation of the SGIO does not necessarily have to proceed with the other legislation
on the Notice Paper relating to the ether side of the deal, it is incumbent upon the Minister to
explain to the Assembly how he will resolve the problems relating to capital that currently
rests in the SGIC, and how he is going to address the $838 million worth of outstanding
claims that are posted as contingent liabilities on the 1992 balance sheet? Those are matters
about which he should be advising the Legislative Assembly. However unfortunately, the
Government's need for money is such that it will blunder on and try to get what little money
it can by an impetuous float which I do not believe will eventuate because, fortunately,
insufficient time remains before the election. However, what the Government may do is put
in place, via the underwriters, a date that will commit an incoming Government to it, rather
than suffering a large payout to the underwriters if that float is aborted. I would like to think
the Government will be able to explain to the Legislative Assembly what it is going to do
with the other side of the equation. How can ICWA survive? What is its business plan and
what are the true figures?
There is probably little more for me to say other than to implore the Government to hasten
slowly, not race in on the basis of the need for money, think it through, look to the market,
ask itself if it were its company would it sell it into this market, and ask itself whether the
State's insurance company which everyone in Western Australia identifies with should be
protected so its management and a fair lick of its equity resides in the west.
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [10.18 pm]: It is pretty obvious what the outcome of the vote
on the S010 Privatisation Bill will be. However, recognising that even though only a few
people may vote against this proposition, it is worth outlining some of the arguments because
whatever anybody says, a significant section of the community including the Labor
community, many in the ranks of caucus, the Labor Party and the union movement are
strongly philosophically opposed to this move. The Minister indicated that this Government
is pragmatic.
Dr Gallop: in the true sense of the wond.
Dr ALEXANDER: What is the true sense of the word?
Dr Gallop: Have you read the philosophy of the pragmatist?
Dr ALEXANDER: No, I have not.
Dr Gallop: You should read it.
Dr ALEXANDER: What else should I read?
Dr Gallop: Just start with that.
Dr ALEXANDER: I am sorry I have not had the benefit of the Minister's stream of
education. I could tell him to read the planning theory to do with the operation of the land
market. Let us not get into the game of one-upmanship.
Dr Gallop: I am not.
Several members interjected.
Dr ALEXANDER: The Minister did not listen to what I had to say. He takes pleasure in the
use of the word "pragmatism" and he attaches a deeper, philosophical meaning to the word
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than others do. The standard dictionary definition refers, firstly, to expediency and,
secondly, to a decision based on the circumstances at the time.
Dr Gallop: The second one is better than the first.
Dr ALEXANDER: It may not fit the Minister's definition. It is the connotation of the word
"pragmatic".

Dr Gallop: We are not doing this for expediency.
Dr ALEXANDER: The Minister could have fooled me. I have been told that the State
Government will gain something between $20 million and $30 million from the Federal
Government through this arrangement. I would like to know whether that is the case and, if
it is, when the money will flow into the Government's coffers. Will it be when the Bill is
passed or when the sale is transacted? That, among other things, seems to lend some weight
to the argument that this sale is based on expediency.
When this issue was first raised by the current Deputy Premier about two years ago the
member for Morley and 1, among others, raised Protests about that prospect. We were hastily
assured by the Cabinet hierarchy that it was floating an idea and was not serious about it and
that we should not worry because it would not be sold off. The Labor conferences and
meetings I attended at that time were told the same thing; it was a possibility, but so vague
that it was nothing to worry about. In 1991, as the member for Eyre has pointed out in the
Press on several occasions, the State conference of the Labor Party inserted a resolution into
the State platform - I am sure the Minister would be well aware of it - calling on the
Government to reaffirm and ensure that any changes to the structure and operation of
Government trading enterprises would not facilitate later moves to privatisation. A few
months after that conference we had a proposal to privatise one of the major trading
enterprises. If a conference resolution is passed it indicates there is a significant section of
opinion within the Labor Party opposed to this privatisation.
Mr Court: The member for Eyre does not like it.
Dr ALEXANDER: He certainly does not and neither do many of his colleagues.
Mr Court: If that is the case, why is he not here tonight?
Dr ALEXANDER: Yes, where is he? It is disappointing he is not here to express his
opinion. I am told by very reliable sources that the State executive did not properly debate
this issue and it was not properly debated in the State Labor Party Caucus.
Mr Court: They would not allow the motion to get up at the State executive.
Dr ALEXANDER: Quite so. As far as I can see this decision has been made in the same
manner as many of the recent Government decisions which forced me to reassess my
position in the party and ultimately resign. It is a classic example of a top down decision
made by a few in Cabinet and forced on the party and, for reasons of solidarity and not
wanting to be seen to add to the Government's problems, party members are forced to
support it, even though they are undoubtedly philosophically opposed to it. The few
remaining critics in the ranks are branded as traitors wanting to create trouble and give the
Government an even worse name in the community. I remember that process going on for
many years.
Dr Gallop: That is not true.
Dr ALEXANDER: The Minister will find that it is if he talks to his colleagues.
Dr Gallop: People who do not agree with it have a right to their point of view.
Dr ALEXANDER: Fine, but it appears that the so-called democratic decision making
structures of the party have not been properly observed in this case as in many others. I find
it regrettable that a decision to privatise one of the State's most powerful and long standing
financial institutions is made on the basis of partial discussion. Even if the final outcome
through the party processes had not been any different, I would still make that point.
I come now to the issue before the House. The member for Cottesloe has said that there are
many good reasons to support privatisation as a principle. Of course, such a statement
depends on one's philosophical position. While the member for Cottesloe has data which
shows that companies privatised in the United Kingdom have suddenly become much more
efficient, he did not refer to what happens to the question of equity in the name of efficiency.
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Mr Court: You do not want to go back to a communist system where the State owns all the
assets, do you?
Dr ALEXANDER: I am not talking about that sort of system; I am talking about a system
which sees the Government as an active participant in the marketplace, and that is not
communism.
Mr Court: You know that when you did Your windows into industry all the WA Inc
debacle -

Dr ALEXANDER: L am not talking about that either.
Mr Court: The Stare lost hundreds of millions of dollars.
Dr ALEXANDER: Yes, and it is a tragedy for which we will all pay for many years. Be
that as it may, that venture into the marketplace was based on a philosophy which had
nothing to do with the provision of service which those companies, particularly the 5010
and the SCIC, stood for, it was raiding their funds for use in other ways.
Mr Court: I accept that. They failed because of incompetent Ministers and advisers who
influenced the directors of those organisations.
Dr ALEXANDER: 1 am not sure whether they were incompetent to begin with, but they
ended up with a problem on their hands.
There is a place for the Government in certain financial markets, particularly in a small State
like Western Australia where we are trying to retain company control in Perth as the capital
of this State. It goes without saying that the best way to retain the head office of the 5010,
or whatever it becomes, in Perth is to retain that company in State ownership. That is one
very legitimate reason for keeping some degree of State control over the SGlO.
Another factor which has not been properly considered is the impact on the work force and
this is an issue I raised earlier. In a time of high and rising unemployment when people are
finding it difficult to find different career opportunities it is unfair to be potentially adding to
that problem, even though some people will be redeployed in other Government departments.
People will have difficulty if they want to enter the employment market at a later stage. It
makes no sense, from an equity point of view, to be chasing efficiency to a point that we are
selling off a State institution for dubious gains, as the member for Morley pointed out, with a
serious impact on part of the existing work force in that organisation.
In assessing this situation it is quite clear this Bill will pass through the Parliament.

Mr Shave: It is a capitalist cancer that has gone through the ALP.
Dr ALEXANDER: That is one way of describing it. There is no doubt that those in charge
of the legislation are very keen on this Bill being passed. While some members of the
Liberal Party say that Government Ministers are not really serious about privatisation, if they
sat around the table with them they would find that the philosophical differences between
them are not as great as they would imagine.
Mr Ripper: Only too serious.
Dr ALEXANDER: Quite so. It is a matter of regret that on this particular question we have
in the Parliament such a degree of agreement between the two major parties that the
alternative viewpoint is almost squeezed out altogether. I am sure the final vote on this Bill
will not reflect the wider public opinion on this issue, even though it might be accepted for a
whole range of reasons that the public by and large will support this privatisation. I do not
think the reference to public opinion is a legitimate argument in a situation where a
Government trading enterprise is in deep financial difficulty. As the member for Applecross
pointed out, this must be one of the reasons contributing to the plan to sell it at present,
bearing in mind that 12 to 18 months ago there was no active plan - at least we were assured
that was the case - to sell this or any other State trading enterprise. I emphasise that there is a
degree of support within the community, particularly within the Labor voting community, for
retaining the 5010 in public ownership. I think the Government has a duty to recognise that
and not simply to pretend that only one or two voices in the Labor Party are against this
legislation.
I also quickly refer to the golden share arrangement, as I will not participate in the
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Committee debate, to say it is at least one way, if a decision is made to sell the organisation,
that there might be some prospect of retaining ownership in Western Australia. Whether or
not this company performs well in the marketplace - I imagine that under the stewardship of
the directors to be appointed to the new board it is likely to do that - the chance of its
remaining in Western Australia beyond the initial two years at the most is very slim indeed.
As the member for Cotteslce and others have pointed out, head offices in Western Australia,
particularly in the financial sector, are very rare indeed. All major financial institutions,
apart from those under the ownership of State Governments operating in Western Australia,
have their headquarters elsewhere. It is only a matter of time, particularly if the company is
successful, before it will relocate its head office from Perth to Sydney, Melbourne or even
overseas. Fighting that type of national or international move is very difficult but if there
could be some legislative means of ensuring the head office remained in Western Australia, I
would certainly support it. I do not believe that the financial community has a viable
argument in saying it will affect the share price. I was interested in that part of the member
for Cottesloc's argument in which he seemed to be showing fairly conclusively that it was
possible to sell Government enterprises without affecting their trading performance or the
sale price and yet impose restrictions on their operation which might in this case, for
instance, ensure the head office remained in a particular place. If the organisation is sold - as
regrettably seems inevitable - there is a range of reasons why every move possible should be
made to retain the head office in Western Australia. Over the past 10 years the degree of
centralisation of office location in Sydney, in particular at a national level, has increased
markedly. Western Australia has been on the losing end of that process in nearly every case.
It can be seen from a map of the location of head offices of any sector, but particularly the
financial sector, that the dot representing Perth's proportion is almost invisible while the
circle representing Sydney and Melbourne's share is disproportionately large. That has been
the case for a long time. Western Australia has never had a significant share of national
company offices, particularly in the finance sector. Should this sale go ahead, once the two
year restriction on the ownership of share capital runs out it is almost inevitable, given the
financial realities of the Australian marketplace, that the head office will gravitate eastwards,
if not offshore. We have a duty to make sure that that does not occur.

Mir C.J. Barnett interjected.
Dr ALEXANDER: It will be taken over by a national or international organisation which
would see it in its interests to have the head office closer to the centre of financial action than
Perth is. It was once the dream of the Labor Government to see Perth as a new financial
centre in South East Asia. Time has told that at the moment it is an unrealistic dream.
However, the retention of head offices of this sort in the west would at least mean that there
was some possibility of that dream being pursued in the future.

Mr Court: It should not be an unrealistic dream because there is a lot in common and as we
are on the same time basis it makes a lot of sense.

Dr ALEXANDER: That is true, but Singapore, Jakarta, Hong Kong and Tokyo will remain
the major financial centres in South East Asia, and Perth will always be a minor player.
Mr Court: You say 'remain" but they were not financial centres 20 years ago. It has
happened only recently and there is no reason we cannot get our act together.

Dr ALEXANDER: There may be no reason, but it seems to take a long time for that to
occur. However, retaining the head office of this company, even though it may make only a
small contribution in the overall South East Asian scene to that type of objective, would help
improve Perth's diminishing financial status in the national and international field. I strongly
oppose the legislation. It is a matter of regret that the Government has introduced it at this
stage. Should the Minister be correct in saying that the legislation sets up a framework to be
used at some future date, there is no reason to pass the legislation now. In future, not just the
Labor Governiment but also many other people in the community will have cause to regret
this decision.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Minister assisting the Treasurer) [10.38 pm]: I take this
opportunity to thank those who have contributed to this important debate. We have proposed
to this Parliament that the State of Western Australia move out of the general insurance
business, not by a direct sale to another company but by creating a new Western Australian
company that can be owned and controlled in Western Australia and, through its strong
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performance, become a leading company in Western Australia and beyond. Should that
performance be as good as we hope it will be, it could spread its influence to other parts of
the country. It is important legislation and it is important that the Parliament reflects upon
the issues of concern.
Three different positions have been put in the second reading debate on the legislation.
Firstly, I refer to the comments of the members for Morley and Perth who in essence put a
philosophical position of opposition to the privatisation of this Government trading
enterprise. I notice that in response to certain questions that came to the members for Morley
and Perth, they acknowledged that they did not feel public ownership of everything in our
community was a good thing; they simply said we needed to have same Government
intervention in the economy.

Mr Court: That is the speech you gave five years ago.
Dr GALLOP: Not at all.

