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

STATEMENT - BY THE SPEAKER
Media Interest in Proceedings Extension

THE SPEAKER: Members will note an additional media interest in this morning's
proceedings. It is my understanding that that interest will extend for about another 10
minutes. I am not quite sure of the reason for it, but I am sure we will all be illuminated in a
moment.

PETITION - LAND USE PLANNING
Rare Fauna and Flora Retention; Food Production; Tree Plantations

MR OMODEI (Warren) [ 10.03 am]: I present the following petition -

To: The Hlonourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
Land use planning: The first, and most urgent need is to identify all unique native
flora and fauna areas, and plan their retention. Whether they be on public or privately
owned land. At least a substantial portion of each unique system should be set aside
in perpetuity. Secondly the Western Australian Government must plan for present
and future food production. Thus we need to know what quantities of food crops
need to be grown at present to be self-sustaining, and how much we expect to need in
the future and set aside land accordingly. This issue addressed in the Report (1991)
by the Select Committee on the Right to Farm: Recommendations 1-6;13-
16; 17;l8;20-24 in particular. A third urgent planning need is for the areas to be
identified for tree plantations. Some could be for native species replacement, but
much effort is needed to plan harvestable timber plantations, which will sustain and
expand our very important timber industry, while protecting and removing from
harvest, what remains of our dwindling natural forests.
Only when enough land has been set aside for the three above purposes, can
remaining rural land be looked at for proposed other uses. It should be the
requirement that the proposer of alternate (to rural) land use zoning, be the one to
prove chat this is in the best interests of the community as a whole, and not the
community, who have to prove that the proposed use is not in its best interests, should
that be the case. We respectfully request that the Government applies itself to
addressing the issue of planning rural-zoning retention along the suggested
guidelines.
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 21 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 108.]

PETITION - VICTIMS OF SEXUAL CRIME
Degrading Material Ban, Prohibition of Child Pornography and Paedophility

Material, Public Say on Censorship
MR MINSON (Greenough) [10.04 an]: I seek the indulgence of the House related to this
petition which is couched in the following ternms -
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To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Council -
The SPEAKER: I know that the member sought my indulgence on this matter. However, I
cannot give it as his petition is addressed to the Legislative Council. Under those
circumstances I cannot accept it here.
Mr MIN SON: Mr Speaker, by way of explanation, this petition was handed to me by Hon
Muriel Patterson and is lacer addressed also to the Legislative Aksembly. It was when I
reached that point that I was going to seek your indulgence to allow the petition to lie upon
the Table of the House for the rest of this day's sitting, despite the fact it does not conform to
the Standing Orders of this House.
The SPEAKER: I think in those circumstances the member should read the petition before
we proceed further.
Mr MINSON: The petition reads -

We, the undersigned being concerned for the safety and welfare of innocent victims
of sexual crime, do urge the Assembly to:

- ensure that crime-incitement, demeaning or degrading material is
banned in a mandatory publications process

- prohibit the possession of all forms of child pornography and
paedlophilia in videos, films, publications and advertisements

- prevent State censorship rights from being usurped by Federal control
but rather give the public a say in deciding their own attitude to taste
and decency.

The SPEAKER: In view of the fact this petition does not comply with the Standing Orders
of the House, but is a matter of interest, I direct that it lie on the Table of the House for the
balance of today's sitting for the information of members.
[Petition tabled for the information of members.]

PETITION - ASBESTOS DISEASES AND MESOTHELIOMA TREATMENT
RESEARCH

Government Funding
MRS HENDERSON (Thornlie - Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations)
110.06 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 citizens of Western Australia urge the State Government to fund,
immediately and without fail, research into asbestos-caused diseases and life saving
treatments of mesothelioma currently conducted by Professor Bruce Robinson and
others at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 16 578 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.
1See petition No 109.]
A similar petition was presented by Mr McGinty (Minister for Housing) (26 persons).
[See petition No 110-1

PETITION - MINING AND EXPLORATION IN NATIONAL PARKS AND
NATURE RESERVES

Ban Request
MR MeGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Housing) [10.10 am]: I present the following
petition -
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To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned request that the Parliament:
BAN MINING AND EXPLORATION IN NATIONAL PARKS ANT) NATURE
RESERVES
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 61 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 1 11.1

MOTION*- STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION
Australian Football League Grand Final

On motion without notice by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), resolved with an
absolute majority -

That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as is necessary to enable
the Premier to move without notice a motion in relation to the Australian
Football League Grand Final.

MOTION - AUSTRALIAN FOOTBALL LEAGUE GRAND FINAL
West Coast Eagles, Success Wishes

DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [10.14 am]: It gives me great pleasure on
behalf of the Parliament, and with the consent of the Opposition - I understand that the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition will second the motion - to move -

That this House, on behalf of the people of Western Australia, wishes the West Coast
Eagles every success in their endeavours on Saturday in the Australian Football
League grand final.

Several Opposition members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: I am being interjected on by members of the National Party, but I well
know that the country people of Western Australia are particularly enthusiastic about the
performance of the Eagles, and that sentiment is shared by their city cousins. I know I speak
for all Western Australians when I say that we wish the Eagles well on Saturday. They bad
an opportunity to win the grand final last year, but unfortunately, perhaps due to a gizacer
build up -

Mr Omodei: This is another political stunt.
Dr LAWRENCE: I anm astounded by the member for Warren. It was agreed by the partie;
that we would do it in this way, so the member should at least have the good grace to hear it
through because his leader wants also to say a few words about this motion. The sort of
grudging observations we have heard from some members opposite are not shared by the
Opposition or by the National Party, and the Labor Party and the Government want to say
clearly that we wish the Eagles well.
Mr House interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: That is very bad form. Again, despite some carping from the National
Party, I reiterate that I know that I speak also for the people of Western Australia when I
wish the Eagles well on Saturday on behalf of the people in the Parliament. It needs to be
said that the Eagles deserve a victory on Saturday. They have worked extremely hard over a
number of months in this season and over the years that they have been in the AFL, and
despite the fact that the Victorians now want to say that this is really a Stare of Origin
competition, the Eagles have been part of a national competition and have fought in the
national competition with valour, and I know they will acquit themselves extremely well on
Saturday.
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We do not want to talk it over the top, because I think that was part of the problem that the
Eagles faced last year, but rather to say that they have dane all the hard work, they have a
very fit team, and they have an enthusiastic group of supporters in Western Australia and
elsewhere - it does not stop at the Western Australian boundary - who have come to admire
the Eagles' style of play and to see the enormous contribution that they have made to the
AFL.
Mr House: How many games have you seen?
Dr LAWRENCE: A great many on television. It is extraordinary that the National Party is
trying to make some -