Mr Court: Then it was four years ago.
Dr GALLOP: I will say exactly the same thing now. The reality is that a line must be drawn
and occasionally that line must be redrawn between the public and private sectors. It seems
to me that the area of traditional Labor Government commitment that has not been carried
through as well as it ought to have been in recent years is the area of public regulation of the
processes of industry and commerce. Indeed, we have seen many weaknesses in our
regulatory system. This is where I would put my priorities. We have also seen Labor
Governments moving to privatise some activities. It is my view that that does not represent a
betrayal of the principle but merely a redrawing of the boundaries in acknowledgment of the
changed circumstances of the 1990s.
The members for Perth and Morley must accept that one cannot simply attack this legislation
on the basis that it represents privatisation. One has to produce a more sophisticated
argument why this Government and this Parliament ought not to allow a particular public
asset to go out into the private marketplace on the basis of a public float. Why should that
not happen? That question has not been answered by either the member for Morley or the
member for Perth.
The second position put on this legislation came from the National Party. Its position is, in
effect, that the parliament does not have enough information. The National Party did not
reject the philosophy of privatisation of the insurance company. I think the member for
Avon said he supported it. However, it says it does not have enough information and
therefore we need to delay this legislation in order to get that information. I put to the
Parliament that if we look at the three crucial areas of information needed to make a proper
decision on an issue like this they are already available to us.
The first bit of information one needs to know is what are the overall liabilities of the State of
Western Australia and how does it carry those liabilities. In other words, what is the overall
position of the State's debt and the way in which that position is translated - in this instance
into the form of an asset such as an insurance company functioning in the marketplace? We
need to weigh that up against the other needs Western Australia has for capital to determine
whether we ought to be in that business.
The second bit of information we need relates to the performance of the insurance company,
the SGlO. Of course, we have its annual reports for that. The third bit of information we
need relates to the insurance market generally both in Western Australia and nationally.
On each of those issues - the State's debt position, the performance of the 5010 and its
potential performance, and the analysis of the insurance market here and nationally - we have
the information to make a judgment about whether it is a good thing to keep the general
insurance side of the SGIC's business, which is the SGlO, in the hands of the State of
Western Australia. We have had plenty of time to make a judgment about this. The initial
decision was made at the beginning of the year. The specific decision on the float was made
half way through the year. Members of Parliament have had plenty of time to work out their
position on all those questions.
The National Party also raised the question of the report by Bankers Trust Australia Ltd.
Members opposite have acknowledged that they have had a full briefing on all of these
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matters. It is certainly my position as Minister that I allow the Opposition to be briefed on
all matters in my portfolio area. I believe that Bankers Trust and representatives from the
SGIQ privatisation committee have outlined the background to the report from Bankers Trust
and have pointed out that what it did was provide an estimate of what was the likely sale
price of the SGlO if sold directly or floated.
Bankers Trust looked at the proposed strategy for achieving those objectives and gave views
on who the prospective buyers might be and what were the advantages and disadvantages of
various strategies. In those briefings it stressed that confidentiality for the figures in that
report was crucial. If details of that sort of pricing leaked out in an unauthorised manner
because the media was not aware of exactly what would be floated there would be a danger
of adverse media comment which could taint the issue. It is important for pricing
information to be released as part of an overall picture so that both the media and prospective
investors have relevant facts on which to base a view. If the market moves in one direction
in favour of getting a better price than estimated somehow out there in the marketplace, it
may mean that the State of Western Australia, through the SOIC, will not earn from this asset
the return its sale ought to earn. Therefore, it was not appropriate for that information to go
out into the community. Of course, there was a secondary factor relating to the timing of that
information in the report which was prepared earlier this year. A lot of events occurred
between then and now and the sorts of figures arrived at would have to be adjusted to the
changing circumstances. In summary, the report by Bankers Trust was made to the
Government about specific issues related to its decision to privatise this body.

A decision on whether this body should be privatised needs to be made on the basis of all the
public information available on State debt, the present performance and potential
performance of the SGlO, and an analysis of the insurance market. It would not be
appropriate for the BT report, which was derivative of the fundamental decision to privatise,
to be released publicly. It would be like a major sporting team releasing its strategy to the
opposition before a major game. Such a move could have serious consequences for their
ability to win that game. The BT report is a report to Government to help it carry out its in
principle position to privatise. I think members of the National Party are capable enough
with the public information available to them to support or not to support this legislation.

The other thing that the National Party seemed to want was a guarantee about what the future
may hold. I am afraid that none of us can give that particular guarantee. In politics, as in
business, the major issues are matters for judgment and a degree of guesswork, backed up by
the best information available, a situation which always faces those involved in business and
politics.

Mr Court: This speech is becoming a worry.

Dr GALLOP: I think it is a truism. These are matters for judgment.

Mr Court: But not for guesswork.

Dr GALLOP: I did not say guesswork, I said guesswork based upon the best information
available.

Mr Court: So it is informed guesswork, is it?

Dr GALLOP: Absolutely. The Liberal Party supports this legislation but raised a number of
issues I will address. First, it heralded the fact that it will be moving an amendment which
will make the 15 per cent limit on shareholding a permanent feature of the SGlO's existence
in the marketplace. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition spoke generally about the question
of a golden share and outlined his view about how it might be possible to have a golden share
that would not contradict the good, free market principles that are behind the privatisation
process. He only raised those issues by way of general debate and did not indicate that any
specific proposal would be put forward; the Opposition may be thinking about doing that at
some future date. The problem is that to introduce into this legislation some sort of special
rights issue -

Mr C.J. Barnett: Not an issue.

Dr GALLOP: To introduce a special tights share that would somehow restrict the future
options in respect of this company would -

Mr Court: You just said you will keep the 15 per cent limit imposed.
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Dr GALLOP: I have riot got to chat. I amr raising the issues relative to a golden share. To
introduce into this legislation some concept like that would provide to the marketplace a
signal that somehow the Government still wanted to be involved in this business. It is the
view of many that that would detract from the share value that could be received from this
float, it certainly would not be viewed favourably by the Stock Exchange, and it might be
possible that the Stock Exchange would cake a very negative view of such a golden share.
Mr Court: We will give you another view. If the Stock Exchange sees some means of
floating off a number of Government corporations, it will become flexible.
Dr GALLOP: That is the Leader of the Opposition's view on the subject. However, in a
sense it is irrelevant anyway, because the type of golden share concept which was hinted at
by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is not before us as a specific proposal, but he did
raise it as a matter of general argument. What was proposed specifically was the issue of a
shareholding restriction, and we can deal with that at the Committee stage.
Mr Court: Tell us your view now.
Dr GALLOP: The difficulty that I have with that proposal is that it detracts from the market
process which should apply in respect of this private company, and it could become a
mechanism by which the management could become quite lazy. The potential threat of
takeover that exists in the marker is obviously a strong incentive for management to keep its
act together. I know that the proposed directors of this company would much prefer to base
their strength in the marketplace, and the Western Australian basis of this company in the
marketplace, on their performance as directors and managers of this organisation, and they
are confident that they will be able to carry that organisation. T'herefore, the two reasons that
we oppose the amendment are, firstly, that it will detract from the value of the company in
the float situation and, secondly, that it will take away from the new company a degree of
incentive for it to operate and perform effectively in the marketplace.
The second issue that the Liberal Party raised, quite legitimately, was timing; and the
member for Applecross urged the Government to hasten slowly. Lots of things must be done
in order for the float of the SGIO to occur. Some of those things have been done already.
We must identify, of course, precisely what we will sell. We have done that, and it is
indicated in the legislation. We must get this legislation through the Parliament, which will
in effect corporatise the SGIO in the first instance by setting up SGIO Insurance Limited.
We must apply for the tax compensation payments from the Commonwealth; and that is in
process. We must obtain approval from the Insurance and Superannuation Commission for
SGIO Insurance Limited to trade; and, of course, currently the SGbO conducts itself in the
marketplace according to the rules laid down by the ISC. We must appoint the underwriters;
and that has been done. J.B. Were & Son, Bain & Co Investor Services Ltd, and the two
largest Perth brokers - Hartley Poynton Ltd and Porter Weston Ltd- have been appointed.
We must then decide on the pricing and timing of the sale. I assure all members of this
Parliament that the decision about that matter will be made on the best advice available and
will not be based on any political agenda of the Government.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Hopefully you will not be making the decision.
Dr GALLOP: It will not be based on any political agenda of the Government.
The third issue that was raised was in respect of the Insurance Commission of Western
Australia legislation. A number of Liberal Party members asked the question: What will be
the implications of the float for the remaining business of the State Government Insurance
Commission, which is to become ICWA? It is important to note that many members
opposite have failed to acknowledge that we have here an asset called the SGIO, which is
currently a subsidiary company of the SCIC, and that when that company is floated, a
portion of the moneys that will be raised will go into the capital structure of the new
company so that it will have a proper solvency margin to meet a of the requirements set by
the market and the Federal Insurance Commission. Of course, we will want a very healthy
solvency margin. The fees and expenses associated with the float will -

Mr Court: What are you looking at, roughly, for the fees?
Dr GAJLLOP: I will answer that question later.
Finally, the proceeds will go into the general funds of the SGIC. Therefore, in the first
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instance, the SGIC will receive the proceeds of that process. The Premier has made it clear
that there will be a division, and that some of those funds will go into the SGTC to enable it
to get a return on what has been one of its own investments and to improve its current
investment portfolio, and a pardion will go into paying off State debt.
The SGIC, which will become ICWA. will need a lot of hard work on the pant of its staff. It
will need good management from its board. It will also receive pant of the proceeds of this
float to assist it to return to surplus.
Mr Wiese: That is a fairy story!
Dr GALLOP: The member can say aUl of those things, but as a Minister my responsibility is
to face the facts. The facts cannot be rewritten, The SGlO is currently a subsidiary of the
SGIC, and there is no way that the implicit argument of the member for Avon can make any
sense at all; namely, that the 5010 in the marketplace can be some sort of cash cow for the
SOIC. The SGIO has to compete in a tough marketplace to earn its returns.
Mr Court: Can I tell you that the tragedy of all this is that the Motor Vehicle Insurance Trust
was a well run organisation -

Dr GALLOP: The Leader of the Opposition has told us what he thinks is the tragedy. There
is no relevance to that proposition. The question of where these assets finish up and whether
it is better to sell this asset must be confronted, and there is no way in which those facts can
be ignored. It seems that the implicit argument of the member for Avon is that somehow the
facts can be rewritten by some magical process of fiddling the accounts. I cannot understand
his point of view.
The central question we have to ask is should the State of Western Australia have a general
insurance company.
Mr Court: We should have about four.
Dr GALLOP: The Government moved initially to corporatise the body and then decided that
the better alternative would be to privatise.
Mr Wiese: To flog it!
Dr GALLOP: Not to flog it but to make it a new Western Australian company. On this side
of the House we have a positive view about the future of the company. We want SGIO
Insurance Limited to succeed. It will have an excellent board of directors, and with their
general supervision, the experience of the staff, and its tradition in the marketplace, it can
succeed. The central reason the Government made the decision to privatise is that in looking
at our fundamental requirements in the areas of health, education and welfare put alongside
the requirements of 5010 Insurance Limited to have adequate capital to expand and compete
against other private insurance companies, it was better to raise the capital in the private
marketplace to give it the freedom to move and develop. Therefore we will see a new
company emerge, based and succeeding in Western Australia and, we hope, spreading from
Western Australia to other parts of the country in the same way as other great Western
Australian companies have been able to do. That is a question of judgment that every
Government must answer. In answering that question the judgment of the Government was
that the time was right to move in the direction of privatisation.
Mr Wiese: At the bottom of the market.
Dr GALLOP: The member has not listened to what I said about the question of timing.
Mr Wiese: I am listening with bated breath because I have not heard a story like this for
years.
Dr GALLOP: What is now required in the privacisation process which is clearly agreed upon
by the vast majority in this Chamber, and in this Parliament generally, is that certainty should
apply. The community needs to know from this Parliament the course of action that will be
set for the insurance company. The potential shareholders in the company need to know that
we are moving in the direction of privatisation. Very importantly, the staff need to know that
this process will be carried through. We have a responsibility to give certainty to the
community, to the staff and to the marketplace for the future of this insurance company. An
offer has been put to the staff about future employment. About 60 per cent have agreed to
the offer and of course those remaining will stay within the public sector. We made an
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important concession to the staff who have been negotiating the issue through the Civil
Service Association. The offer was that within a two year period -

Mr Wiese: It will be flogged.

Dr GALLOP: The member is pathetic! Within a two year period if any of the employees of
5010 Insurance Limited are made redundant they can return to the public sector. That was
an important concession we made to the staff about their position. Ultimately the decision to
go 5010 Insurance Limited is a decision to go to the private marketplace. Those employees
who do not wish to make that choice can stay within the Government system. That is a
responsible decision on this all important question of staffing.
The Leader of the Opposition raised a number of questions which I can now answer. First,
he asked: What would be the issued capital of 5010 Insurance Limited? The issued capital
will be determined closer to the float; I can say, however, that they will be $1 shares. The
advice that comes through is that it is not prudent to try to price the sale price of a company
at its float when the float is some time away. That matter will be determined.
The second question was: What will be the estimated cost of fees to the consultants? The
best estimate we have is that about six per cent of the proceeds will flow through to the
consultants.
Mr Court: I knew we were in the wrong business.
Dr GALLOP: The Leader of the Opposition would have been in the right business as a
consultant if he had been in New South Wales. The Government had consultants in the
process by which 010 was floated and so did the board. The amount of expenses involved
was significant. One of the points that the New South Wales Minister made to me in private
advice on this question when I met with him earlier this year was that it was much better to
have one set of advisers involved in the process. That has been the way we have proceeded.
We believe that about six per cent of the proceeds with flow to the consultants, and that
includes underwriting, advertising, legal, actuarial, accounting and financial advisory costs.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Does it include the advisers already used?
Dr GALLOP: Yes.
Mr Court: You will have advisers hanging from the ceiling.
Dr GALLOP: That will be a matter for the public record. We took advice from the New
South Wales Government on that aspect, and we have proceeded in a way that will be much
more cost efficient for the Government.
Another question was: Why has the Bankers Trust report not been released to members of
Parliament? The two fundamental factors were, first, that it was effectively strategic advice
to Government, which had already made a decision to privatise. Second, public knowledge
of the financial information in the report could severely jeopardise the return that the State
could make from selling this body. There are examples from other countries where advice
starts to circulate in the marketplace about the estimated price and that solidifies into a price;
then it becomes hard for the market to look upon an organisation in any other terms. There is
also advice from floats in other countries that where the estimate is kept confidential to the
Government a significant amount of extra money may be achieved in the marketplace when
the market comes to judge the value of the organisation. So, it would be extremely foolish of
the Government to release an estimated price before agreements had been finalised with the
underwriters about the market.
The fourth question by the Leader of the Opposition was: Would the Office of Mobility be
able to handle the estimated 200 to 250 SGlO staff who are to be redeployed in the public
sector? It is a bit early to say exactly how many redeployees theme will be or to comment on
the timing of that redeployment. An offer has gone out and about 60 per cent of staff have
accepted the offer. One important reason for getting this legislation through Parliament is to
provide certainty so that the staff can make a judgment on the basis of knowing this
Parliament wants the float to go ahead. We cannot say precisely how many people will
eventually accept the offer to pass over to the new company. If they do not, they can be
redeployed within the Government sector. This will provide some degree of work for the
Office of Mobility, previously the Office of Redeployment. I will be pressing my colleagues
in the Government to ensure adequate resources for the body to carry out the functions that it
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does extremely well. Indeed, already staff are being redeployed at the SGlO in a very
effective manner.
Mr Court: When did they start calling it the Office of Mobility?
Dr GALLOP: I am sorry, I cannot answer that.
The fifth question was: If the SOIC offered a special voluntary redundancy or retraining
package to these staff, what would be the estimated cost of the wages associated and
expenses incurred while the Office of Mobility endeavoured to find persons positions within
the Public Service? It is a matter of redeploying staff to other Government departments, and
until they become permanent employees the cost is met by the SOIC. As we are not sure of
the precise number of staff involved, what the timing will be or how long it will be before
they become permanent employees, it is difficult to answer the question.
The next question was: After taking into account all costs and the reported $40 million from
the float to be retained by the 5010 as part of its capital, what will be the net monetary return
to the SOIC on the sale of the 5010? Following the float the amount involved will ensure
that 5010 Insurance Limited has a good capital level to conduct its business; we want a good
solvency margin. The advice we had already received in respect of corporatisation was to
increase the solvency margin by way of an effective capital base; we will do the same in this
case. We are looking to provide sufficient capital to meet those ends, and the figure will be
determined independently by the actuary on the basis of financial consultants.
Dr Alexander interjected.
Dr GALLOP: The matter of tax compensation is to be negotiated with the Federal
Government. The matter is already the subject of a parliamentary question from the member
for Avon. Usually with tax compensation agreements the State Government debt is reduced
by the sum involved by the Commonwealth. Therefore, we will not be looking at a bonanza
for the Consolidated Revenue Fund, but a reduction in State debt.
It is expected that the Commonwealth Government will make the payment shortly after the
sale of the SGo. However, this depends upon the passing of this Bill and its receiving the
Royal Assent. The payment of the tax compensation may require an Appropriation Bill to
pass through the Federal Parliament. We are currently discussing the matter with the
Commonwealth, and it is important for those negotiations that this legislation is passed so we
can proceed with a degree of certainty. Knowing the way the Commonwealth Treasury
operates we need to ensure that the State will receive a proper return for the lost revenue
which will result from the privatisation. Following privatisation the income tax stream will
go to the Commonwealth rather than the State of Western Australia.
Mr Court: When will the first payment come through?
Dr GALLOP: Usually the sale takes place and then the payment is made by way of
reduction in State debt to the Commonwealth.
In conclusion, it is always a matter of judgment on determining whether an asset should be
sold. It was an easy judgment regarding the selling of the Sentosa development - I say that to
satisfy the Leader of the Opposition! We received a good price for that development.
Nix Court: You broke even on it.
Dr GALLOP: We received a good price for the asset, but losses had been incurred earlier
because of the process of contracting out some of the work.
Mr Court: I'm sorry, but you lost money.
Dr GALLOP: No, we did not. We received back the money that we had put into it.
Several members interjected.
Dr GALLOP: However, that was an easy judgment to make. The decision is much more
difficult with this insurance company. Ultimately, a responsible Government which cares for
the ordinary people who vote for it, for the overall level of State liability, and believes that
insurance companies should be able to compete properly in the marketplace, will make a
decision for privatisation. This was a pragmatic decision in the true and significant sense of
the word. It was appropriate in the circumstances of the rime to adopt this proposition. We
will ensure that the proceeds that will result from this float will flow partly to the Insurance
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Commission of Western Australia and partly through to the State by way of debt reduction.
The time is right to provide certainty for the community, the SGTO staff and potential
shareholders of what will become an important player in the Western Australian private
marketplace.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

As to Committee Stage

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Minister assisting the Treasurer) 1 11. 18 pm]: I move -

That the Speaker do now leave the Chair and that the House do resolve itself into a
Committee of the Whole for the purposes of considering the Bill.

Amendment to Motion

MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) 111. 19 pm]: Mr Speaker, I move -

To delete all words after "That" and substitute the following -

the House will on this day three months resolve itself into a Committee on this
Bill.

Division

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Dr Alexander
Mr CJ. Barnett
Mr Bloftwitch
Dr Constable
Mr Court

Mrs Beggs
Mr Cunningham
Dr Edwards
Dr Gallop
Mr Grill

Mr Cowan
Mr Donovan
Mrs Edwardes
Mr Grayden
Mr Kierath

Mrs Henderson
Mr Kobelke
Mr Leaky
Mr McGinty
Mr Pearce

Ayes (19)

Mr Lewis
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omnodei
Mr Shave
Mr Strickland

Noes (18)
Mr Read
Mr Ripper
Mr DL. Smith
Mr P3. Smith
Mr Taylor

Mr Trenorden
Mr Fred Tubby
Mi Wiese
Mr Bradshaw (Teller)

Mr Thompson
Dr Watson
Mrs Watkins (Teller)

Pairs
Mr Ainsworth
Dr Turnbull
Mr House
Mr Blaikie
Mr Watt
Mr Clarko
Mr MacKinnon
Mr MeNe
Mr Minson
Mr Kiemibh

Amendment thus passed.

Mr Wilson
Mr Bridge
Mr Troy
Mr Riebe ling
Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Graham
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough
Mr Thomas
Mr Catarnia

MOTION - STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION
SGlO Privatisation Bill, Rescinding the Vote on Amendment

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Leader of the House) [11.26 pm]: In view of the fact that a
member who was paired voted in the division, I move, without notice -

That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as is necessary to enable
consideration forthwith of the following motion -
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That the vote taken by the House on the amendment to the committal of the
SGIO Privatisation Bill be rescinded.

MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [11.27 pm]: Mr Speaker, I can
understand the dilemma that is facing the major parties because of the conventions we have
involving pains. It has been made very clear in the speeches that have been delivered to this
place by my colleague the member for Avon that the National Party has a very clear position
on this. Having achieved that position it is not something that we will relinquish lightly. As
a consequence of this motion I have no doubt at all that the purpose would be to resubmit the
Bill in contravention of Standing Order 263, which reads -

If the House resolves "that this House wilt on this day three months (or six months or
other time after the probable duration of the Session) resolve itself in Committee in
this Bill" the same Bill cannot be re-introduced in the same Session.

Mr Pearce: That is why the Leader of the House moved to suspend Standing Orders.
Mr COWAN: The Government is improving, because that is what I said. Clearly the
National Party has achieved a delay in the privatisation of the SGIO.
Mr Taylor: Through quite extraordinary circumstances.
Dr Gallop: Through a trick.
Mr Taylor: Not through a trick.
Mr COWAN: I accept the comment of the Deputy Premier that they are extraordinary
circumstances. There is no trick.
Dr Gallop: I am not saying it was deliberate.
Mr COWAN: The Minister assisting the Treasurer should get off his lectern.
As we have achieved our position by the previous division, the National Party is strongly
opposed to the motion to suspend so much of the Standing Orders and will vote against it.
MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [1 1.29 pm]:
Although the Liberal Party has gret sympathy with the position put by the National Party,
what happened was unfortunate. It was an innocent error. The Liberal Party accepts
responsibility for it and thinks the matter should be put to the vote under the correct rules of
pairing. The Liberal Party therefore supports the motion to suspend the Standing Orders.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [ 11.30 pm]: Nobody would like to delay this Bill as much as
the member for Perth and I and, obviously, the members of the National Party. However,
there comes a time when one must accept the arithmetic of this place and I do not think I can
live with a result that advantaged the argument I have been putting all night on the basis of
contrived arithmetic by accident or otherwise. The arithmetic of this place is that the
member for Darling Range was on the other side of the House; we were on this side and that
would normally have given the Speaker a casting vote. That would have resolved the matter.
Nothing would please me more than to stop what I think is a most unacceptable.
inappropriate implementation by a Labor Government which is contrary to its platform.
However, I cannot support preservation of that position for me on the basis of arithmetic
which accidentally and, opportunistically, went wrong. I therefore support the position of the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition and vote for the motion.

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

Ayes (33)
Dr Alexander Mrs Edwardes Mr Nicholls Mr Taylor
Mr CiJ. Barnett Dr Gallop Mr Omodei Mr Thompson
Mrs Beggs Mr Grayden Mr Pearce Mr Fred Tubby
Mr Eloffwitcb Mr Gril Mr Read Dr Watson
Dr Constable Mrs Henderson Mr Ripper Mr Bradshaw (Teller)
Mr Court Mr Kobeilce Mr Shave Mrs Watkins (Teller)
My Cunningham Mr Leahy Mr DiL. Smith
Mr Donovan Mr Lewis Mr PJ. Smith
Dr Edwards Mr Mcinty Mr Strickland
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Noes (3)
Mr Cowan Mr Wiese Mr Trvnordcn (Teller)

Question thus passed with an absolute majority.
On motion by Mr Ripper (Leader of the House), resolved -

That the vote taken by the House on the amendment to the committal of the SGO
Privatisation Bill be rescinded.

The SPEAKER: By rescinding the vote we are now back to the motion moved by the Leader
of the National Parry to delete all words after the word "That".
Question put and negatived.

5010 PRIVATISATION BILL
Committee

The Chairman of Committees (Dr Alexander) in the Chair, Dr Gallop (Minister assisting the
Treasurer) in charge of the Bill.
Clause 1 put and passed.
Clause 2: Commencement -

Mr COURT: Clause 2 relates to the process that the National Party just went through. The
National Party wanted to delay the legislation for some months. Our amendment would have
led to the legislation being proclaimed in March next year. The Minister has informed me
that, effectively, my amendment would have stopped the carporarisation of the organisation.
I will not be moving that amendment because the point has been made ahready and we are
keen for the float to occur after the next election. It could well be that, following the
practical process, that will be the case; that is, by the time everything is done, the next
election will have been held. Will the Minister give an indication of the Government's
proposal? When will the float actually take place and what sort of timing is the Government
envisaging? Opposition members indicated in the parry room that they were keen for it to
occur after the next election. They believe that is appropriate timing.

Dr GALLOP: First, we have received advice to the effect that it would not be appropriate to
go for a float before Christmas. Secondly, unfortunately like most members of Parliament, I
am not aware of when the election will be held. However, the Government's view is that it
would not be appropriate to have the float process occur during an election. Itris difficult for
me to say when the float will occur.
Mr Court: So it will be done between I and 6 January.
Dr GALLOP: No. As the Leader of the Opposition knows, this Parliament can stay in place
until early next May and we are taking advice on the appropriate time for us to float the
company. However, we agree that it would not be appropriate to float it during an election
campaign.

Mr COURT: That goes a long way to answering my question: It will not be floated before
Christmas and it will not be floated during an election campaign. Therefore, it is likely to be
floated after an election.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 4 to 7 put and passed.
Clause 8: Statement to be prepared -
Mr COURT: What is the process through which the split and the values are assigned in
relation to assets and liabilities? What sort of preliminary work is being done now and in the
lead up to the statement being prepared? Who will make the final decision on the split?
Dr GALLOP: The assets and liabilities that will go across are all of those of the corporation
currently, less life and inwards reinsurance. Ultimately, the decision about what that make-
up will be will be made by the Treasurer, as indicated in the legislation. The current annual
accounts will be the platform from which the work will be done. Life and inwards
reinsurance will be taken out. The figures will be brought up to date and the Treasurer will
approve of the precise description of the assets and liabilities.
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Mr WIESE: When will SGlO Insurance Limited come into existence?
Dr GALLOP: The Bill will be given Royal assent and then the new company can be
incorporated in the normal way. That is the day on which SGlO Insurance Limited comes
into being. The process is described in the legislation including the finalisation of the
transfer statements, the approval of the transfer statements by the Treasurer which are
gazetted, and the determination of the appointed day when the assets and liabilities go across.
That day may also be the allotment day when the company is floated. There may be a gap
between the appointed day and the allotment day. However, after assent lawyers will
incorporate SGIO Insurance Limited.
Mr COURT: Will the Minister explain the process for the timing of the corporatisation and
when the float occurs? What will the Commonwealth tax component be and what
mechanism will be used for its payment? The Minister commented that it would probably be
set off against other debt with the Commonwealth. Will the Minister explain how it works?
Dr GALLOP: This matter is being negotiated. What is calculated is the future income tax
payments that will come through to the State of Western Australia. I may stand corrected,
but I think the tax payable over a five year period is calculated and that will be the estimate
of the compensation. Negotiations have been taking place through Bankers Trust talking to
the Commonwealth Government about this matter. I had some notes prepared on this subject
in response to question 1502 which was asked by the member for Avon and I quote as
follows -

(1) The timing of the tax compensation payment from the Commonwealth
Government in relation to the privatisation of the 3010 is a matter for
negotiation between this Government and the Commonwealth. The member
for Avon might note that payment of tax compensation is usually received
through a reduction in State debt, thus the WA Government's debt to the
Commonwealth is reduced by the amount of tax compensation.

(2) On the basis of past Commonwealth Government behaviour it is expected that
the Commonwealth Government will make this payment shortly after the sale
of the SGIO and the payment of tax compensation is also likely to require the
passage of an Appropriation Bill in the Commonwealth Parliament.

The first stage is the negotiation, then the sale of the SGIO and it may be necessary for an
Appropriation Bill to be introduced into the Commonwealth Parliament. The first stage is
the negotiation stage, which is what is being done now.
Mr COURT: Is the Minister saying that he has not yet finalised what the Commonwealth tax
payment will be and how it will be paid?
Dr Gallop: The reduction of debt to the Commonwealth has been the method used in this
area. I will obtain more up to date information on this question for the Leader of the
Opposition and provide it to him in the next few days.
Mr COURT: Will the Minister provide an up to date position on the Commonwealth tax
issue before the Bill is debated in the Legislative Council?
Dr Gallop: I will do that.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 9: Transfer of assets and liabilities -

Mr COURT: Clause 9 states that on and after the appointed day the assets and rights of the
commission and the corporation are vested in SGlO Insurance Limited. What will happen if
the legislation is proclaimed and the organisation is corporatised, but there is a long delay
before the float occurs? Can it remain a corporation forever?