Mr Pearce inteijected.
Dr LAWRENCE: I think he must be. In any case, I do not want to take the time of the
House on this issue, except to say -
Mr Wiese: Then why did you move it?
Dr LAWRENCE: The sont of unruly nonsense that we are getting from the National Party
must be disappointing for its followers in the country, if it has any left, because I know that
country people are keen Eagles supporters.
I wish the Eagles good luck. I hope all members of Parliament, including those who have
been interjecting so rudely, will sign this card, which I will offer to the Leader of the
Opposition as he seconds the motion.
Government members: Hear, hear!
MR COURT (Nedlands - Leader of the Opposition) [10. 18 am]: I make it clear that we
support fully this motion and there is no need for us to worry about pairs with this sort of
motion. This motion is the one opportunity that we have to wish a football ream from this
State all the best in an important competition. We have been incredibly proud of what the
Eagles have done this year in giving us what has been a terrific season.
The SPEAKER: Order! I say to those people who arm having discourse at the back of the
Chamber that it is clear that the quality of the argument has won over most people already.
There is no need for that.
Mr COURT: The success of the Eagles should be shared by all Western Australians. I know
that- the member for Marmion, who sits behind me, believes that the team has been as
successful as it has because of the number of' Claremont players in the squad, but in tough
times there is nothing like a good football victory to bring people together. We certainly
hope that the Eagles are extremely successful. At the time of the grand final last year,
Victorians were saying that the Eagles team was a one year wonder, but it has bounced back.
It will be a terrific game on the weekend. On behalf of members of the Liberal Party. I wish
Mick Malthouse, John Worsfold and all the team every success this weekend.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [ 10.20 an]: With the exception of
perhaps the member for Balcatta, I suggest that I would be the most qualified person to talk
about league football in this place. I might even be able to make the claim that I am more
qualified than he. Without doubt, all Western Australians, irrespective of their personal
pursuits in either entertainment or sport, wish the West Coast Eagles all the best for the grand
final on Saturday. Notwithstanding the expression of view from some of my colleagues
behind me about the extent of cynicism that might be attached to people in politics jumping
on the sporting bandwagon in the hope they might achieve some success that they cannot
otherwise achieve in the political arena, all Western Australians wish the Eagles all the best
for the grand final. For the Eagles team, Saturday represents a major day on their agenda. It
must be remembered that they will be trying to achieve success as a culmination of not just
one year's hard work - and, believe me, football these days is hard work - because for two
years they have played for the premiership; so the grand final this year will be a culmination
of two years' hard work. I am sure that the 20 players finally selected will give the game
their utmost. I wish them my personal best. I thank the players for the many hours of
enjoyable entertainment that they have provided not only to me but also to everyone else in
Western Australia. Certainly they have giveri us something that we can support and
something of which we can all be very proud. Although some of my colleagues have
expressed a cynical view about the motives behind the motion, we should dispense with that
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and look at the other motive; that is, we would like to see the Eagles do well. They have
been brought together as a cohesive team, and they are capable of playing the brand of
football that will allow them to win on Saturday. The National Party and I wish thenm all the
best. We support the motion.
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [10.23 amj: I support the motion. I wish the West
Coast Eagles well. Since the Eagles joined the Australian Football League competition we
have witnessed a considerable upsurge in interest in football in the community. It is proper
to send a message from this Parliament on behalf of the people of this Stare to the Eagles to
wish them well in the grand final on Saturday. I ami an avid follower of the team and I
expect the Eagles to play exceptionally well.
A lot of banter goes on between people who have an interest in the Victorian teams and those
with an interest in Western Australian teams, and I am sure many people in this forum
periodically share my concern about some of the umpiring decisions. In exasperation in the
first quarter of the Eagles versus Geelong game a fortnight ago I exclaimed to my wife that it
was possible for a team of 18 players to beat a team of 20 players but not when two of the 20
were umpires. That is a reaction we all have at times because we all have our bias. I heard
on the ABC Radio yesterday that a Victorian commentator said that when he perused the
financial return of the Eagles he discovered that 65 people were on the payroll but he could
not find the name of George Grijusich- I suppose Victorians are as one-eyed in their views
as we are. However, on Saturday the Eagles face a real challenge. They will be playing in
one of the greatest sporting forums in the world. Of the 100 000 people attending the game,
90 000 will barrack for the Victorian team. Another problem will be that with Victorian
football pride on the line, Victorians tend to grow another leg.
Question put and passed.

STATEMENT - BY THE SPEAKER
Petition on Victims of Sexual Crime - Contravention of Standing Order No 89 and maybe

Order No 93
THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Barnett): I indicate that without question the petition about
which I expressed concern earlier contravenes Standing Order No 89 and may also
contravene Standing Order No 91-

MOTION - STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION
Appropriation (Consolidated Revenue Fund) Bill, Third Reading 20 Minute

Debates - Committee of the Whole Replaced by Estimates Cormmittee
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [ 10.25 am]: [-move -

That for the present session, so much of the Standing Orders be suspended as is
necessary to enable any member to speak on the third reading of the Appropriation
(Consolidated Revenue Fund) Bill for 20 minutes and far the Committee of the
Whole procedure on the Bill to be replaced by an Estimates Committee, as follows -

(1) Theire shall be an Estimates Committee which shall examnine and report on
proposed expenditures from the Consolidated R6venue Fund, for the
Parliament and each department or Government agency listed in the published
Estimates.

(2) After the second reading of the Appropriation (Consolidated Revenue Fund)
Bill, the proposed expenditure for the departments and services contained in
the published Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure and the Bill shall stand
referred to the Estimates Committee.

(3) (a) There shall be a Management Committee which shall comprise, in
addition to the Leader of the House -
The Premier, the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the
National Party or a member nominated by them in writing to the
Speaker, and an independent member nominated by the Speaker
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(b) Before the Estimates Committee first meets, rho Leader of the House
shall present to the House the report of the Management Committee,
which report shall prescribe the maximum period of time allotted for
consideration of each Part of the Estimates; and

(c) On the presentation of the report of the Management Committee, the
Speaker shall forthwith put the question, "That the report be adopted"
and debate, for a maximum period of one hour, may ensue on that
question and any proposed amendments thereto.

(4) The Report of the Estimates Committee shall state whether the proposed
expenditures are recommended. The time for presentation of the report may
be as determined by the House. Failure of the Estimates Committee to report
on any Part of the Estimates within the time required by the House shall be
deemed to be a report recommending the proposed expenditures.

(5) The Estimates Committee shall consist of the Chairman, the Minister
responsible in the Assembly for the proposed expenditure under
consideration, or another Minister acting in that capacity, and nine other
members.

(6) When the Estimates Committee is considering the vote for "Parliament", the
Speaker or the Deputy Speaker shall, for the purpose of this Sessional Order,
be deemed to be the Minister responsible for the proposed expenditure.

(7) The Estimates Committee initially shall include five members appointed by
the Leader of the House, three members appointed by the Leader of the
Opposition, one member appointed by the Leader of the National Party and an
Independent member nominated by the Speaker, and every appointment of a
member of the Committee shall be forthwith notified in writing to the
Speaker. A member may be discharged from a Committee by appointing
another member in his place and any such change shall not take effect until
notified in writing to the Clerk to the Committee.

(8) The Chairman of the Estimates Committee shall be the Chairman of
Committees who may require a Deputy Chairman of Committees to act in his
stead from time to time.

(9) The quorum of an Estimates Committee shall be seven, excluding the
Chairman, and if at any time a quorum is not present, the Chairman may
suspend the proceedings of the Committee until a quorum is present, or
adjourn the Committee.

(10) Members of t House, not being members of the Committee may participate,
at the discretion of the Chairman, in the proceedings of the Committee, but
shall not vote, move any motion or be counted for the purpose of a quorum.

(11) Advisers who are present at an Estimates Committee to assist Ministers may
not directly answer questions or otherwise address the Committee except with
the approval of and in the presence of a Minister.

(12) Proceedings of the Committee shall be recorded by the Clerk to the
Committee, and such records shall constitute the Minutes of Proceedings of
the Committee and shall be signed by the Chairman of Committees and the
Clerk to the Committee.

(13) In the Estimates Committee -
(a) the question shall be proposed for each Division of the Estimates,

"That the Vote be recommended", and if there is an equality of votes
on any such question, the Committee shall include in its report to the
House, its inability to report on that division;

(b) voting shall be taken by a show of hands of those members of the
Committee, exclusive of the Chajirman, present when a question is put
and tellers shall not be appointed;

(c) any question of procedure or point of order shall be determined by the
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Chairman of the Committee, subject to the ultimate decision of the
Committee; and

(d) at the conclusion of consideration of the estimates or at expiry of the
time allocated to the Committee, the question shall be put forthwith -
"That the remainder of the Bill be agreed to".

(14) The report of the Estimates Committee shall be presented to the House by the
Chairman of Committees and may be considered forthwith, the question then
being proposed, "That the report be adopted". Debate on that motion and any
amendment thereto may nor exceed one hour in total, and if agreed to, the
third reading may be moved forthwith.