Dr GALLOP: As the Leader of the Opposition noted, we are effectively corporatising the
body. It will be a company operating under the Companies Code, but wholly owned by the
State Government Insurance Commission - in other words, by the Government. There is no
specific timing but there is an obligation on the directors of that company to float the
organisation.
Clause put and passed.
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Clause 10: Transfer of liabilities under insurance policies.-
Mr COURT: When the Minister explained the new structure he said that a the reinsurance
business and life assurance business would remain with SGlO Insurance Limited and the old
SOIC. When did the SGlO become involved in the reinsurance business and what is the
extent of that business? In addition, what is the extent of the life business which will remain
with the SGlO?
Dr GALLOP: Inwards reinsurance is a very interesting area of insurance. I cannot say when
the SGIO moved into this area. As the Leader of the Opposition is aware, it is a policy of
insurance where the corporation has reassured the risk of another insurer. The decision had
been made by the SCIC board and the privatisation committee to discontinue inwards
reinsurance. Any residual assets and liabilities under inwards reinsurance policies would be
left with the corporation and subsequently with ICWA, Bankers Trust Corporate Finance
Limited has advised that in its opinion the inclusion of inwards reinsurance liabilities in the
float will lessen the prospects of a successful float. This is because of the market suspicion
and lack of understanding of the inwards reinsurance business. It is an extremely
complicated area and only the people involved in it seem to know how it operates.
Therefore, other people are worried about it. Coopers and Lybrand actuaries have advised
that the value of the inwards reinsurance assets exceed its liabilities. Over the next few years
some profits are expected to emerge as this insurance business is run off. These emerging
profits would be to the benefit of the corporation and hence ICWA. The established life
business has quite significant capital implications and separate authorisation under the life
assurance Act is required. Substantial capital is required by that Act to be devoted
exclusively to the life business. As the life business of the corporation has been recently
established, it is yet to make a profit and a decision has been made to sell the life business
and, therefore, it will not form part of the float. This is in the process of occurring now.
Mr COURT: How does one go about selling the life business? Will it be put out to tender?
Will it be sold directly to another life assurance company? I was a member of this
Parliament when we debated amendments to the Act to enable the 5010 to become involved
in life assurance and I would be interested to know how it can get out of it.
Dr GALLOP: I understand the corporation has put it out to tender and interested parties have
been talking to the 5010 about the purchase of this business. The process is yet to be
finalised.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 11: Liability of Corporation continued for transferred policies -
Mr WIIESE: Will the Minister explain the process in relation to the liability for transferred
policies? Will the corporation retain the liability even though it is no longer in receipt of
income from premiums?
Dr GALLOP: The State will stand behind those policies entered into until there is a variation
or renewal of a policy. It is a question of the process by which we move from a State
guarantee system through to a privatised system. The process is made possible by marking a
point at which we move from the support of the State standing behind the policy through to
the full privatisation.
Mr COURT: Is the Minister saying that policies will be transferred across to the new 5(110
Insurance Limited and if it went broke once floated the corporation would pick up the
liability for those policies?
Dr Gallop: Those policies were written by the corporation as an agent of the Crown and
until they are changed or renewed that liability carries across. In fact, it is pointed out to me
by the legal adviser that even without this clause, that would be the case.
Mr COURT: Is that because they have been written with a Government guarantee when they
are transferred across?
Dr Gallop: There must be a legal process.
Mr COURT: The policy holders will be in a watertight, no lose situation. It means that if
SGlO Insurance Limited went broke the State would have to pick up its liabilities. There is a
risk in that for the taxpayers, who may be required to pick uip the tab for those policies
transferred across to the new corporation.
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Dr GALLOP: Presently the corporation issues policies of insurance as an agent of the
Crown. Accordingly, the Crown is subject to the provisions of the Crown Suits Act and is
liable as principal under those policies. By vinue of sections 11I and 16 of the privatisation
Bill the liability of the corporation is expressly continued post privatisation but only in
respect of policies issued by the corporation pre-privatisation and in respect of policies
issued by SGlO Insurance Limited between the appointed day and die allotment day. The
corporation and the State will remain liable in any event even without such a provision
unless the privatisation Bill expressly provides otherwise. The continued liability of the
State and the corporation for policies written prior to privatisation is consistent with previous
public statements that have been made on this question by the commission and the
corporation. The policy holders had an interest in that question and, therefore, statements
were made. The liability of the State and the corporation will cease upon variation of those
policies or upon their renewal. The Stare and the corporation will continue to be liable in
respect of policies written prior to privatisation. where those policies are written on a claims
occurring basis. This is where liability continues to exist under an insurance policy in
respect of claims arising during the period of insurance, even though the loss or damage may
nor become apparent until some time later. In summary, the State and corporation retain the
liability they now have for all insurance policies written by the corporation prior to
privatisation. Their liability is not increased by the privatisation Bill.
I have also been advised rhat the duration of policies for vehicles, home insurance, personal
loans and the like is a maximum of 12 months. In commercial areas there is some long tail
business which ranges between two and eight years.
Mr TRENORDEN: 1 was about to say that the tail on workers' compensation business is
between seven and nine years. and the 5010 has the lion's share of workers' compensation
policies in Western Australia. Not only will the Government have the tail for up to nine
years, but also a person may claim against a policy and then 10 to 15 years later make
another claim on the original claim. Does that mean the liability could extend to 20 or
30 years? is the Minister saying that the workers' compensation liability will have a tail of
up to 12 years? If that is the case, it will mean a substantial amount of money.
Dr GALLOP: There must be a transitional arrangement in this area. We have looked at the
example of the Government Insurance Office of New South Wales, and die approach here is
basically the approach adopted in the float of rhe 010. I am sure members will agree we
must create a situation in which people do not immediately cancel their business on
privatisation. They have entered into an arrangement and we must ease our way out of the
arrangement.
Mr COURT: Within the existing operation the policies are written and the corporation has
the responsibility for the business. If something goes wrong eventually the matter comes
back to the Parliament. Therefore, there is some means by which the corporation is
accountable to this Parliament. Once the business is transferred across to the new
corporation, it will be our of the hands of this Parliament. The business was written with a
Government guarantee but on the basis of accountability to this Parliament. Should the new
SOLO Insurance Limited fail, the liability will remain with the existing corporation but we
shall have no means of ensuring its accountability to the Parliament.
Mr Wiese: And no premium income to meet that liability.
Mr COURT: That is right. Under the old arrangement the Parliament could eventually bring
any problems ro the surface, but under the proposed arrangemenr Parliament will have no
control over the activities of the SGlO Insurance Limited. What is the extent of the liability,
should the new corporation run amok?
Mr TRENORDEN: Also, there is no point in comparing the 5010 with the 010. The 010
is a substantial life insurance company as well as a substantial reinsurer. In fact, it is one of
the world's heavier participants in reinsurance and is very successful at it. it reinsures things
such as satellites, space rockets and those sorts of irems, so one is talking about a corporation
totally different from rhe SGlO. My point is that rhe income to New South Wales taxpayers
is on a much broader base than that of the SOLO. The 5010 has a substantial petcentage of
workers' compensation premiums, so if the Minister is telling us we are extending the State's
liability maybe 10 years past the date of sale, that is nonsense-
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Dr GALLOP: A risk passes across which diminishes rapidly throughout the first year as
policies are renewed. Any new policy will be taken up with SGlO Insurance Limited. The
risk diminishes over time. The member for Avon was wrong in respect of the SOLO, which
is a very good company.
Mr Trenorden: I did not say it was not.
Dr GALLOP: The member created the impression that the 010 was a good company and the
SGIO was not.
Mr Trenorden: I said they were in different areas.
Dr GALLOP: They are. The SGlO is a good company. An issue that had to be tackled was
how to move from the State system to the private system. We used Nick Greiner's New
South Wales GIO model as a base for that. This allows the carryover risk to reduce fairly
rapidly. I can get these figures for the member for Avon and the Leader of the Opposition.
However, there will be no risk left in the 10 year period being talked about by the member
for Avon.
Mr TRENORDEN: The difference is that the percentage of the SGTO's portfolio that has a
tail is dramatically bigger than the G10's total business that has a tail. The percentage of the
capital of the company, or the privatised part of the company that relates to a tail, would be
dramatically different. The comparison would be something like 20 per cent for the SGIO to
about two per cent for the 010. The Minister is telling us that this State is going to carry a
substantial liability for a decade beyond the sale of the 5010.
Mr WIESE: What is being said at present and what is contained in this clause is critical to
what we debated earlier this evening when trying to get this situation clarified so that we
knew what the hell we were doing. The reality is that for up to 10 years - and this is admitted
frankly and freely by the Minister - the State of Western Australia will be responsible for any
claims that may be made against the corporation. We are all aware of the situation related to
workers' compensation where one talks of claims of $200 000 or $300 000 running over an
extended period and court cases and everything else associated with workers' compensation
over a long time.
We have absolutely no idea of the potential liability of 5010. We are being sold the old
"trust me" line that we were sold seven years ago, and look what that cost the State of
Western Australia. I am not saying that this will cost the State of Western Australia amounts
of that nature, but we are being sold something and we have the very clause that does that
before us. Despite all the questions, we can get absolutely no indication from the Minister of
the contingent liability to the State of Western Australia for the 5010. The Minister should
endeavour to give this House and the taxpayers of Western Australia an indication of this
contingent liability when we talk about the corporation and hence the State of Western
Australia picking up this Bill. Members must remember that when picking up chat bill there
will be no premium income to meet it as there was in the past. That liability will be met by
the taxpayers of Western Australia. The Minister has a responsibility to indicate to the
committee how much that amount will be over the next 10 years or so.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 12 to 14 put and passed.
Clause 15: Corporation to cease insurance business -

Mr COURT: Under this clause the corporation is to cease insurance business and is left with
the reinsurance and life insurance business. The Government is in the process of trying to
sell off the life portfolios leaving the reinsurance business. How long does the Minister
anticipate that side of SGlO's operations will take to dispose of and what will then be done
with the corporation?
Dr GALLOP: It is difficult for me to say how long it will be before the inwards reinsurance
passes out of the system. All this clause will do is ensure that the corporation will, in a
sense, just be the old SGIO shell prohibited from engaging in any insurance business after
the appointed day. I cannot answer the question about the phasing out of the rein surance so I
will get more detail for the Leader of the Opposition on that question.
Clause put and passed.

6853



Clause 16: Operation during pre-allotmnerit period.
Mr COURT: This clause covers the pre-allotment period prior to the float. The corporation
will still be responsible for the liabilities of the company because SGIO Insurance Limited
has no capital. Is that the reason the liability remains with the corporation until the float
occurs and it can stand on its own feet?
Dr GALLOP: We need this transition period between the appointed day and the allotment
day - the pre-allotrnent period. In effect, we are talking about a situation which is similar to
that in the R & I Bank Ltd now, where the R & I Bank Ltd is not an agent of the Crown but
is a company int the marketplace governed by Corporations Law. This will just provide a
frame work which will allow us to pass from the old SGIO model to the private model, and
in between the two we will create a corporatised body that will be capable of being fully
privatised.
Mr COURT: That does not answer my question. It states that the corporation will still be
responsible for the liabilities of the company. In other words, during that period, the
company will be fully underwritten by the corporation.
Dr Gallop: It will be owned by the Government in that period.
Mr COURT: It will have seven directors and five shares.
Dr Gallop: Yes, and the assets will be there, and the appointed day will see those assets
transfer across.
Mr COURT: So, there will be a Government guarantee behind it until it is floated?
Dr Gallop: Exactly.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 17 put and passed.
Clause 18: Use of staff and facilities -

Mr COURT: We were approached by the Civil Service Association, which wanted to know
our position on the privatisation, and we said at the meeting that we supported the
privatisation, but we were keen to ensure that its interests would be protected in such a move.
How many people have accepted the offer to go to the new company; how many staff will be
left to run the SQIC, which could become the Insurance Commission of Western Australia;
and how many staff will need to be redeployed? Will SGIO Insurance Limited be run with
fewer staff than the 5010; and, if so, what will be the difference?
Dr GALLOP: To deal with the last point first, it is true that the new insurance company will
have fewer staff than the old 5010. In the process of developing the corporatisation and the
subsequent privatisation of the SGlO, an analysis was done of the precise staffing needs of
an efficient insurance company, and it was determined that a reduction could occur in that
area, This clause will make it possible for former employees of the commission who are
employed by 5010 Insurance Limited to be made available to 5010 Insurance Limited until
the allotment day, if the appointed day is not the allotment day. Therefore, there will be a
transition phase. Those employees will receive offers of employment. If they accept those
offers, they will ultimately become part of the new privatised insurance company; if they do
not, they will work within that organisation, and will eventually come back to the
Government for redeployment. As I stated during the second reading speech, I cannot
answer the question about how many people will be redeployed because it is not yet clear
how many of the staff will go across. Currently, about 60 per cent of the staff have accepted
the offer to go across, but the view of the people at the SGlO is that the certainty provided by
the successful passage of this legislation would provide an incentive for more people to
decide to go across.
Mr TRENORDEN: Do the provisions of subclause (2) mean that the arrangements between
the commission and the new entity will die on the allotment day? From where will the
facilities and services which will be required for the administration of the commission come
after that short period of time?
Dr GALLOP: I refer the member to clause 26, which deals with the arrangements after the
float. Subclause (2) refers to the arrangements before the float.
Clause put and passed.

6854 [ASSEMBLYJ



(Thursday, 12 November 19921 65

Clause 19: Superannuation -

Mr COURT: The Minister stared that 25 per cent of the relevant employees are contributors
to the Government employees superannuation fund and have entitlements under the old
scheme under the Superannuation and Family Benefits Act 1938, and he stated that, until last
week, about half of the staff had agreed to transfer. Can the Minister explain the benefits in
their agreeing to transfer?
Dr GAJLLOP: It would not be appropriate to go through the range of detals that are part of
the employment offer package, including, of course, a superannuation scheme and an
employee option scheme, which we hope will be an attractive one. Rather than go through
that now, I will give the Leader of the Opposition details of that offer.
Mr TRENORDEN: How can the Minister justify that position, when the Government
Employees Superannuation Board three per cent award superannuation facility is not
available to thousands of Western Australians? Is it because it is just convenient to the
Government?
Dr GALLOP: It is not because it is just convenient to the Government. We are dealing with
a special set of circumstances.
Mr Trenorden: Those people think they are special tool
Dr GALLOP: They are. We are dealing with a special set of circumstances, and in order to
make it possible for people to move across to the -

Mr Trenorden: It will make a good Press release tomorrow.
Dr GALLOP: No. This clause will give those people an incentive to go across to the new
company.
Mr Trenorden: What about those who cannot go?
Dr GALLOP: This Committee as part of the parliamentary process will decide upon this
clause.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 20 and 21 put and passed.
Clause 22: Restriction ont maximum shareholding for 2 years -
Mr C.J. BARNETT. I move -

Page 17, lines 13 and 14 - To delete the lines.
The clause places a limitation on the shareholding at 15 per cent for two years. That is not a
golden share, as such, but it is a quasi form of it. I will nor repeat my arguments on that
point. The Government, with its advisers, has considered that requirement and obviously
does not see any problems with that restriction on the float, therefore 1 am satisfied.
However, it offers only limited protection because after two years, to the extent it may have a
restricted shareholding, there would be a -rise in price in anticipation of a takeover bid and
that would provide a windfall gain to the shareholders rather than to the Government or the
people of Western Australia currently selling it. Secondly, and more importantly, it is
inevitable that the company will be taken over. 1 accept the Minister's comments. The board
will be well run; we have great confidence in people of the calibre of Ron Cohen, but no
matter how well he runs the company and how highly the share price is held, there will be a
premium above that simply reflecting that SGIO has 30 per cent of the market share and a
good name. It will be a prime target for national insurers to take over. The purpose of the
amendment is to remove the two year limitation so that the 15 per cent restriction on any
individual shareholding will remain until the Parliament might decide to change it.
Mr COURT: I support the amendment. Can the Minister indicate how the Government
proposes to ensure that we have a maximum Western Australian shareholding in place with
this organisation? The son of proposition we would support is one that gives preference to
policyholders and employees.
Dr Gallop: There is an employee option scheme.
Mr COURT: At the same time, in dealing with the underwriters, certain commitments
should be made with them to have a large percentage of the action happening here. That is
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difficult, in the sense that we look at Australia as a whole market. We are sick of all the
action occurring in the Eastern States; we are sick of big financial organisations in the east
calling the shots. When we put up these deals we are told that the underwriters will not like
it. There must come a time when we say to the underwriters exactly what we want: it is a
saleable deal, and they should get off their backsides and work out how they will do it. We
had an interesting experience recently with same floats. I refer to the Western Australian
Newspaper Limited float which was done at a time when the market was recovering and
finding its feet. There were no organisations large enough in Western Australia to
underwrite the float, so it was underwritten heavily by Eastern States underwriters. I have no
problem with that. The local people involved in the underwriting ensured a good spread of
available shares to local brokers; so when the float took place the local brokers did not have a
lot of shares but they were able to be part of the action. It was a successful float, but the bulk
of the shares went to institutions in the Eastern States.
As the market becomes stronger and more mature with a terrific local asset such as Western
Australian Newspapers more of the action could have happened here. It is the chicken and
egg situation. We cannot handle floats of that size here when we do not have financial
institutions of the size capable of underwriting those floats. With the GIO float the people
underwriting the shares held it close to their chests. They did not spread around the shares to
other brokers. The feeling was that they were trying to cash in on the float, Then the other
brokers not involved tended to badmouth the operation. I do not know what instructions the
Government gives to underwriters but local brokers should be given a fair share of the action
so that a strong sell can be made to local people. 010 came on at a relatively high price and
quickly went backwards thereafter. I see a few nods of the heads from a few astute share
traders in the Chamber. How does the Government propose to try to attract a maximum
Western Australian shareholding in this Organisation?
Mr TRENORDEN: The National Party supports the amendment. With the float of SGIO
Insurance Limited the Government is throwing the Organisation to the wolves. It will not last
five years in the marketplace. Individuals are already eyeing off such a small company that
owns a good slice of the State's market. This has nothing to do with the capabilities of the
board or the profitability of the operation. It has a lot to do with other factors, one of which
is obvious to the scavengers. Almost one-third of the premium base of the company is held
by one broker; that broker Moves On and a dramatic effect is felt at the base of 5010
Insurance Limited. If a substantial predator from the Eastern States or overseas decides to
put pressure on the Western Australian market, in key areas where the 5010 has a good
market share, the share prices will fall and it will be picked up at a reasonable price in a short
rime. The Minister can put a brave face on this, but the Government is giving a Western
Australian entity to another entity elsewhere. Unless we do something else, there is no way
that the 5010 will be Western Austral ian -owned or controlled. It is certain that its
headquarters will not be in Western Australia.
Dr GALLOP: The two year 15 per cent limit is included to give the new company a chance
to establish itself in the marketplace, but after that it will become subject to the general
takeover possibilities that exist with any private company of this sort. The Liberal Party's
amendment would apply a permanent 15 per cent restriction on individual shareholders.
However, it would mean that management's position would be entrenched. In other words,
no strong market mechanism would punish any sloppy management.
Mir Court: I cannot follow that logic.
Dr GALLOP: The threat of takeover is a great inducement for good behaviour in the private
sector.
Mr Wiese: Garbage.
Dr GALLOP: The member may not believe it; however, the reaction of markets to such a
proposal is to discount the value of the company when comparing it with other listed
insurance companies. A third reason is that the new directors of the 5010 Insurance Limited
want to establish their position through performance, which is an admirable objective.
We share the Liberal Party's desire to do as much as we can to encourage Western Australian
participation in this business. We plan to do this through a number of means: Firstly, a
portion of the float will be available to staff, and I have already mentioned the employee
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option scheme. Also, preference will be given to policy holders. This will provide an
incentive for local staff and policy holders to become involved in their own Western
Australian company. Secondly, we have already appointed two Western Australian brokers;
Hartley Poynton Ltd and Porter Western Limited. We have already appointed Bain
Securities Limited to participate in the underwriting of this issue of shares, and the sub-
underwriting will also be offered to all Perth brokers. Therefore, we have good Western
Australian-based participation in the underwriting process. Thirdly, a significant advertising
campaign will be conducted throughout Western Australia to ensure that the great share
buying appetite will encourage local purchase. Members opposite would probably know the
figures better than 1, but Western Australia has the highest percentage of participation in the
share market than that of any other State. We will advertise among those people as much as
possible.
Of course, some Eastern States participation will be necessary to ensure market activity and
company strength into the future - after the float itself. Therefore, we will not have the
problems which have occurred with some of the other floats. We desire to keep this entity as
a Western Australian company, and the bottom line is performance. Some Western
Australian companies have performed very well and maintained their position by moving
branches into other parts of Australia - Atkins Carlyle is an example of this. We do not see
why the board cannot steer this company in a competitive marketplace on the basis of solid
Western Australian shareholding-
The Government does not believe this amendment will serve a useful function. Indeed, I
doubt whether it would achieve the Liberal Party's objective in ensuring that this company is
preserved as a Western Australian institution.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Minister made the point that having a 15 per cent ownership
restriction continuing beyond the two years would cause a discount in price. I remind the
Minister that no evidence exists that any sort of restriction causes a discount on price, If it
did, it would only be relative to the share price prior to the anticipation of takeover.
Therefore, it is a hypothetical argument without weight. Even if the price was slightly
discounted, perhaps it is worth wearing that to keep the business in Western Australia. I
have no problem with that. For the sake of the economy of the State we could lose a small
amount through price discounting with the gains and accompanying servicing entailed in
keeping the company here.
A body of literature states that the threat of a takeover has a disciplinary effect on
management and makes it perform; however, that is not dominant in thinking on this issue.
We are. moving from a position of public to private ownership, and private shareholders will
expect performance from the company. Also, the company will be selling into a competitive
market and its survival and the protection of jobs depends upon competitive pricing and
quality product.
The Minister also claimed that the board was keen to establish the SGIQ on its performance,
and was confident about doing so - that is an admirable objective, and I wish them well. We
will lose a company from Western Australia if we do not take a risk, but we would find no
satisfaction if they do not succeed.
I am disappointed that the Government does not support the amendment, as it is no great
compromise. Although it will not ensure that the company remains in Western Australia, it
would ensure a far greater chance of that happening.
Mr WIESE: The Minister is a great source of amusement and surprise to me at times. He
claimed that Western Australian stock buyers have a great appetite for shares in publicly
listed companies. He is probably right, but many of the same people have a severe dose of
indigestion! This company will be gobbled up by interstate or other interests; that is an
absolute dead cert. The only possible instrumentalities likely to do that are located outside
Western Australia, and it is wishful thinking on the Minister's part if he believes 5(110
Insurance Limited will stay within Western Australia.
While the Minister was talking I was reminded about my duck yard at home. This proposal
will suffer the same fate as my ducks. We fed the ducks up nicely and locked them up at
night. Eventually they reached the stage at which they were ready to be eaten - they started
to be useful around the place. However, I left the gate open for only one night and the fox
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got them. This company will be gobbled up in (he same way. Two years will be spent
building it up, and after two years the gate will be opened and the company will be gobbled
up by out of State interests.
Will the State Government, the Insurance Commission of Western Australia Or any other
Government instrumentality have ownership of any of these shares?
Dr GALLOP: The answer to the member for Wagin's last question is no. The real criticism
of this amendment is that it does not achieve the object that it sets itself. There is no reason
this 15 per cent of voting shares should be in Western Australia or out of Western Australia.

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

Ayes (14)
Dr Alexander Mrs E-dwardes Mr Shave Mr Wiese
Mr CJI. Barnett Mr Grayden Mr Strickland Mr Bhadshaw (Teller)
Mr Blotfwirch Mr Nicholls Mr Trenorden
Mr Court Mr Omodei Mr Fred Tubby

Noes (13)
Mr Michael Barnett Mr Kobelke Mr Ripper Mr P.1, Smith (Teller)
Mr Cunninghamn Mr Leahy Mr D.L. Smith
Dr Gallop Mr McGinty Mr Taylor
Mrs Henderson Mr Read Dr Watson

Pairs
Mr Ainsworth Mr Wilson
Mr House Mr Bridge
Dr Turnbull Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kierath Mr Tray
Mr Blaikie Mr Riebeling
Mr Watt Mr Graham
Mr Clarko Mr Thomas
Mr McNce Mr Marlborough
Mr MacK innon Dr Lawrence
Mr Minson Mr Catania

Amendment thus passed.
Division

Clause, as amended, put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (17)
Dr Alexander
Mr C.J. Barnett
Mr Bloffwitch
Dr Constable
MrCount

Mr Michael Barnett
Mrs Beggs
Mr Cunningham
Dr Gallop
Mr Grill

Mr Donovan
Mrs Edwardes
Mr Lewis
My MeNee
Mr Nicholls

Mrs Henderson
Mr Kobelke
Mr Leahy
Mr McGinty
Mr Pearce

Mr Omodei
Mir Shave
Mr Strickland
Mr Trenorden
Mr Fred Tubby

Noes (18)
Mr Read
Mr Ripper
Mr D.L. Smith
Mr PJ. Smith
Mr Taylor

Mr Wiese
Mr Bradshaw (Teller)

Mr Thompson
Dr Watson
Mrs Watkns (Teller)
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Pairs

Mr Ainsworth MrWilson
Mr House Mr Bridge
Dr Turnbull Mr Gordon Hill
Mr Kierath ir Troy
Mr Blaikie Mr Riebeling
Mr Watt Mr Graham
Mr Cilarko Mr Thomas
Mr Grayden N& Marlborough
Mr MacKinnon Dr Lawrence
Mr Minson Mr Catania

Clause, as amended, thus negatived.
Clauses 23 and 24 put and passed.
Clause 25: Use of names -
Mr COURT: A few years ago a dispute between the SOLO and the 010 over their logos was
heard in court. At the end of the day, the 010 won that case. What were the damages
involved and the cost and who paid the costs? is any liability still left in the organisation?
Dr GALLOP: The SGIQ lost the case and must pay the legal fees. I will provide the details
of the costs for the Leader of the Opposition- Negotiations are continuing on what will be
the amount of fees.
Mr Court: Will we have that information before the matter is debated in the other place?
Dr GALLOP: I will provide the details on those negotiations for the Leader of the
Opposition before that time.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 26 put and passed.
Clause 27: Crown Solicitor may continue to act -

Mr WIESE I understand this clause provides that the Crown Solicitor will still have a role
following the establishment of the 5010 Insurance Limited. What, if any, legal costs will be
involved if the Crown Solicitor is working as an agent of 5010 Insurance Limited? It is
extraordinary that this clause provides that the Crown Solicitor will work, to all intents and
purposes, for a private corporation.
Dr GALLOP: This provision enables the Crown Solicitor to continue to act on instructions
received before the appointed day, uintil those matters are concluded. A normal arrangement
will be entered into with Crown Law to continue the process. There are hundreds of claims
and the practicalities of handing them all over would be such that it would be better for the
process to be completed under this frame work.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 28 to 30 put and passed.
Schedule put and passed.
Title put and passed.
Dill reported, with an almendment.

BILLS (2)
Messages - Appropriations

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

I . Disability Services Bill
2. Indian Ocean Territories (Administration of Laws) Bill
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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE - SPECIAL
On motion by Mr Ripper (Leader of the House), resolved -

That the House at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 24 November at 2.00 pm.

MOTION - ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES OF
GOVERNMENT AND OTHER MATTERS

Second Report - Tabling
MR RIPPER (Belmont - Leader of the House) [ 1. 10 am]: I move -

That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as is necessary to enable
consideration forthwith of a motion relating to Part 2 of the report of the Royal
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and other Matters.

Members have been advised that part 2 of the report of the Royal Commission into
Commercial Activities of Government and other Matters will be available from 9.00 am
today. It is important that the report attract the privilege of the House. We need to move this
motion in order for that to happen. The presentation of the report to the Speaker will be
deemed a tabling of the report. I understand that notice has been distributed to all members.
I apologise to the House; however, owing to the speed of events, I was not able to confer
with the Deputy Leader of the Opposition on this procedural matter.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Leader of the Opposition) LI. 13 am]: The Opposition will
support this motion. Members have been looking forward to reading this very important
second report. If the report was given to the Government today and the Government knew
the House was not sitting today, why was it not tabled yesterday? Instead, the Governiment
has moved a motion to give the report privilege when members opposite know that country
members will be gone by 9.00 am today. How can the report be distributed effectively to
them. Out of courtesy to members who must get to their electorates, some of them hundreds
of miles away, the Government could have tabled the report and distributed it tonight instead
of moving this motion to ensure that the document has the privilege of the House.
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) jl.15 am): I have been asked - it is a valid question -
by people who represent electorates in the far flung parts of the State why they cannot have
the report tonight. I suspect the reason they cannot is that the report is being printed. When
the first report was presented it had to be delayed. A couple of leather bound volumes were
produced initially, one for the Government and one for the Parliament. Members received
paperback copies later. I believe the Government Printer is now producing the paperback
copies of the second report that was presented to the Government today, leather bound for
posterity. Therefore, we are *supporting a proposition that would allow, following those poor
people working through the night to produce the paperback copies of the report, for that
report to be available this morning.
Question put and passed with an absolute majority.

MOTION - ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES OF
GOVERNMENT AND OTHER MATTERS

Second Report - Tabling
MR RIPPER (Belmont - Leader of the House) [ 1. 17 am]: I move -

That the Premier may present to the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly while the
House is not sitting Part 2 of the report of the Royal Commission into Commercial
Activities of Government and other Matters and any associated papers, whereupon
that report and papers shall be deemed to be tabled, and the House authorises
publication of those documents from the time they are received by the Speaker.

The contribution by the member for Darling Range on the previous motion was significant.
The report cannot be tabled at this moment and given to all members of Parliament because
copies of the report aye not available. It is expected that sufficient copies will be available at
9.00 am today. However, the House will not be sitting then, hence the moving of this
motion. This motion enables members to receive the report at the earliest opportunity while
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at the samte time the report will attract the privilege of the House. Although the report may
not need the privilege of the House, this is deemed to be the best course of action for the
Government to cake.
Mr Wiese: Why was this not done at midday yesterday?
Mr RIPPER: The report is now being printed.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Leader of the Opposition) [1.i1 am]: The Opposition supports
the motion. Will the Leader of die House and the Premier indicate whether, when the
Parliament resumes on Tuesday week, the Government intends allowing the Parliament to
debate this second report?
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [ 1. 19 am]: The Government has no problem
with the Parliament's debating this matter. Members should realise that we received the
report today and expedited this motion so that members cart have the report at the earliest
possible opportunity. The fact that these reports will be available to members of Parliament
this morning after a brief period since the report was given to the Government is without
precedent.
Of course, in the course of the Parliament the Government will make available time to debate
these issues, but it will not be days arid days as was the case with the first report of the Royal
Commission. The matters contained in the second report are for general public debate - it is
not like the first report - and the Government will make time available to discuss them. We
will have an opportunity with the freedom of information legislation, further amendments to
the financial interests legislation, the political donations legislation and a number of other
matters before the Parliament which, at the very least, will enable members to discuss the
issues in this report.
If the Leader of the Opposition is suggesting that the fact that we did receive the report today
at the commission's behest -

Several members inteijected.
Dr LAWRENCE: I can see the line he is trying to run in the media. The report comes jn
today and at the earliest possible. opportunity tomorrow morning it will be available to
members. When Parliament resumes opportunities will be available for members to debate
the issues in it and I hope beyond that. It is not something that members can snap their
fingers at and make decisions on the day after the report comes down. That is the way the
Government has regarded it and I hope that is the way the members opposite will regard it.