In the thre years that we have had Estimates Committees I have followed the policy of
consulting with the leaders of the other parties and the Independents in Parliament to
establish the precise form which the Sessional Orders might take. At the end of each
Estimates Committee session I have expressed the hope that the Standing Orders and
Procedure Committee might take over the task of laying down a set of Standing Orders so we
will not need to go through the process each year of designing a different form for the
Estimates Committees.
This time the proposal which I put before the House is different. Indeed, each of the three
years that we have had Estimates Committees the form has been different, and settling on the
way in which we do these things in future is becoming important. Nevertheless on each of
the occasions that I have put forward a proposition it has been with the agreement of all sides
of the House. Regrettably, I inform the House that that is not the case today. The major
change in the proposal from last year is to have a single Estimates Committee which will run
over a whole week from Monday to Friday. The proposal for a single committee came
essentially from the Liberal Party Opposition. When I discussed the matter with the National
Party its members were not agreeable to the proposition of a single Estimates Committee;
they prefer two or more committees. The Government does not particularly care if we have a
single Estimates Committee over five days or two committees over three days; it does not
matter a great deal to us. I asked the Liberal Party and the Nations] Party to see whether they
could agree about their approach to the matter. They have not been able to do that, as I
understand it. Under those circumstances it is incumbent upon us to accept the position
adopted by the major Opposition party, given the fact that we do not have a strong view
either way, rather than the smaller of the two parties opposite. Therefore, I have moved the
motion to establish a single Estimates Committee, but otherwise using the processes which
we developed for the Estimates Committees last year.
Mr House: Are you saying that you support two Estimates Committees but that you have put
one?
Mr PEARCE: No. We are happy with one committee; we think one committee is a
reasonable approach, but we have no problem with having two. If agreement had been
reached on the other side of the House to have two committees I would have moved for two
without any difficulty whatsoever. We think that a single committee approach over five days
is worth a try. However, if the combined Opposition parties and the Independents thought
differently, we would have gone the other way. Under the circumstances, we perhaps lean
slightly towards the one committee but I have moved the motion in this form because the
major Opposition party has taken that view.
It is important that after we finish the forthcoming Estimates process the Standing Orders and
Procedure Committee, as a matter of priority, should sit down before the session is over and
hammer out a Standing Order for Estimates Committees. We have had three years of trial of
the Estimates Committee, and it is time to place a procedure in Standing Orders rather than
undertaking this process year after year.
Mr Blaikie: What was the Standing Orders and Procedure Committee's recommendation
from last year?
Mr PEARCE: I do not recall members -

Mr Blailde: You did not have a recommendation. Why not? It did not suit you.
Mr PEARCE: That is not up to me. Each time we go through the Estimates Committee
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process I ask the Standing Orders and Procedure Committee to consider the matter. This
rime I will write a letter suggesting that it do so. I cannot remember a member of the
Standing Orders and Procedure Committee reporting on the matter. Each year I work out a
proposition with the Clerk for the Estimates Committee, in Consultation with the leaders of
the respective parties, and that is fine; however, it is dime that we put a process in Standing
Orders. I am sorry that we could not achieve unanimity on this occasion, but this proposition
has the support of the majority of the House.
MR CJ. BARNEfl (Cortesloe - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [10.32 am]: I support
the Leader of the House: We need to settle a procedure for the Estimates Committees which
will remain a standard procedure for this House. It is unacceptable parliamentary practice to
have the form of procedure changing year in year our. This matter must be resolved.
Mr Clarko: The member for Vasse was on the right track. The Standing Orders and
Procedure Committee must spend time to sort this out.
Mr Pearce: I have no argument with that.
Mr Clarko: We are still none the wiser and this is our third year of Estimates Committees.
Mr CJ. BARNETT: Some experienced parliamentarians need to sort this out and devise a
procedure which will apply for a number of years.
The main feature of the Sessional Order under discussion is a single Estimates Committee
comprising nine members. However, importantly, other members of this Chamber, at the
discretion of the chairman, will be able to ask questions. A management committee will
comprise Government, Opposition and Independent members to oversee the process.
It is important that we have a single committee. Debate has ensued, certainly within the
Liberal Party and with our colleagues in the National Party, on this matter. Although it may
be expedient to have multiple committees - be it two or three - and although it may be
politically attractive to a Government to quickly conclude the Budget process, the Liberal
Party believes it is a responsibility of members of Parliament, regardless of political party, to
scrutinise the Budget We each have constituents and responsibilities to be here to contribute
to the parliamentary process. If we have more than one committee operating at the same
time, it will be physically impossible for members to fulfil that responsibility, as members
would have to choose in which part of the process they will participate. It is inappropriate
that members should be precluded from such Budget debate when we are considering the
expenditure of $6 billion. This responsibility explains more than anything else the Liberal
Party's position in supporting a single committee. It would be possible for parties to allocate
members to different portfolios if more than one committee were established; however, that
is not possible for the Independents and individual members. It is inappropriate that
members of Parliament be denied the right to fulfil their duty in participating in the full
debate.
I now raise four issues to which I hope the Leader of the House will respond; these matters
were raised in our party room. Firstly, a time management program has been proposed by
the Leader of the House. When a Minister has a number of portfolio responsibilities, time
should be allocated within, say, a two hour period for each area of responsibility. The
second important issue is the Capital Works Budget. When considering, for example, the
Education and Health portfolios, it is logical that the discussion involve not only the current
expenditure from the Consolidated Revenue Fund with staff levels; it is equally important
that we discuss matters such as building within the capital works program. I hope it is
possible for these martens to be discussed.
Thirdly, statutory authorities may not have a CRF allocation, and it could be argued
technically that they should not be discussed in the Estimates Committee. However, that
would lead to an anomaly and reduce the ability of members to scrutinise the Budget. An
obvious example of this is housing. The Minister for Housing could respond to questions on
minor agencies such as the Government Employees Housing Authority, yet Homeswest, the
major housing agency, could escape scrutiny. That would not be in the interests of
Parliament or the public. I trust we can facilitate the discussion on major statutory bodies
regarding policy and service roles in the Estimates Committee process.
Fourthly, members would agree that an almost farcical situation arose in the past couple of
years with advisers. Ministers were asked a question, which was then whispered to an
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adviser. The adviser would whisper an answer, which the Minister would attempt to relate
back to the Committee.
Mr Wart: Often the message would be wrong.
Mr C.). BARNETT: Indeed, often the message would be confused. The Leader of the
House should think carefully about allowing advisers to relate information directly. This
would not preclude Ministers from making comments and choosing how to handle questions.
Nevertheless, this is an important aspect of the process.
In conclusion, the Liberal Party supports a single Estimates Committee. I sin sure some
members of the Opposition shall make comment on these. matters, and I hope they do.
MR HOUSE (Stirling) [10.37 am): The National Party opposes this change to the
Sessional Orders, and 1 intend to move an amendment a little lacer. This Sessional Order
allows members 42.5 hours to scrutinise a Budget of almost $6 billion. That is a reduction in
the time provided over the past few years. In fact, in 1988 we spent 62 hours debating the
Budget in Committee, which was a 33 per cent rater allocation than that to be provided
under these Sessional Orders. Last year we spent 51 hours on the Estimates Committees, and
it is important that members of Parliament have an opportunity to speak when scrutinising
the Budget.
If we accept the Sessional Order, the single Estimates Committee will comprise only nine
members. Some members seem to have the impression that the Estimates Committee
Chairmen will automatically allow them to participate in debate; however, that will not
necessarily occur as it will be a matter for the discretion of the chairmen. I suggest that
many members who intend to support this motion will be bitterly disappointed that they did.
They may believe that a single committee will allow them to have their say, but that is not
the case. With two Estimates Committees, twice as many members would be involved. We
have a duty to become involved and to express a point of view. Nobody would claim that
they know everything about every issue and every ministerial responsibility and needs to be
at both Estimates Committees at the same time. However, two Estimates Committees could
be managed.
I refer back three or four years for the reason that this Sessional Order was originally
changed. At that time the Committee of the Whole House considered the Budget, and all
parties agreed that this was unmanageable, unwieldy and unworkable and had to be changed.
The Leader of the House is correct; discussions were held about how we might solve this
problem. The solution was to have three committees of the Parliament meeting over one
week from Tuesday to Thursday, and that was the experiment in the year before last. In the
lead up to the Estimates Committees last year we had many meetings to discuss how that
experiment had worked. There was some disquiet that three committees were too many for
members to get around to, so it was decided to reduce the number of committees to two. I
supported that motion last year as it was a good compromise between three committees and a
Committee of the Whole House which allowed a maximum number of members to take part
in debate. Basically, most members thought the system had worked well and had given
members time to scrtinise the Budget. I do not think that 42 hours in Committee is
sufficient time to scrutinise this year's Budget. I also warn members who are not members
of the Estimates Committees and who think that they will get the opportunity to ask
questions, that they will be bitterly disappointed.
The Education budget represents a large proportion of this year's Budget, but it has been
scheduled for only two hours' consideration in the Estimates Committees.
Mr Pearce: That draft is the basis upon which we agreed the management committee would
work, more or less. The member for Stirling is correct in talking about the diminution of
time that is involved in having a single committee system.
Mr HOUSE: In addition, we have discussed time management within the allocation of time.
On Thursday, 26 September 1991. the Leader of the House indicated that he would discuss
that with individual Ministers and work out a program. During the Estimates Committees it
is left to the Ministers to allocate the time for their portfolio.
Mr Pearce: The proposition put by the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party in the
management committee is that the program be broken up into smaller units.
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Mr HOUSE: Will that be done?
Mr Pearce: I am happy to do that.
Mr HOUSE: I am still seriously concerned that the amount of tine allocated to the various
portfolios is not sufficient. If one goes through the program, as 1 did last night, one finds
there is no way that the time allocated to each portfolio can be extended. I cannot see any
portfolio that has been allocated too much time. If those members who are not official
members of a committee, believe they will have the opportunity to ask questions which are
impontant to their electorate, they will be disappointed. That is not because the chairman will
not let them ask the questions - he has the right to do so - but there will not be sufficient time.
Two hours were allocated to the conclusion debate at the reporting stage of the Estimates
Committees last year; this year only one hour has been allocated. Therefore, the amount of
dine for the Opposition to comment on the Budget will be reduced again.
I strongly support the comments made by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition about
advisers. That issue has been raised in both debates in both the previous two years. The
Leader of the House said last year -

I have no personal objection to it, but there are potential implications which I will
discuss with the Speaker and the clerks.

Ministers can have advisers sitting with them, but members of the Opposition and
Independents are not able to have advisers with them to assist them in the questioning period.
I cannot see any objection to the Opposition parties having the same assistance. Each time I
have raised the issue the Leader of the House has indicated that he has no objection, although
he has made the qualification that he will take advice. We have not solved the problem.
Mr Pearce: With a single committee system the committee would meet in the Chamber and
that means that the members' advisers could sit in the gallery and could pass notes about
matters to the member. I thought the suggestion was for members' advisers to play some
role other than passing advice. If the meeting is in the Chamber I cannot see why advisers
cannot pass notes to members of the committee and other members in the way they do now.
Mr HOUSE: As a Minister, Mr Pearce will have his advisers sitting with him.
Mr Pearce: The Clerks have spent some time working out how the Chamber might be
configured. Ministers and advisers will sit on the frontbench and everyone else through the
Chamber. I guess it would be up to the Clerks or the chairmen of die committees to make a
suggestion about the configuration for your advisers.
Mr HOUSE: I accept what the Leader of the House is saying, but members should be
entitled to have advisers also. I also wish to make a point about sitting on Monday and
Friday. As a member of Parliament I accept the responsibility of having to sit in the
Parliament, but as a country member the tyranny of distance is imposed not only on me but
on my other rural colleagues and travelling time is fairly important to us. During the sitting
week, unlike city members, country members cannot leave the House to attend functions.
Changing this Sessional Order with only two weeks' notice is an unfair imposition on
country members. For example, a very important Country Shire Councils Association
meeting is scheduled for Monday in the electorate of the member for Wagin, and he has
accepted an invitation to open the meeting. That will preclude his attendance on Monday. It
is not appropriate for a Sessional Order to be changed requiring members to sit on a Monday
and a Friday when country members may have engagements to be in their electorates. I
accept that problem is peculiar to country members, but I amn sure that country members of
the Government and of the Liberal Parry will agree that is a problem. I feel very strongly
about that issue, but I feel more strongly about the amount of time members will have to
scrutinise the Budget and the management of that time. I do not believe it is enough, and I
intend to move an amendment to the motion moved by the Leader of the House. Mr
Speaker, could you advise whether it will be necessary for me to move last year's Sessional
Order again?
Mr Pearce: Last year's Sessional Order would have lapsed at the end of the session.
The SPEAKER: Order! I thank the Leader of the House for that good advice. I am
concerned that the member for Stirling, who is reading from what appears to be a copy of
Mansard, will present me with a written and signed copy of his amendment. I want to help
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the member, so I suggest if there is some way of reading that amendment, adding slightly to
the top and signing the bottom, I would accept chat as a written amendment. The deputy
leader of the National Parry can move an amendment and read all of it. I caution him at the
beginning that that is what I will ask for at the end of his motion.
Mr HOUSE: Are you, Mr Speaker, prepared to accept two pieces of paper?
The SPEAKER: On this occasion.
Mr HOUSE: I could ask someone to type it while I am speaking to it.
The SPEAKER: That is fine; it is not fine, but it will do.

Amendment to Motion
Mr HOUSE: I move -

To delete all words after "by", and substitute -

(1) There shall be two Estimates Committees to be known as Estimates
Committee A and B, which shall examine and report on proposed
expenditures, from the Consolidated Revenue Fund, for the Parliament arid
each department or Government agency listed in the published Estimates.

(2) After the second reading of the Appropriation (Consolidated Revenue Fund)
Bill, the proposed expenditure for the departments and services contained in
the published Estimates of Revenue and Expenditure shall stand referred to
the Estimates Committees.

(3) (a) There shall be a management committee which shall comprise, in
addition to the Leader of the House, the Premier, the Leader of the
Opposition and the Leader of the National Party or a member
nominated by them in writing to the Speaker.

(b) Before the Estimates Committees first meet, the Speaker shall present
to the House the report of the management committee, which report
shall prescribe -

(i which Parts of the Estimates are to be considered by each
committee, and

(ii) the maximum period of time allotted for consideration of each
Part.

(c) On the presentation of the report of the management committee, the
Speaker shall forthwith put the question, "That the report be adopted"
and debate, for a maximum period of one hour, may ensue on that
question and any proposed amendments thereto.

(4) Reports of chairmen of the Estimates Committees shall only state which Parts
of the Estimates have been considered. The time for presentation of the
reports may be as determined by the House.

(5) Each Estimates Committee shall consist of the chairman, the Minister
responsible in the Assembly for the proposed expenditure under
consideration, or another Minister acting in that capacity, and seven other
members.

(6) When an estimates Committee is considering the Vote for "Parliament", the
Speaker or the Deputy Speaker shall, for the purpose of this Sessional Order,
be deemed to be the Minister responsible for the proposed expenditure.

(7) At the commencement of each committee sitting, each Estimates Committee
initially shall include two members appointed by the Leader of the House,
three members appointed by the Leader of the Opposition, one member
appointed by the Leader of the National Parry and an Independent member
nominated by the Speaker, and every appointment of a member of the
committee shall be forthwith notified in writing to the Speaker. A member
may be discharged from a committee by appointing another member in his
place and any such change shall not take effect until notified in writing to the
clerk to the Estimates Committee.
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(8) (a) The chairman of an Estimates Committee shall be the Chairman of
Committees or a Deputy Chairman of Committees.

(b) ,Any member of the committee may take the Chair temporarily
whenever requested so to do by the chairman of that committee
during a sitting of the committee.

(9) The quorum of an Estimates Committee shall be five, excluding the chairman
and, if at any time a quorum be not present, the chairman may suspend the
proceedings of the committee until a quorum be present, or adjourn the
committee.