Question put and passed.
House adjourned at 1.2) amn (Friday)

6861



QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

CEDAR WOODS LAND, HELENA VALLEY - DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL
1377. Mr CLARKO to the Minister for Planning:

(1) Did the Chairman of the Environmental Protection Authority. Mr Barry
Carbon, write to the Department of Planning and Urban Development on
30 March 1992 stating that the "foothill area is likely to be affected by
photochemical smog and . . . air quality issues may place severe constraint on
development and ... must be considered on a regional basis"?

(2) (a) Was this matter taken into consideration when the Minister approved
the Cedar Woods proposal in the Helena Valley;

(h) if yes, in what way;
(c) if no, why not?

(3) What consideration was given to Justice ipp's comments re the historical use
and the environmental nature of the Cedar Woods land, which were - "In my
view, the subject matter, scope and purpose of the Scheme Act require such
matters to be taken into account. They are basic criteria to be applied .. and
which the Commissioner is bound to consider"?

(4) If no consideration was given to these matters, what are the reasons for
ignoring them?

(5) Do his decisions regarding Cedar Woods defy the wishes of both the local
community and the local municipality?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
(1) Yes, in part. The Chairman of the Environmental Protection Authority

advised on 30 March 1992 chat the foothills area "is likely to be affected by
photochenmical smog" and that " .air quality issues may place a severe
constraint on development".

(2) No. The EPA's advice on the Cedar Woods proposal did not raise the issue of
airqualiry.

(3)-(4)
The State Planning Commission did not consider the amendment site to have
environmental or historical significance having regard to the advice of the
EPA, and the fact that the subject land is degraded, former grazing land.
Environmentally significant land along the Helena River will be included in a
parks and recreation reservation under a separate metropolitan region scheme
amendment nearing finalisation.

(5) The decision to approve the Cedar Woods rezoning was consistent with the
initial support of the local authority and was based on sound planning
principles, having regard to all public submissions together with the advice of
the relevant Government agencies and the wider needs of the metropolitan
community.

SCHOOLS - SAFETY CROSSING COMM]ITE
Report and Recommendations

1388. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Transport:
Further to question without notice 161 of 1992, can the Minister advise in
respect to the school safety crossing committee chaired by the member for
Balcatta -

(a) when will the report and its recommendations be made public;
(b) when can a response from the Government be expected?

Mrs BEOGS replied:
The task force on road safety at schools report has been completed and will be
submitted to Cabinet for consideration shortly.
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COOGEE REDEVELOPMENT (TECHNICAL) COMMI77EE - MEMBERSHIP
Industrial Area Draft Management Plan

1397. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Stare Development:
(1) Who are the present members of the coogee redevelopment (technical)

committee?
(2) When did the committee last meet?
(3) What is the current status of the draft master plan for the Coogee industrial

area?
(4) What is the Government's position on the widely held view that the

Government should develop the present Coogee industrial strip north of the
development for recreational purposes?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) Present members of the coogee redevelopment (technical) committee -

Noel Ashcroft State Development
Dr Joe Patroni State Development
Max Poole Office of Strategic State Projects
David Rice MRD
David Patman City of Fremantle
John Scharf City of Cockburn
Dr Jim Bawden EPA
Fiona Keating EPA
Tony Arias DPUD
Richard Payne Dept Agriculture
David Hewett WAWA
Steve Wineke Landcorp

(2) Last meeting 9 June 1992.
(3) The draft master plan was issued for public comment by me at a meeting in

Coogee in I11 August 1992. The period for comments closed on 25 September
1992.

(4) The public responses are presently being processed to formulate a
recommendation to me by the policy committee chaired by Bill Thomas
MLA. Propositions that the 1988 agreement between the City of Cockburn
and the Stare Government should be varied so that North Coogee as well as
South Coogec are redeveloped for residential purposes is being evaluated in
this process. When that process is complete, which should be a matter of
weeks, an announcement will be made.

PROGRAM STATEMENTS - SEABORNE TRANSPORT PROGRAM
Ten Principle Contingencies and Costs

1408- Mr McNEE to the Minister for Transport:
As on page 558 of the Program Statements for 1992-93, contingencies for the
seaborne transport program are costed at $22.122 million, will the Minister
provide a list of the ten principle contingencies and their costs?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
$OO0s

(1) Stevedoring and terminal operations 8 643
(2) Charter hire 6774
(3) General disbursements and stores 2 312
(4) Fuel oil 1 681
(5) Port and running costs 953
(6) Repairs and maintenance 757
(7) Insurance 319
(8) Payroll tax 257
(9) Provision for dry docking 248

-- 9 (10) Ocher vessel expenditure 178
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BROOMKE - FRAIL AGED NURSING HOME ESTABLISHMENT
1423. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Health:

(1) Are there efforts by the Broorne Aged Welfare Association to get a frail aged
nursing home in the district?

(2) Where do the seniors from the Broome district who need full time nursing
care have to go for such a service?

(3) Does the Government support the establishment of a frail aged nursing home
in Broome?

(4) If yes to (3),
(a) what steps has it taken so far,
(b) what action will it be taking in the future to bring this about?

(5) (a) What is the likelihood of Broome getting a frail aged nursing home;
(b) when is it anticipated it will happen?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Seniors from the Broome district requiring full time nursing care may go to

either -

Broom Hospital where there are six nursing home type beds, three for
permanent care and three for respite care; or
Numbala Nunga Nursing Home which is a 58 bed nursing home in
Derby.

(3) Yes.
(4) (a) As part of a study commissioned by the Health Department of WA in

1990, an analysis was conducted of the need for nursing home services
in Broome. The conclusion was that a 12 bed facility would address
the need at that time. Since then, however, further aged care services
have been established in Broome. The Commonwealth has established
a 10 place frail aged hostel. In addition day respite care, home help,
home nursing and delivered meals services have been funded under
the home and community care program. I have agreed to make land
available on the existing Broome Hospital site for a nursing home
development should the Commonwealth agree to provide this facility.
Officers of the Health Department have held discussions with the
Commonwealth Health Department, Housing and Community
Services, seeking to reach agreement regarding the Commonwealth's
responsibility for providing nursing home services in Broome.

(4) (b) The Health Department of WA is continuing to negotiate with the
Commonwealth regarding the establishment of suitably located and
culturally appropriate nursing home services for people in the Broome
area. The Kimberley health region has also made a decision to base
additional aged care personnel in Broome - a home and community
care project officer and the aged care assessment team which is
envisaged. It is intended that these moves will enhance the capacity to
develop creative community care strategies, optimising the use of
existing aged care services and facilities.

(5) (a)-(b)
Further progress is dependent on the Commonwealth Government
accepting its responsibility to fund nursing home beds in Broome.

NATIONAL RAIL CORPORATION - FROFIT 1995 PROJECTIONS
1432. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Transport:

(1) Has the Government accepted that the National Rail Corporation will be
running as a profitable corporation in the 1995-96 fiscal year?
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(2) What discount rate was used on net present value in assessing the NRC would
be profitable in the financial year 1995-96?

(3) With regard to (2) above, does the Minister accept the net present value rate
used in the National Rail Corporation's profit projections as realistic when
compared to current interest levels?

(4) If no to (3) -
(a) what NPV rate should apply;
(b) how would this affect the profit forecast?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) The National Rail Corporation's first corporate plan projects profitability for

the corporation in 1995-96 and the plan has been endorsed by the current and
prospective shareholders, including Western Australia.

(2)-(4)
Discounted cash flow analysis is not relevant in assessing profitability in a
particular year.

NATIONAL RAIL CORPORATION - ADDITIONAL BENEFITS TO STATE
NEGOTIATIONS

1433. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Transport:
What benefits to the State additional to the provisions of the original
proposition, for the National Rail Corporation were negotiated to satisfy the
ministerial task force on the National Rail Freight Corporation to reassure the
Premier so the Premier could accept the National Rail Corporation
agreement?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
The arrangements for Western Australia under the National Rail Corporation
Agreement are substantially different from those originally proposed. The
major gains achieved were in relation to equity and funding arrangements. In
particular, a clause was included in the agreement to protect Westrail's
financial position as a result of the National Rail Corporation for the first five
years. A significantly reduced equity contribution for Western Australia was
also negotiated. Finally, assets transferred to the National Rail Corporation
are to be based generally on their income earning potential, less any
expenditure by the corporation on upgrading the assets.

NATIONAL RAIL CORPORATION - NATIONAL FREIGHT INITIATIVE TASK
FORCE REPORT

Scenario 2 1995 Profit, Insufficient Funding

1434. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Did the National Freight Initiative Task Force, in its report to Australian

Transport Advisory Council state that scenario 2 which developed a 1995
profit for the National Rail Corporation would be insufficient to fund the
proposed level of capital expenditure?

(2) Did the same report identify that between 1992 and 2006 an additional
funding of $1.4 billion would be required from the participants in the NRC
even with the exclusion of the cost to standardise the Melbourne-Adelaide
line?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) The report stated that operating profits may be insufficient to fund the

proposed level of capital expenditure. However, these projections have been
overtaken by more recent work included in the National Rail Corporation's
corporate plan.

(2) Although it is not clear from the question, this estimate of additional funding
appears to relate to the option involving a significantly higher investment
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program than the other option. This higher investment option includes the
cost of standardisation of the Melbourne and Adelaide lines. However, these
projections have been overtaken by more recent work found in the recent
National Rail Corporation's corporate plan.

BUSPORT PERTH CITY - DAILY NUMBERS OF PERSONS USING SHOPPING
CONCOURSE

1450. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Transport:
What is the current average daily number of persons who use the shopping
concourse at the Mounts Hay Road busport?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
The average daily number of persons using the concourse of the Transperth
city busport during September 1992 was 8 210.

LOTITERIES COMMISSION - PROPERTIES OWNED, PERTH METROPOLITAN
AREA

3 7-39 Hampden Road, Nedlands, Property Purchase

1456. Mr SHAVE to the Minister for Racing and Gaming:
(1) (a) What properties in the Perth metropolitan area are owned by the

Locteries Commission;
(b) what is the value of the properties;
(c) for what purpose are they used?

(2) As it was recently reponted that the Lotteries Commission purchased the
property at 37-39 Hampden Road, Nedlands -

(a) from whom was the property purchased;
(b) what was the price paid for the property;

(c) for what purpose was the property purchased?
Mrs BEGOS replied:
(1) (a-b

Properties Value
Group A 74 Walters Drive, Osborne Park $7 500 829

61 Heytesbury Road, Subiaco 560 000 *

Group B 79 Stirling Swreet, Perth 1 910 000 *
320 Rokeby Road, Subiaco 250 000 *
334 Rokeby Road, Subiaco 1 934 040 *

Group C 39 Hamnpden Road, Nedlands 581 543
* Valuation conducted in March 1992

(1) (c) Group A - offices occupied by the Lotteries Commission.
Group B - each of these properties provides accommodation to a wide
range of charitable arid community organisations. They are each part
of the "Lotteries house programme" which was developed by the
Lotteries Commission in response to a constant flow of applications
from community organisations for secure accommodation.
Group C - purchased for use in the Lotteries house program, not
presently being occupied. It will accommodate a number of groups
providing services for people with disabilities, and includes the Spina
Bifida Association and the Cystic Fibrosis Association.

(2) (a) Rogers Nominees Pty Ltd
Unit 52 Mayfair Apartments
3 Park Avenue
Crawley WA 6009

(b)-(c)
See above.
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TRUCK DRIVERS - WORKING HOURS INQUIRY
1460. Mr SHAVE to the Minister for Transport;

(1) Has the Government conducted an inquiry into the hours worked by truck
drivers?

(2) If so -
(a) when was the inquiry conducted;
(b) what were the conclusions and recommendations of the inquiry;,
(c) which of the recommendations has been adopted by the Government?

(3) If no inquiry has been conducted, does the Government intend taldng any
action to restrict the number of hours a truck driver is on the road?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1)-(3)

A number of reviews into driver working hours have been conducted in recent
years. The most recent reviews have been at the national level and have
culminated in a public discussion paper put out by the National Road
Transport Commission. The discussion paper proposes a uniform national
system for driver working hours. The closing date for comments on this paper
is 21 November. Following an assessment of comments, the commission will
finalise its determination for consideration by the Ministerial Council.

GOVERNMENT AGENCY BOARDS - FEES PAID TO MEMBERS AND
CHAIRMEN

Public Servants and Non Public Servants
1473. Mr HOUSE to the Premier:

(1) On what basis arc the fees paid to people who are members of Government
and their agencies' boards assessed -
(a) if they are a State public servant;
(b) if they are not a State public servant?

(2) Can the Premier outline the schedule of fees paid to Boards' members -

(a) if they are a State public servant;
(b) if they are not a State public servant?

(3) What is the schedule of fees paid to chairmen of Boards -

(a) if they are a State public servant;
(b) if they are not a State public servant?

(4) What are these attendance fees intended to provide for?
(5) Who is responsible for setting these attendance fees?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) (a) Public servants - current policy provides that Government officers

serving on Government boards, trusts and committees are not entitled
to sitting fees. For the purpose of this policy Government officers
defined as "any person employed in a Government (Commonwealth or
State) funded organisatiort".

(b) Non public servants - fees are assessed on a work value basis then
applied to the current scale of fees. Evaluation is conducted by the
Public Service Commission at the request of the responsible Minister

(2) (a) See (])(a) above.
(b) Fees for part time boards and committees - July 1988

Standard fees - there are three levels of fees that fall into this category.
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Level I -
Chairperson $7 500 p.a. plus $600 expense of

office allowance
Members $3 750 p.a. or $108 per day,

$73 per half day as determined
by the recommending authority

Level I incorporates the former categories A and B major.
Level 2 -

Chairperson $4 500 p.a. plus $600 expense of
office allowance

Members $2 250 p.a. or $ 108 per day,
$73 per half day as determined
by the recommending authority

Level 2 incorporates the former categories A and B minor.
Level 3 -

Chairpersons $145 per day or $97 per half day
Members $108 per day or $73 per half day
A full day is any period exceeding four hours. Level 3
incorporates the former category C.

Other Fees
Where it is considered that the abovernentioned Level I to 3
fees are not appropri ate, fees can be determined having regard
to the particular requirements for an organisation. Variations
from Level I to 3 normally occur where the chairperson is
working one or more days a week or where a particular
expertise is required by the legislation, for example. a solicitor
with eight years' practice, etc.

(3) (a) See (l)(a) above.
(b) See (2)(b) above.

(4) Attendance fees are paid in partial compensacin for time, effort and/or
expertise in the affairs of the respective boards/committees.