(10) Members of the House, not being members of the committee may participate,
at the discretion of the chairman, in the proceedings of the committee, but
shall not be counted for the purpose of a quorum.

(11) Advisers who are present at an Estimates Committee to assist Ministers may
not directly answer questions or otherwise address the committee except with
the approval of and in the presence of a Minister.

(12) Proceedings of a committee shall be recorded by the clerk to the committee,
and such records shall constitute the Minutes of Proceedings of the
committee, and shall be signed by the clerk to the committee.

(13) In an Estimates Committee -

(a) each Parn of the Estimates shall be considered in turn according to the
report of the management committee as adopted by the House;

(b) any question of procedure or point of order shall be determined by the
chairman of the committee, but a member of the committee may
require the chairman to refer any such decision to the Speaker for an
ultimate decision; and

(c) no vote shall be taken.
(14) The chairman of the committee or a member of the committee deputed by him

shall report which Parts of the Estimates have been considered,
(15) A report presented by a committee may be considered forthwith and the

question shall be proposed in respect of each committee's report "That the
expenditures proposed in the Estimates be agreed to." Debate on that motion
and any amendment thereto may not exceed one hour in total.

(16) Upon completion of consideration of the reports of the Estimates Committees,
the question shall be put forthwith "That the remainder of the Bill be agreed
to"; and if that motion is agreed to, the third reading may be moved forthwith.

That is the method under which the Estimates Committee system operated last year. It was a
fair and reasonable compromise. I am interested that the Leader of the House, in his speech,
indicated that he was prepared to accept such an amendment if it were agreed to by other
members. The National Party believes that if we use the method we used last year we will
have proper scrutiny of this year's Budget.
MR WIESE (Wagin) [10.56 am]: I support the amendment moved by the deputy leader of
the National Party. As usual he does things in a very precise and property prepared manner
and makes his point of view very clear to every member of the House. I am pleased that the
Government does not have a definite position about the Estimates Committee process. I
hope that the members of the Government will agree to this amendment. That will ensure
proper scrutiny of the Budget. The reason these Estimates Committees are formed is to
enable individual members of Parliament to have proper scrutiny of the Budget and the
Budget papers. Under those circumstances, I hope every member of the Government will
address that matter in a non-party political mannar.
The deputy leader of the National Party has outlined the reasons that we are opposed to the
original motion. Unlike the process last year when 51 hours were allowed for the Estimates
Committees, the motion moved by the Leader of the House allows only 42 hours - 20 per
cent less time; a very substantial reduction. Furthermore, the motion provides that rather
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than 16 members being able to participate in the scrutiny of the Budget at any one time, there
will be only 10 - a reduction of over 30 per cent. The overall reduction in time diminishes
the opportunity for members to participate because the time for scrutiny of individual
sections of the Budget will be less. The motion does not allow members to perform the role
for which they are in Parliament. The ability of members to scrutinise the Budget, which sets
the framework within which the Stare will operate for the next 12 months, will be severely
curtailed. That is why the National Party is opposed to the proposal and why it has moved to
amend the motion. I hope all members will vote on this matter because if the amendment to
the motion is not accepted it will affect them as individual members and severely detract
from their ability to partake in the scrutiny of the Budget in the Estimates Committee. I
strongly suppont the amendment.
MR Q. BARNETIT (Cottesloe - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [11.02 am). The
member for Wagin set great store on the ability and responsibility of individual members of
Parliament to scrutinise the Budget, and in that statement of principle I could not agree with
him more. The House is now faced with the issue of how best to scrutinise the Budget. It
seems to me that it has two choices. Firstly, it can choose to have one committee which
allows all members at all times to be present and take part in the scrutiny of al parts of the
Budget, or secondly, it can run two committees over a lesser number of days, presumably as
promoted by the National Party.
Mr Wiese: Yes, but over a greater amount of time.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, it will allow a greater amount of time; that is the trade off. If
members are to deal with the Budget in one week, does the House allow a greater amount of
time and therefore exclude other members?
Mr Thompson: Why can't it be done in one week?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: If it is done in one week there will either be multiple committees and a
large amount of time allocated, or that must be traded off against one committee in which all
members of Parliament can participate. The position of the Liberal Party after discussions
with various people, similar to the points raised by the member for Wagin, is that the prime
consideration should be that all members of Parliament can be present for all of the Budget
debate all of the time. That is the first principle put forward by the Liberal Party. The points
raised by the deputy leader of the National Party and the member for Wagin come down to
the practical consideration: Is the amount of time allocated for individual Budget votes
sufficient? I agree that it is not sufficient. However, I do not believe that the Leader of the
louse is about to say that the committees can be run over a second week, although that
would be desirable, if it is the Government's intention to use the weight of numbers so that
the Budget Estimates are dealt with in one week, the House has a choice. The Liberal
Party's view is that the first choice is that all members be present at all times. That means
scrutiny on individual items is reduced. These sorts of arguments have been raised in the
Opposition's party room. I agree with the points raised by the National Party about hours.
However, it has made a judgment on the one side and the Liberal Party has made a judgment
on the other.
Mr Clarko: With respect, there is just not enough time.
Mr Wiese: Five or six hours was devoted to the debate on education and five or six hours
was devoted to health matters last year.
Mr Pearce: If members are agreable, the Government can increase the sitting hours to 62. 1
have taken the lead of the Legislative Council which has taken time to include party room
meetings in that week. The management committee can deal with this issue of time. The
program is only a draft. The matter can be referred to the management committee and it can
then report its decision on that to the House. I am happy to juggle the time wit regard to
that. It is correct to say that two committees will always give members more time than one.
Mr House: It is not just a question of time. More members of Parliament would be
participating in the debate. There is a misapprehension by some members that they will get
more time in one committee.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: There are problems with this issue. The Opposition is willing to take
on good faith what the Leader of the House has put forward. The Opposition agrees with the
constraints on time and certainly has some comments to make about the agenda. I do not
0&278-13
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chink party meetings are necessary in that week, but that must be discussed. The Opposition
understands the National Party's point of view, however it has a different position on this
matter.
DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [11.06 and: I agree that the House should have only one
committee running at any one time. It is impor-tant for individual members, especially the
Independents, to be available to attend any of those committees and to be involved in the
process of scrutinising the Budget. I have similar concerns abut the lack of time and I hope
that the management committee will work out a solution to that problem. At the moment
only two hours is allocated for the consideration of education. It is absurd to allocate two
hours of debate to an area which concerns 25 per cent of the Budget. Similarly, the areas of
the family, community development, youth justice and disability services have only two
hours allocated to them. That will result in only half an hour for each of those extremely
important areas. I support the concept of having only one cornmittee so that every member
can have an opportunity to scrutinise the Budget; however, the House must work out the
problem with the time allocation. I do not support this amendment.
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [11.08 am]: In the name of assisting this place, the
Leader of the House has sucked in the members of Parliament into accepting a proposition
which is to the advantage of the Government. Members must take stock of what is
occurring. I have an extract from the digest of the activities Of the Legislative Assembly last
year and have discovered that the grand total of the number of hours for which this
Parliament sat was 414 over 57 days. Therefore, for 308 days of last year this Parliament did
not operate. Why should the House accept a proposition that the Estimates debate be
confined to one week. It should not be confined to only one week but should be extended.
Also, in this place big Government and big Opposition are accommodating one another.
Initially, three Estimates Committees were running simultaneously. The first year that this
format was tirialled a departure was made from the old procedure. Then the number of
committees was reduced to two. This year's proposal, in my view, is a more acceptable
proposition; however, to confine the sittings to one week is unacceptable.
I am opposed to the National Party's amendment because it results in two committees sitting
simultaneously. That may be acceptable to the formalised Opposition that this House now
has, because I think it is envisaged that a Minister will turn up to the Estimates Committee
and meet his opposite number, the shadow minister for the Opposition and the spokesman for
the National Party, and that to a large extent the other members of Parliament will take no
interest in the debate. However, the opportunity exists for some to attend the meetings if
they have a particular interest. I attended the annual general meeting of the People's Reform
Movement the other night. Clearly, there is an acceptance in the community that minor
parties and Independents should be supported. At the moment this place has four
Independent members. In my view, more Independent candidates and more independent
parties will be elected to this Parliament in the future. This Sessional Order, which the
Leader of the House seeks to have enshrined in Standing Orders, will not accommodate the
Parliament as it is constituted now and as it will be constituted in years to come.
I make two points on this matter: Firstly, the Parliament has a lot more time in a year
available to it to sit and should sit more than 57 days of the year and, secondly, the Estimates
Committees should not be confined to one week. That is not contained in the Sessional
Order. There is nothing in the Sessional Order that says it will be confined to one week and
there is nothing in the Sessional Order that says it should be held in the week it is being held.
Today there will be insufficient time before the House rises for the Budget debate to
conclude. There will be a rush to get through the Budget so that we can meet this artificially
determined week when the Estimates Committee can sit.
Mr House: We could sit on Saturday between 12 noon and three o'clock.
Mr THOMPSON: I said to my colleague, the member for Floreat, that a Cabinet meeting
could be held on Saturday and members could watch the Eagles match at the same dime.
Seriously, steps are being taken to curtail the activities of members of Parliament. We are
accepting a proposition that we should sit less rather than more. If members of the
community knew we sit on only 57 days a year and there are 308 days on which we do not
sit, they would shake their heads and wonder what we are doing. I believe that Parliament
should sit more. I agree with the progress that the Leader of the House has made in
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instigating mart sensible sitting hours. When I first camne here, we had the ridiculous
situation of sitting until 3.00 and 4.00 am day after day and Parliament did not start until
4.30 pm. There is now a more appropriate and more sensible pattern of sitting hours, but, at
the same time, there has been no expansion; in fact, I suggest there has been a reduction in
the number of sitting days of Parliament. There is a requirement for Parliament to sit longer
and there is absolutely no justification for confining the Estimates Committees to one week.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [ 11. 14 am]: This places me in an
awkward position because I am being asked to choose between the motion I wrote this year
and the motion I wrote last year.
Mr louse: It shows you are slipping.
Mr PEARCE: Perhaps it does or perhaps it highlights the dilemma I find myself in. I fought
a long baffle in my party to get Estimates Committees. When we were in Opposition, Sir
Charles Court and Ray O'Connor resisted strenuously the proposition of Estimates
Committees as did the earlier Premiers in my time as Leader of the House. Estimates
Committees do not work for Governments; they work to make the Government more
accountable to the Opposition.
Mr House: They make it mare accountable to the people of Western Australia.
Mr PEARCE: Okay, to Oppositions acting on behalf of the people of Western Australia.
Only through this Premier's commitment to more accountability was she prepared to agree to
Estimates Committees, which I have been putting before Cabinet for a long time. I have had
to fight against the Opposition in getting Estimates Committees going. In many ways, that is
demonstrated by what was said by the member for Darling Range because members of the
Liberal Party have found it difficult to deal with the Committee of the Whole because,
instead of asking questions, they made long winded speeches. We reached the ridiculous
stage where the avenage time spent on the Estimates in the Committee of the Whole averaged
about 20 to 25 hours over many years. In the course of three years, that 20 to 25 hours
moved up to 40, 50 and 60 hours and there was no more criticism or questioning of the
Government; we just got longer and longer speeches.
When Ray O'Connor was Premier, he tried to get the speeches out of the way under the
debate on the title so that members would get on with the real questioning. However, there
were more and more speeches and fewer questions about the expenditure. The Government
was not put under pressure during debate in the Committee of the Whole; the whole thing
became very boring. It went on and on for so long that the Government had difficulty in
getting through its legislative program. I managed to obtain consensus for Estimates to be
confined to a set period so that we could also deal with legislation. On that basis, they
should be used as a vehicle for the questioning of Government on the Budget. Originally, I
proposed four committees. However, practicalities of the House meant that we could have
only three, which is why we had three in the first year. The Liberal Party, supported by the
National Party, suggested last year that three committees were too many for members to
manage, so that last year we came back to two committees.
Mr House: In fairness, the National Party has always supported Estimates Committees.
Mr PEARCE: Absolutely. I am not objecting to the member's proposition one little bit. I
agreed to that motion last year and, if there was consensus on the Opposition side, I would
agree to the member's amendment this year. I believe that a number of committees is better
than a single committee. However, a number of people in the Liberal Party have said
consistently that they want a single committee.
Mr House: We have the numbers; let's roll them.
Mr PEARCE: I do not want to do that. I have always worked on the basis that because
Estimates Committees are for the Opposition, the Opposition should work out how it wants
them to work.
Mr Blaikie: You have never thought that in your life!
Mr PEARCE: That is not true. It is up to the Opposition to determine what it wants. A
factor that has become more germane this year is the number of Independents in the House. I
understand why they prefer a single committee arrangement; they will be able to attend it.
On that basis, there is a majority on the other side in favour of a single committee
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arrangement and we have no objection to that because we can see advantages in it. However,
I have no objection to the suggestion by the deputy leader of the National Party. The
problem is that he has not been able to convince his erstwhile coalition partners.
Mr House: I have convinced you. We have the numbers; let's roll them.
Mr PEARCE: I am not opposed to the motion I have put forward either, If the concern is
the difference between 42 and 52 hours, we can reshape that draft proposal so that it gets
back to the same number of hours that we had in the committees last year. That would
overcome the objection by the member for Wagin because the same amount of participation
would be available because the same hours would be available and the committees would be
of the same size.
One thing the Government has always wanted to do - the Opposition has not agreed - is to
have a joint Estimates Committee between members of this House and members of the upper
House. Under that system, members would be able to question all of the Ministers whereas,
at the moment, they can question only Ministers representing Ministers in the other place.
For reasons totally beyond my comprehension, chat has always been firmly resisted by
Opposition members of the upper House. What we are doing this week is overlaying the
Estimates Committees for the lower House with those for the upper House, which is
desirable in our view.
Mr House: I object strongly to that because it does not provide an opportunity for any gap
between consideration of the Estimates here and consideration of the Estimates in the upper
House. There have been instances where matters have been raised and, in response, the
Minister indicated he or she would discuss it with the Minister in the other place in the gap
between the meetings of the committees of the two Houses.
Mr PEARCE: If we had joint committees, that would not happen. The Minister would
attend the meeting on each occasion. That is the beauty of a joint approach; upper House
Ministers would be subject to the questioning of lower House members on the portfolios.
That is why I cannot understand the Opposition in the other place resisting that. They would
have the opportunity also of questioning all lower House Ministers, the majority of whom
tform the Cabinet.
Mr Omnodei: Over what period?
Mr PEARCE: That would have to be determined.
in terms of balance, the Government insists that Estimates Committees occupy a single week
because we need the rest of the session to deal with the legislative program, which is
becoming increasingly more difficult to get through the Parliament. There is a legitimate
expectation in the community that Bills that are important to the people will be dealt with.
We are happy to find as much time as is necessary in the week away from the Parliament to
deal with this. I have indicated that the management committee can address that issue. I
have no objection to the amendment moved by the deputy leader of the National Party; as I
said, I wrote it. However, consensus on the other side is against that. For that reason, the
Government will not vote for the amendment. If there were consensus on the other side and
a proposition were put forward, we would agree with it.
MR CLARKO (Marmion) [11.20 am]:. The Leader of the House referred to the history of
the Committee debate on the Appropriation (Consolidated Revenue Fund) Bill and said that
in some cases it had taken about 25 hours. I question whether it was as short as that. When I
first came to this Parliament - the Leader of the House camne a couple of years later - we
spent a considerable number of weeks dealing with the Budget and from memory it was
something in the order of three weeks.
Mr Pearce: It was always done in bits and pieces.
Mr CLARKO: I have overwhelmingly complimented the Leader of the House for the way
he runs this House and for good reason. He has done some excellent things, but he fell into
the trap of thinking that the Government would stitch up the debate on the Budget by
bringing on the debate at about four o'clock in the morning. I can recall one occasion when I
was shadow Minister for Education that at two o'clock in the morning the debate on the
Education Division was brought on. Everyone wanted to go home and no-one wanted to
listen to my brilliant oration. It was improper for this Parliament to debate the Education
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Division, which accounts for one quarter of the total Budget, at 2.00 san. It is one of the few
weaknesses the Leader of the House has exhibited in this place.
The reason behind the Government's moving to establish the Estimates Committees was to
not trivialise the Committee stage of the Budget debate. The Leader of the House came
forward with this proposition, and I know the member far Vasse has been a supporter of
Estimates Committees. The Leader of the House the deputy leader of the National Parry and
I were involved in negotiations on how to conduct the Estimates Committees and we came
up with various arrangements. We have had two goes. We starred off with three
committees, we moved to two and this motion is an attempt to move to one. 1 am ambivalent
about whether it should be one or two, but we have to weigh up the two points of view.
The member for Wagin spoke about participation by members. The only way to fully
achieve that aim is to have one committee. If we move to the point of view of the deputy
leader of the National Party, which is to have more hours for debate, it is clear that if we
have two or three committees there will be more hours available for debate. However, this
will preclude members from taking part in some debates in which they may have an interest.
The Leader of the House will recall that I mentioned to him that if a Minister has three
portfolios and is allocated three hours we should be able to commence debate on pmr A at
10.00 am, pmr B at 11.00 am and pmr C at midday. This would give members the
opportunity to hear the commencement of the debate on each portfolio.
The major issue is that on key areas there is insufficient time for members to participate in
the debate. We have had debates in the past where some members have been allocated only
one or. two minutes. I recall the member for Avon and others, including me, wishing to
speak on a Division for which five minutes had been allocated. A couple of us were given
one minute each. Clearly, there is still a problem from that point of view regardless of how
we conduct this debate. If a Minister has three portfolios members should know when debate
on each of them will commence. By having one committee, members will have the
opportunity to participate in every debate. Obviously, the more committees we have the
more time we will have for debate.
I support the member for Darling Range's argument that we would be better off if we had
two weeks each of three sitting days. It was Colin Janmieson, Ray O'Connor and I who
moved for the Parliament to sit in the mowning. This Parliament had resisted that move for
almost 90 years and it was a sensible move. Further down the track I am sure we will spend
more time in this House in the morning and less time at midnight.
My preferred choice would be for the Estimates Committee to sit for the entire day on
Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday for two weeks in a row. The Leader of the House said
that the Government needs the remaining time of this session to complete its program by the
date which has been set. The time between when we rose at the end of the autumn session,
which was 4 June, and when we resumed for the spring session on 25 August is the most we
have had between sessions in the term of this Government. I cannot remember this period
being as long as that previously. The mistake which has been made is that we started the
spring session too late. We should have started in mid August as has been the case in the
past. The Leader of the House's comments will add to the pressure in terms of what we do
with the Committee stage of the Budget.
It is not only the country members who support Monday and Friday being days when
members can do other things. The truth is that we will not complete our jobs if we spend all
our time in this place. When it was mooted that the Estimates Committee sit from Monday
to Friday I suggested that it stop sitting at noon on Friday which would give country
members the opportunity to return to their electorates to carry our their duties. It will also
give city members the opportunity to go to their electorate offices and handle some of the
work which has built up over four and a half days. Our electors often have problems which
are urgent and they do not want to wait more than a week for us to handle them.
I support trying the proposed new arrangement of one committee. Under the old system
every member had the opportunity to participate in the Committee debate and that is why it
took so long. The debate continued night after night and if someone got a burst of energy at
11.00 pmn we were here well into the early hours of the morning. I did not agree with the
amendment to the Standing Orders which took place when Ray O'Connor was Prmier to
allow members the opportunity to make a long speech on each Division at the Committee
stage. It was not an intelligent way to handle the Budget.
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As t Deputy Leader of the Opposition said, this is an opportunity to try another alternative
and it is very much experimental. The Leader of the House would agree with me that we did
not come to a conclusion on whether the system we tried last year and the year before was
right or wrong. I agree with the member for Vasse that the Standing Orders and Procedure
Committee should be asked to look into this matter at the beginnin of next year. I know
that the Leader of the House has taken on board our point of view. Such a committee would
be better able to look at the situation, if we move to one committee, to determine what
procedure we should follow in future.
MR BLAIICIE (Vasse) [ 11.28 am]: This House is proposing an amendment to the Standing
Orders of the Parliament and a review of Sessional Orders. Before I direct my comments to
the matter before the Chair I will refer to an issue which is of concern to me. During the
speech given by the member for Moore last night I became very concerned about the conduct
of the House. It was a disgraceful situation and it did nothing for the reputation of this
House. The conduct of members was of great concern to me and it is a matter I will take up
with the Leader of the Opposition, the Leader of the National Party and certainly the
Premier. Conduct such as we witnessed last night reflects on the integrity of this House, its
members and on the Speaker. I will take this up with the respective leaders and I will
certainly write individual letters to Independent members. Members should understand
above everything that it is their responsibility to maintain the integrity of this Parliament.
The conduct of certain members last night was reprehensible. I have not had an opportunity
earlier to express my views, but I take the opportunity to do so in this debate.
I refer now to the amendment before the House in relation to the Estimates Committees. The
deputy leader of the National Party has moved an amendment to the Government's motion
that there shall be one committee of the House to consider the Budget. Bearing in mind that
the Budget involves expenditure of $5.5 billion, consideration of it is a pretty important task.
I am a country member but I do not share the view that this should be an occasion for
country members to be in the Parliament only on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday to
consider the Estimates. In my view one of the most crucial parts of a member's role and
function in the Parliament is the questioning and scrutiny of the Governiment's proposals for
the expenditure of funds. We must ensure that it is done properly.
I was very critical of Sir Charles Court when he was Treasurer for the way the Estimates
were considered when I was a member of his Government. I have been very critical since
then of the way the Estimates have been and are considered. We at least now have a
committee system but, unfortunately, it falls far short of what it should be doing. I certainly
did not support the three committee system adopted two years ago, and neither did I support
the two committee system adopted last year. As the member for Marmion said, he and the
member for Avon had certain items about which they wished to express their views and they
were given one minute each to talk about items of some importance to them. The committee
system which has evolved has been ideal for the Government It certainly has not been ideal
for members of Parliament who want to scrutinise the Budget properly. I repeat that the
Budget involves expenditure of $5.5 billion. This Government is involved in all sorts of
scandals of a financial nature. We are awaiting the report of the Royal Commission which
has investigated Government deals and matters of impropriety, involving hundreds
of millions of dollars. A Standing Committee of this Parliamnent has presented a report, again
referring to huge amounts of money, stating that the Premier has lied to the House and
indicating that Deputy Premiers have misled the House. The Standing Orders and the change
of Sessional Orders devised by the Leader of the House still do not, and will not, give the
House ample time for scrutiny of the Budget. I have argued long, hard and strong that we
should sit for five days. In my view we should start at 9.00 on Monday morning and be
prepared to f inish at 10.30 or 11.00 on Friday night. We should also be prepared to sit in the
second week, if necessary.
Dr Alexander: Perhaps you have nothing else in your life but Parliament. Some of us have
domestic commitments.
Mr BLAIKIE: It is very interesting to hear the member for Perth say he has domestic
commitments. He is paid $100 000 Or thereabouts.
Dr Alexander Nowhere near that amount.
Mr BLAIKIE: The member is paid between $65 000 and $70 000 plus an electoral
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allowance, and is supplied with a car. He is not paid that amount to look after his domestic
commitments. In addition, he receives $15 000 as Chairman of Committees plus the other
bonus as an Independent member. The member for Perth should not tell me that he does not
receive $100 000 a year. He is saying that domestic issues am more important than the
scrutiny of the State's expenditure. That is his view, and he is entitled to have it.
Mr Taylor: He did not say that, he said that life must be in balance and he is quite right.
Mr BLAIKIE: I have no problem with things being in balance, but I have a pretty wide
constituency and my electors are concerned about the taxes and charges they are paying.
They are concerned about the level of responsibility of Government and how it is funding
certain projects. This is part of the Wider responsibility that I believe we have as members of
Parliament.
I want to highlight a couple of matters which have occurred in the past couple of years, and
about which the member for Marmion indicated he was concerned. When I was shadow
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs, that sector of the Budget was never discussed. For two years
the Parliament did not question the expenditure on the Aboriginal Affairs portfolio. It was
not discussed because under the time management program, there was insufficient time.
Other items took up the time available for discussion. One could highlight a series of other
areas where the situation was similar.
Mr Pearce: It has been agreed that a change will be made so that all allocations can be
discussed.
Mr BLAIKIE: The Leader of the House will certainly know, whether he admits it publicly,
that I have taken a strong interest in the proper functioning of the Budget committees, and I
intend to pursue that interest. As an aside, I refer to the late Arthur Bickerton. I became a
member of this place in 1971 and at the time Arthur Bickerton had long been championing
the cause of a public accounts committee, which had been completely denied by previous
Governments. The Tonkin Government finally agreed to set up a public accounts committee.
I recall at the time it was being discussed and when the late Arthur Bickerton was being
given the credit and plaudits for his achievement, that a couple of members on the other side
of the Chamber said that the Government would mue the day that it ever agreed to set up a
public accounts committee.
Wr Trenorden: That may well have happened.