(5) The Minister on advice from the Public Service Commission sets attendance
fees.

LEIGHTON REGIONAL PARK - CAZETfAL STAGE
Establishment Dare

1478. Mr C.J. BARNETT to the Minister for Planning:
(1) At what stage is the gazetting of the Leighton Regional Park?
(2) When will the regional park be established?
(3) Is a report on the establishment of a regional park to be made available to the

public?
Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
(1) The Leighton Peninsula Park study is investigating the concept of the

establishment and management of a river to ocean parkland system in this part
of the region.

(2) The work is progressing and a report identifying matters including the values,
status and administration of such a park will be submitted to Government for
a decision on the proposal.

(3) The study group includes community representation and it is intended that the
report will be made public.
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BUDGET PROGRAM STATEMENTS - SUBPROGRAM 2.1
Westroil $93 million Reimbursement

1492. Mr McNEE to the Minister for Transport:
As page 568 of the 1992 Budget Program Srtatements, subprogram 2.11 states
that expenditure on urban passenger services is $25.8 million, why then is
Wesirail reimbursed $93 million for this service by the Metropolitan
Transport Trust, as indicated on page 116 of the Consolidated Revenue Fund
Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure?

Mrs BEGCS replied:
Subprogram 2.1, Urban Passenger Services, represents only the direct
operating cost of providing the services at an estimated $25.778 million. The
remaining $67.3 million is included in other programs, in particular, corporate
services, debt servicing and workshop services and supply.

SETrLEMENT AGENTS' SUPERVISORY BOARD - "RULES FOR
SATISFACTORY FINANCIAL POSITION" POLICY STATEMENT

1494. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:
(1) In early 1992 did the Settlement Agents' Supervisory Board issue a policy

statement en tidled "Rules for Satisfactory Financial Position"?
(2) If so -

(a) was the statement published in the Government Gazette;
(b) if so, on what date;
(c) what was the date of the issue of the statement;
(d) did all members of the board vote for its adoption;
(e) what was the board's reason for adopting it?

(3) Has -

(a) the board;
(b) the Minister,
sought or been provided legal advice on the legality of the statemnrt, and in
particular whether its application is authorised by the Settlement Agents' Act
1981?

(4) If so -
(a) who provided advice;
(b) what was the effect of such advice?

(5) Has the board applicd the statement or rules to -
(a) applicants for licences;
(b) applicants for renewal of triennial certificates?

(6) Under what section or sections of the Act were the rules issued?
(7) Has the Minister been informed of the existence of two legal opinions that the

statement and rules are without legal foundation?
(8) Will the Minister act to ensure that the board operates only on the basis of its

lawful authority under the Act?
(9) Does the board now apply the rules to any application for a licence or triennial

certificate?
Mrs HENDERSON replied:
(1) Yes, a revised policy statement with this title was issued to replace one

previously in force.
(2) (a) No.
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(b) Not applicable.
(c) 4 February 1992.
(d) The minutes of the meeting record that the board adopted the

statement without dissent.
(e) To assist the board in meetings its obligations under sections 27, 28

and 29 of the Settlement Agents Act.
(3) (a) No. The board has, however, sought legal advice on specific matters,

particularly the operation of trusts.
(b) No.

(4) (a) Legal officers of the Ministry of Consumer Affairs have provided
advice to the board.

(b) The advice did not bear on the question of legality and therefore the
board did not believe any amendment to its proposed policy statement
was necessary.

(5) (a) Yes.
(b) No, but it is the board's intention to do so when these become due.

(6) Under sections 8, 27 and 29 of the Act.
(7) No. Correspondence has been received by the board from legal practitioners

representing settlement agents seeking clarification on particular points of the
policy statement.

(8) Yes.
(9) See (5) above.

SETTLEMENT AGENTS' SUPERVISORY BOARD - SETTLEMENTS AGENTS
ASSOCIATION PROPOSALS

Conflict in Settlemnent Agency Industry
1495. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:

(1) Has serious conflict arisen in the settlement agency industry from the
proposals submitted to the Settlement Agents' Supervisory Board by the
Settlement Agents Association?

(2) (a) Is the conflict referred to between independent settlement agents and
those owned and or operated by banks, credit unions and real estate
agents;

(b) has the conflict referred to resulted in the formation of a new
incorporated association comprised of members from the latter group,
which group is said to handle the majority in number and value of
settlements handled by settlement agents?

(3) Are the industry representatives on the board independent settlement agents?
(4) Have those members of the board -

(a) been involved in discussions of;
(b) voted on or participated in decisions related to recommendations to the

Minister on the said proposals of the Settlement Agents Association?
(5) Has -

(a) the board formally considered and if so, when;
(b) the Minister considered;
(C) the Minister been advised;
(d) the Crown Law Department been asked to advise;
whether there is any conflict of interest in relation to the position,
participation or voting of the industry represntatives on the board in relation
to the said proposals of the Settlement Agents Association?
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(6) Is the Minister concerned about the proper balance in the representation of the
industry on the board?

(7) In relation to the operations of the Settlement Agents Act 1981, has the board
made recommendations to the Minister which could lead to a requirement for
statutory change?

(8) Has the Minister -

(a) considered;
(b) adopted;
any such recommendations?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:
(1) There is a difference of opinion between two groups representing the interests

of settlement agents.
(2) Yes.
(3) The board, comprising five members, includes two industry representatives

elected, pursuant to section 6(l)(d) of the Act, by licensed settlement agents.
(4) Yes.
(5) No.
(6) 1 am satisfied with the method of appointment of the industry representatives

to the board which enables all licensed settlement agents to participate.
(7) Yes.
(8) (a) I have taken into account the views of all pantics who have contacted

me. A review of the Settlements Agents Act has been carried out by
the board.

(b) I have been approached by and met with both settlement agents'
associations to discuss specific issues raised by them. I have agreed to
further consultation with these and other bodies when the board's
submission on possible amendments to the Act has been analysed.

EDITH COWAN UNIVERSITY - BACHELOR OF APPLIED SCIENCE
(ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH)

1520. Mr McNEE to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:
(1) Has the Bachelor of Applied Science (Environmental Health) course currently

being advertised by Edith Cowan University been presented to the
Commissioner of Public Health for his approval?

(2) If the course is not approved by the commissioner will students enrolling in
this course have effectively wasted one of their electives?

(3) Is there duplication of the Bachelor of Science (Environmental Health) course
in any other Australian State?

(4) Will there be sufficient students graduating from the existing Bachelor of
Science (Environmental Health) course over the next three years to satisfy the
perceived demand?

(5) If yes to (4), does this imply that expenditure on course duplication is
unnecessary?

(6) Is it Government policy to cloud the unemployment figures by alowing
courses to be undertaken which will be of no benefit to the participants?

Dr GALLOP replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following response -

(1) No. The Commissioner for Health does not approve the course but
will make judgments about whether graduates of a course are
competent. Edith Cowan University has been informed of the process
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it would need to follow in order for its graduates to be assessed. As a
first step in the process the university has recently sought advice from
the Health Department regarding the suitability of the course structure
and a joint committee is now considering this.

(2) Edith Cowan University believes this will not be the case because
university courses are generally designed with broad employment
prospects in mind.

(3) A perusal of available sources suggests that there are no instances in
other States of duplicate courses. However, even if two courses carry
similar nomenclature, significant differences in structure and content
may exist.

(4) It is the view of Edith Cowan University that there will be
employment opportunities for their graduates in addition to those of
Curtin University of Technology.

(5) Edith Cowan University believes that expenditure on the course is
warranted.

(6) No.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

UNEMPLOYMENT - RECORD FIGURES, GOVERNMENT RESPONSIBILITY
459. Mr COURT to the Premier:

Does the Premier and her Government take responsibility for today's record
unemployment figures, which reveal that since she has become Premier,
unemployment has increased by over 41 000 people?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
It may suit the Opposition to treat this matter as if it were a simple question of
apportioning blame or responsibility. This is not an issue to be treated in that
way. All levels of Government, including the present and former State
Governments, have a role to play and have had some effect - and it would
defy sensible analysis to say how much - on current and future economic
prospects. We in this State have found ourselves in the middle of a national
and international rcession. It may suit members opposite to ignore that, but
it is not, frankly, anything that will convince the community. We have an
international recession, particularly in the United States, the United Kingdom
and Europe. One of the bright spots for Western Australia is the continuing
growth of the Asian region, and one of the reasons that we have been working
very hard to promote trade and investment in that area is precisely that it
shows the most promise.
I note, and this will be the subject of a later comment by me, that members
opposite seek to say, among other things, that one of the problems that has
been created by the State Government is the fact that we have a high taxing
regime. That is a load of absolute nonsense. We have in this State, according
to a study that was undertaken two years ago by an independent body, the
Commonwealth Grants Commission, the second lowest taxing regime of all of
the States in the country. When the most recent figures come in through that
independent process, the member, I believe, will find that Western Australia
has now the lowest tax burden in the country. We must ensure that the
taxation level is not increased. I remind members opposite that in comparison
to our trading partners - the OECD countries - Australia has the third lowest
tax level out of 20 countries. The United States and Turkey are the only
countries with a lower tax burden. So we must look beyond that for
explanations of our current economic difficulties. Even if our taxes were
further reduced, the economists will tell us that at the margin - whether
payroll tax, or whatever - it does not make a significant difference to
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employment. What we are vigorously promoting is to change the economy
base of this country, to ensure we diversify our manufacturing and processing
industries, and that we inject some sense into the economic debate.
Apportioning blame - which level of government, which individual - on such
a major issue simply shows that members opposite are not serious about
addressing the problem. We will say more about that in later debate.

PERTH NEWS - LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION'S PLANS ON STATE DEFICIT
LEVY ON PRIVATE PROPERTY AND SACKING PUBLIC SERVANTS

460. Mr CUNNINGHAM to the Premier:
Has the Premier seen the latest edition of Perth News, and can she comment
on plans by the Leader of the Opposition to follow the Kennett Government's
example in Victoria by -

(1) imposing a special State deficit levy of $100 on private properties; and
(2) sacking 7 000 public servants?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1)-(2)

Not all members will be familiar with Pertha News. It is a small newspaper
which is run quite respectably by former senior people in the industry. It was
taken sufficiently seriously by the Leader of the Opposition for him to give a
Major interview to that newspaper. I do not know whether he has had a
chance to catch up with the way it reported his comments, but it is clear that a
number of things are being actively considered by the Opposition. They are
not written down anywhere in policy statements, nor admitted to -

Mr Court: You are making that up!
Dr LAWRENCE: It is in the interview, but not in the official Liberal policy

documents. When chalenged on the question, members opposite duck away.
They are attempting a copycat regime. We have seen it in advertisements and
in certain propositions the Opposition has been putting in relation to the State
of Western Australia's finances. It may suit members opposite to run an
entirely derivative campaign. The Liberal Party did win Government in
Victoria but it did so in vastly different circumstances. Many Victorians now
are beginning to wonder if they did the right thing.
In the little newspaper, Perth News, the Leader of the Opposition had a
number of things to say. The article is headed "Court: We'll slash civil
service size". Paradoxically it goes on to say -

Mr Court interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: In the article, the Leader of the Opposition said explicitly that he

would dramatically reduce the size of the Department of State Development.
That would be done at the same time as people were redeployed elsewhere,
although there is the implicit threat that people - as in Victoria - would be told
to go. The more interesting proposition is the fact that the Leader of the
Opposition has signalled his intention to impose a special property tax.

Mr Court: Not at all!
Dr LAWRENCE: Again that is something that has been mooted, indeed introduced

by now, by Mr Kennett in Victoria. They call it the Cain/Kirner tax, which is
a way of dodging the real financial questions. In the article Mr Court is
quoted as saying that an audit would be conducted to establish whether a
special extra tax should be imposed on all Western Australians. That is in the
context of a debate - which we will have again today - in which the
Opposition is trying to say that taxes should be reduced. However, what do
we know about the Opposition's future taxing policies? There is the goods
and services tax, which will represent an increase in the total tax burden, and
the Opposition is now considering a property- based tax.
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Point of Order
Mr MacKINNON: Ten minutes of question time has been held, yet the Premier is on

only the second question. Little interjection is taking place today, and I ask
you, Mr Speaker, to draw this fact to her attention so we can make a little
more progress.

The SPEAKER: That is not really a point of order; it is a p~oint of view. The member
has made his point, and there is little point in my repeating it.

Questions without Notice Resumed
Dr LAWRENCE: In conclusion, my point is straightforward: On the one hand we

have the Opposition's rhetoric about the need for reduced taxes, yet the only
anticipated Opposition policies are to increase taxes to make it harder for the
business community to operate!

NOISE - IN WORK PLACES, CHANGES
New Standard Already in Place

461. Mr WIESE to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations:
On Thursday, 5 November I asked the Minister a question without notice
relating to proposals for a change in the noise level action levels from 90 db to
85 db. In her reply the Minister said -

I am amazed to receive a question such as this because the change in
the action level for noise levels was publicly announced two months
ago and is already in place.

(1) Was the Minister's reply factually correct in that the new standard is
already in place?

(2) If the new standard is in place, can she indicate when it was
introduced, when it was gazetted and whether it was introduced by
way of regulation, by-law or some other form of delegated legislative
instrument?

(3) If it is not in place, will she act appropriately to correct her answer?
Mrs HENDERSON replied:

That question was asked of me on two separate occasions, the second question
being asked two months after the first. I publicly announced, about eight
weeks before the member asked the question, that the State Government
would adopt the Federal standard regarding exposure to noise at a level of
85 db. The public announcement was made so that all employers and those in
prescribed noisy workplaces could reduce that noise level in accordance with
the regulation.

Several members interjected.
Mrs HENDERSON- This was done so people were advised well in advance of any

opportunity for enforcement action. The date I gave for the enforcement of
the national standard was I January 1993.

Mr Wiese: Your answer indicated that it was already in place!
Mrs HENDERSON: My reply indicated that it was announced publicly two months

prior to the question that we would adopt that national standard - I stand by
that. Although the Opposition has attempted to prevent Western Australia
from adopting the national occupational health and safety standards, the
standards are well researched by Worksafe Australia. I have constantly said
in this House that I support the adoption of national standards. Interestingly,
the last national standard we attempted to adopt in Western Australia prior to
that relating to noise levels was one designed to prevent injury from lifting,
pulling and over-exertion in manual labour. This was disallowed by the
Liberal Panty Opposition in the other House, and this is only the injury type in
Western Australia whose incidence has not decreased. The conservative
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forces in this Stare prevented that national standard from being adopted in this
State. It is totally impractical that every other State has that national standard
and has reduced the incidence of such injuries, yet the Liberal upper House in
Western Australia can impede progress towards that national standard.
I gave plenty of advance warning to everybody that the noise level regulation
would be in place by 1 January of next year. It was two months befrare the
Opposition picked up on the fact that the public announcement was made. I
do not retract that, and I look forward to the national standard coming into
effect.