Mr BLAlKIE: Yes, it may well have happened. Previously there was no opportunity for
scrutiny. There has never been an opportunity under the Budget committee system for
positive scrutiny of the Estimates, and neither will the Government's proposal today allow
for proper scrutiny. This institution of Parliament is very important and it must be clearly
understood that the Parliament is not simply an extension of the Executive of Government. It
is simply not acceptable for the Leader of the House to have come into this House last week
with a you-beaut scheme, after meetings in the corridors to achieve some unanimity in the
Government's plans. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition has quite accurately portrayed
the events that followed, in that he was told that if he did not agree the Government would
use its numbers and do it anyway. The proper form to follow was for the Government to
request the Standing Orders and Procedure Committee review how Budget procedures should
be followed. That should have been done months ago and not in the pressure cooker
situation we have today. The Government has indicated that when Parliament resumes in
two weeks the Budget will be considered in Committee yet the Minister responsible knows
full well that a number of members still have to speak in the second reading debate on the
Budget- The Government has decided that the Budget debate, particularly second reading
speeches, will be completed today irrespective of what happens. The Government is abusing
the institution of Parliament.
Mr Pearce: We put the Estimates Committees against a week and against the fact that the
Royal Commission will be reporting and we want that report to come before the Parliament
directly.
Mr BLAIKIE: if the Parliament returned a week earlier the Leader of the House would be
saying, 'The Eagles are playing on Saturday." Parliament must be autonomous in carrying
out its duties. I hold great sympathy for the action taken by the deputy leader of the National
Party. I will not support his amendment because I do not believe this Parliament should be in
this pressure cooker situation where these matters must be agreed on.
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A proper form should be devised under which the Standing Orders and Procedure Committee
can function months in advance of such happenings so that it can come before the Parliament
with a recommendation about how such things should work before they happen. All we have
at present is the Government saying that it has the numbers and will implement this you-
beaut scheme. At the end of the day 52 sitting hours will have been reduced to 42 sitting
hours. The Leader of the House has said he can probably expand that back to 52 sitting
hours, but in any case, and whether we like it or not, this is what members must accept. That
is unacceptable, and does not provide a proper scrutiny of these matters. In due course this
Government will stand condemned for its lack of understanding of and courtesy to the
Parliament.
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [ 11.43 am]: I wish to correct an impression which may have
arisen as a result of an exchange between the member for Vasse and me. I do not think
parliamentary pay rates have anything to do with this debate. I do not get paid anywhere
near $100 000 a year, and I do not know any other member of this Chamber who does, either.
The implication of what the member for Vasse said was that the longer we spend in the
Parliament each day the better, that is, if we commenced at, say, 5.00 am and went home at
1.00 am the following day somehow the decision making process would be more efficient.
Nothing could be further from the truth. The longer a sitting day, the less efficient we
become, and last night is an example of that. I do not believe the length of time that we sit
during a day has anything to do with the quality of our decision making; in fact, the reverse
is true and there is an inverse relationship: The longer we sit each day the less efficient our
decision making becomes.
I am well aware of my duties as a member of Parliament, as is every other member here. If
we filled a whole week with parliamentary sittings and sat for 60 or 100 hours, what time
would be left for normal activities, not to mention electorate activities to which the member
for Marmion pointed? The most sensible suggestion this morning came from the member for
Darling Range who suggested that the committee's sittings should not be confined to one
week but that it should sit for two weeks so that we could sit during reasonable hours and
give the Budget the degree of scrutiny it deserves, otherwise the Parliament becomes a
rubber stamp.
Mr C.J. Barnett: We are comfortable with that proposition. It is the best situation, but one to
which the Government will not agree.
Dr ALEXANDER: Perhaps that can be agreed through negotiation. I hope this is not a
closed book
Mr Pearce: What are you proposing?
Dr ALEXANDER: My proposition is along the lines of the proposal of the member for
Darling Range. I know the Leader of the House said that it was not possible for practical
reasons, but I suggest that he look at that suggestion carefully.
Mir Pearce: If members want more time, they will have to accept the two committee
proposition of the deputy leader of the National Party. 1 have made out a parliamentary
program so that people can make their arrangements. In all this something has to give. The
one thing upon which the Government has insisted in relation to the Estimates Committees is
that they take up one week dutring which Parliament does not sit. We will find as much time
in that week as people want to deal with their matters. However, we do not want to take an
extra week from legislation. If people say they want the time of the committee doubled, we
will support the suggestion made by the deputy leader of the National Party of two
committees sitting in a single week.
Dr ALEXANDER: That is a bit of a Hobson's choice. It is regrettable that the other
suggestion cannot be followed. We would be better off finding another week later in the
session to have a normal parliamentary sitting by negotiation, particularly as the House is
sitting for only 60 days a year of which I believe there are about 20 left.
Mr Wiese: Have a three day week of five and a half hours.
Dr ALEXANDER: That will be next. The member for Wagin is again suggesting that the
longer the hours we sit, the more efficient our decision makcing process becomes. I do not
accept that as one who from time to time sits in the Chair and observes the quality of debate
deteriorating the longer we spend on it.
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Division
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (6)
M4 Ainsworth Mr Trenorden Mr Wiese
Mr Cowan Dr Tunbuill Mr House (Teller)