EXMOUTH - COMMERCIAL PORT PROPOSAL
462. Mr LEAHY to the Deputy Premier:

What progress has been made on the proposal for a commercial port to be
located at Exmouth?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
I thank the member for Northern Rivers for the question. He takes a very
genuine interest in matters associated with not only the electorate of Northern
Rivers, but issues that are of consequence to the people of Exmouth.

Mr Bloffwitch: You've done nothing for Geraldton.
Mr TAYLOR: The member for Geraldton cannot complain about Geraldton's

marina; about $10 million of taxpayers' money has been invested there.
Mr Shave: With credit card finance.
Mr TAYLOR: The member for Melville should argue with the member for

Geraldton about whether he thinks that is appropriate, or does he want to
waste my time by interjecting?
Private developers will conduct a feasibility study into this issue. The project
will meet the needs of the fishing industry, the oil and gas industries which
are becoming increasingly important in Onslow and Exmouth, and also some
of the charter boat operators who are now able to operate very profitably out
of that area. Under an agreement between the Government and Leighton
Contractors Pty Ltd, that company will investigate the project at its own cost
and put forward proposals within 12 months. Leighton has said that the full
details of that feasibility study will be made available to the Government at
the end of that period. In return the Government has agreed not to sell or
lease any Crown land designated for the original marina resort development
until the study is complete. The Government will also assist the investigation
by providing the company with data collected, particularly by the Department
of Marine and Harbours over recent times. It is an important development for
Exmouth. As a result of the initiative, particularly by the member for
Northern Rivers who suggested to the Government it should call for
expressions of interest in Exmouth, this development has come forward and I
am quite certain that Leighton will put together a very sound feasibility study.
I congratulate the member for Northern Rivers for the way he has gone about
this matter.

AUTHORITY FOR INTELLECTUALLY HANDICAPPED PERSONS - STAFFING
REDUCTION

463. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister for Disability Services:
Is it the case that in order to achieve its 1992-93 budget, the Authority for
Intellectually Handicapped Persons has an approved staffing reduction of
about 40? If so, why, and in which service areas will these reductions occur?

Mr RIPPER replied:
It is nor possible for me to be specific about the precise staffing level of the
Authority for Intellectually Handicapped Persons. However, the authority's
budget has increased and the total Disability budget has increased
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commensurate with the increase in the State revenue. It is necessary to re-
examine priorities within the Disability portfolio from time to time because
significant new needs must be accommodated. For example, the budget
provides for additional therapy services for children with disabilities in
mainstream schools. That is a very important area and if we provide those
services those children can be enabled to reach their full potential in life with
fewer problems for themselves, their families and the community in terms of
resources to provide for their care at a later stage. The Disability budget
provides a better than 20 per cent increase in therapy services for those
children. We are also providing post-school options for children with
disabilities leaving Ministry of Education and non-Government schools. We
provided those post-school options to school leavers in 1990 and 1991 and
they will be provided again in 1993. Yes, priorities have changed, but if the
member for Floreat looks at the overall budget for the Authority for
Intellectually Handicapped Persons she will see there has been an increase.
There has also been an increase in the total Disability portfolio budget
commensurate with the total increase in State revenue. There are some
changes and some services will not be offered to the same extent as they were,
but they are counterbalanced by other initiatives that are being undertaken
within the portfolio.

PREMIER - IMPREST ACCOUNT, POLICE INQUIRY
464. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

(1) When did the Premier first become aware of a police inquiry into her imprest
account as opposed to the overpayment itself and how did she become aware
of the police inquiry?

(2) Is she aware of who passed the information about the inquiry and the imprest
payment to the media; if so, who was it?

(3) Is she aware of the police recommendation following that inquiry; if so, what
was the recommendation?

Dr Lawrence: Which recommendation?
Mr MacKINNON: The recommendation of the police after they had made their

inquiry.
Dr Lawrence: About what?
Mr MacKINNON: The police inquired into the matter and made a recommendation

about action to be taken.
Mr Taylor: Who said they did?
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: I have had an opportunity to examine the question posed by the

member for Jandakot to the Premier and find it in order.
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(I) It is public knowledge, certainly I have gone back and checked since, that

some publicity was given to the fact that the imprest accounts of all members
of Parliament were to be the subject of a police inquiry early in June; 1 forget
the precise date.

Mr MacKinnon: When did you become aware that your imprest account was being
investigated?

Dr LAWRENCE: I became aware of the fact that all imprest accounts were being
investigated at that time. Indeed, a warrant or subpoena was issued requiring
material to be provided.

Mr MacKinnon: Was that a warrant to you from the police?
Dr LAWRENCE: No; it was to the department for the records of all members of

Parliament to be made available, Of course, that was not resisted. However,
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it was in a form that excited the attention of some of our legal officers who
thought it was a fairly extraordinary wide ranging request, given what
appeared to be the reasons for asking it; nonetheless, it was not resisted. At
the time, it became clear to me that members, since there was to be an
investigation of their accounts, would requite records of their own iniprest
accounts. That was provided, I hope, to all members in due course late in that
month so that members knew what amount remained in their accounts.
Towards the end of the month, 30 June or 1 July, I became aware of my own
account; once I saw it I made an immediate correction.

Mr MacKinnon: Were you aware of the police inquiry into your account?
Dr LAWRENCE: No; not particularly into my account.
Mr MacKinnon: When were you aware of that, and how?
Dr LAWRENCE: Subsequently, I can check the date for the member -

Mr MacKinnon: How did you become aware of that?
Dr LAWRENCE: The police approached me to say that they wanted further

information. I was aware of the general investigation, sent to all members
information about their imprest accounts and then upon discovering the error
in my own case corrected it, and subsequently became aware that the police.
probably as a result of my investigating it, wanted to have a look at my
account. They have done that with other members also, but no publicity has
attached to those investigations. As far as I can tell, the police conducted
themselves at all stages with due diligence, and indeed, with a great deal of
vigour in the matter. It took several months for the matter to be concluded
because the police were simultaneously investigating other members'
accounts; however, I have no knowledge of who those other members were or
are, or indeed, whether matters are concluded in those instances.

1 have no idea who passed on the information about the inquiry. It is certainly
a matter of concern to me; however, I am not about to press the issue. It is a
matter for the Commissioner of Police and the Director of Public Prosecutions
because the information went from the police to the DPP whose officers, I
understand, provide advice to the police as well. They concluded - if this is
what the member means by the recommendation -

Mr MacKinnon: What was the police recommendation, therefore, to the DPP?
Dr LAWRENCE: The same as they subsequently announced; that is, that there was

no matter to be answered and there was complete exoneration.
The reason it was leaked may be obvious enough; however, I cannot give an
answer about who leaked it. Without wanting to protect myself, it is a most
unfortunate practice if people being investigated are in a sense given publicity
before the matter is concluded.

SWAN BREWERY SITE - REDEVELOPMENT "IN THE GENERAL INTEREST
TO THE BROADER COMMUNITY", MINISTER'S EXPLANATION

465. Dr ALEXANDER to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:
With reference to the Minister's media release of 22 October concerning the
old Swan Brewery site, and given the fact that the great majority of Western
Australians wish to see the brewery building demolished and the area returned
to parkland, will the Minister explain why she -

(a) rejected the recommendation of the Aboriginal Cultural
Material Committee that consent not be given to the Multiplex
Constructions Pty Ltd development;

(b) believes that restoration and new work on the site will be "in
the general interest to the broader community".
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Dr WATSON replied:
Under the terms of the Aboriginal Heritage Act, 1 have a statutory obligation
to make a decision on general community interests. I want no-one to be in
any doubt that I made a very considered decision about overturning the
recommendation of the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee. I made that
decision in the light of what I consider to be general community interest. I
can establish four or five criteria that will fill that requirement: One of those
is jobs. This Project Will involve 200 jobs with five times that number in spin-
off jobs. Secondly, the Aboriginal Heritage Act does not allow for
consideration and decision on sites where there has been previous
construction. That is a very difficult set of decisions and determinations to be
made. With amendments to that Act to come before the House in the next
parliamentary session, the Government hopes to be able ro rectify those
circumstances concerning previous developments on land important to
Aboriginal people.
Thirdly, in the 21 months that I have been the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs,
some shift has occurred in Aboriginal opinion. Although I am referring to
obvious divisions within the Aboriginal community - that saddens me - a shift
has also occurred among some Aboriginal people along the lines of gaining
the best advantage for the Nyoongahs out of the rebuilt old Swan Brewery. I
am not denying the pain of the other people who do not want it built.
However, in that 21 months, a significant number of people have come to me
and asked whether, if it were to be built, they could be accommodated within
the precinct with their own areas. Fourthly, I have recently approached the
Department of Aboriginal Sites and representatives of suburban and southwest
Nyoongah groups and asked them to consider the feasibility of putting a
protection order under the Aboriginal Heritage Act on that land north of
Mounts Bay Road which will not be disturbed by building and which will be
protected under section 20 of the Act and managed in conjunction with
Aboriginal people. I understand that the Kings Park Board is happy for those
considerations to be made.

Mr C.J. Barnetr: The question is seeking an answer, not a speech.
Dr WATSON: They are the reasons for my making that decision. It was not an easy

decision. I considered all the evidence myself and reached that conclusion.
PRESTIGE PEAK PERFORMANCE - CONSUMER COMPLAINTS

466. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Consumer Affairs:
Is the Minister aware of concerns raised by consumers and business people
about the trading practices of a motor vehicle and service company named
Prestige Peak Performance and what difficulties are consumers experiencing
in receiving fair resolutions and redress for any complaints they may have?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:
I thank the member for some notice of this question. It is rare indeed that I
name a company in this place. However, in this case, there have been a
substantial number of complaints about this company. This matter has been
drawn to my attention not only by consumers, but also by Hon Cheryl
Davenport, who is currently chairing a State Government inquiry into the
vehicle repair industry. In the past 21 months, the Ministry of Consumer
Affairs has received eight complaints about Prestige Peak Performance and
one against Prestige Peek Performance. While members may not consider
that number to be large, it is the nature of the complaints and the difficulties in
resolving them that gave me grave cause for concern and led me to issue a
warning. The complaints have been about the company charging in excess of
the quoted price, charging excessively for work performed, performning
substandard work and/or damaging the consumers' vehicles while in its care.
In the worst case to come to the attention of the Ministry of Consumer Affairs,
a consumer left his car with Prestige Peak Performance as it had overheated
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and stopped. He left the car for a quote and was told it would cost $5 200 to
repair. As he thought tbis was too much, he said he would get someone else
to do the job. Prestige Peak Performance cold him chat he owed $2 000 for the
stripping of the engine and the quote for the repair. He was told also that if he
did not pay the $2 000 he would not get his car back. Reluctantly, the
consumer went ahead with the repair and paid the $5 200. Subsequently, he
took the car to a specialist repairer who told him he would have quoted $450
to strip the engine and quote for repairs. However, he said that a new engine
could have been supplied from the manufacturer's factory in Germany for
only $4 200. He examined the car and told the consumer chat Prestige Peak
Performance had charged for genuine parts but had supplied non-genuine
parts. On the advice of the Ministry of Consumer Affairs, the consumer took
his case to the Small Claims Tribunal where an order was issued against
Prestige Peak Performance to repay the $5 200.
Another consumer who claimed that not all the problems with his car had
been repaired was also refused the return of his car. It is a very unusual
circumstance for someone who has a complaint to have the repairer refuse to
release his car. When the consumer agreed to pay and returned the next day,
he found his car had been left in a sandy area behind the workshop. Sand had
been spread throughout the vehicle, the petrol tank was punctured, and petrol
was leaking onto the ground. He also went to the Small Claims Tribunal and
won his case. An order was issued against the company for $915. However,
in both of those cases, when the consumers tried to recover their money after
having had their complaints upheld by the Small Claims Tribunal, they could
not get the money due to them. Each of them had to go to the Local Court.
However, in each case the bailiff was unable to recover the debts as Prestige
Peak Performance had no assets of its own. They were all owned by another
company.
The directors of this company are Vincenzo Italiano and Paul Berghella. The
company has been set up in such a way as to ensure that if a consumer has a
complaint and gets an order against that company the company has no assets
against which that order can be satisfied.
We have received a number of other complaints similar to the two that I have
outlined to the House. I have no hesitation as a result of those very
unfortunate incidents leading to consumers being left with an order in their
favour but unable to be satisfied in warning consumers in general against this
company.

The SPEAKER: While that is very important information and necessary to be
brought before the House, I firmly believe that such mattens should be raised
in grievances or in a shont ministerial statement. Question time will continue
for a while longer.

OMBUDSMAN - INQUIRY INTO SEC WA COAL PURCHASES, APRIL 1989
Royal Commission Evidence, Inaccessible at S 00 pm 13 November

467. Mr MINSON to the Minister for Fuel and Energy'
(1) With respect to the Minister's announcement of his intention to ask the

Ombudsman to investigate the State Energy Commission of Western
Australia's coal purchases of April 1989 and the consequent alleged
enhancement of the value of Western Collieries Ltd, is the Minister aware
that -
(a) the evidence now in the hands of the Royal Commission relating to

this matter will become inaccessible at 5.00 pm on Friday, 13
November 1992; and

(b) the Ombudsman cannot investigate a Minister?
(2) In view of obvious shortcomings in the Minister's planned investigation, wI

he consider requesting either the Royal Commission or a full judicial inquiry
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to investigate the matter to its conclusion as being the most cost effective and
expeditious method of fulfilling the Royal Commission's recommendation for
a full and public inquiry into the matter?

Dr GALLOP replied:

1 am not aware of the situation in respect of Royal Commission information
after this Friday, but I am aware of a recommendation that has come from the
Royal Commission. I reiterate to this Chamber that my difficulty in putting a
recommendation to my Cabinet colleagues is finding a mechanism whereby
power will be available to an inquiry to satisfactorily look into this issue.
There is no doubt that the Ombudsman has that power. He has the power of a
Royal Commission to investigate this matter.

Mr Minson interjected.
Dr GALLOP: I understand that the Royal Commission said that it did not have the

time to look into the report. The member has not read it and he is conducting
a strange campaign here. Our difficulty is getting an inquiry which has the
power to properly investigate this matter. The member for Cotteslee said that
we should have a McCusker-type inquiry. Thai is impossible because the
McCusker inquiry gained its statutory base from the Companies Code and was
a private inquiry. The Opposition cannot have it both ways. It cannot say that
the Ombudsman can look at it on the grounds that it is private and then say we
should have a McCusker-type inquiry when that inquiry was private. The
bottom line problem with the McCusker inquiry is that it was set up under the
Companies Code and that is not relevant in this place. We are not baulking on
this issue. I wrote to the Royal Commission on 2 November and have not
received a reply. I can assure the Opposition that the inquiry will be carried
out Properly.
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