Noes (39)
Dr Alexander Dr Edwards Mr McG inty Mr DiL. Smith
Mr CJ. Barneut Dr Gallop Mr MacKinnon Mr PJ. Smith
Mrs Beggs Mr Graham Mr MeNee Mr Taylor
Mr Bloffwitch Mrs Henderson Mr Minson Mr Thompson
Mr Catania Mr Gordon Hill Mr Nicholls Dr Watson
Mr Clarko Mr Kieratli Mr Omodei Mr Watt
Dr Constable Dr Lawrence Mr Pearce Mr Wilson
Mr Cunningham Mr Leahy Mr Riebeling Mr Blradshaw (Teller)
Mr Donovan Mr Lewis Mr Ripper Mrs Watkins (Teller)
Mrs lFdwardes Mr Marlborough Mr Shave

Amendment thus negatived.

Debate (on motlion) Resumed
MR WIESE (Wagin) [11.50 am]: The numbers have now decided which way the
Estimates Committee will go, and I am very disappointed. The Leader of the House said -
and I think he genuinely believed it to be correct - that the Estimates Committee provides an
opportunity for members of the Opposition, in particular, to participate in the questioning of
the Budget. That is correct, the Estimates Committee does provide an opportunity for
members of the Opposition to play their part in the Budget debate. However, five out of the
10 members of the Estimates Committee will now be members of the Government. I assure
members of this Parliament that at least four of those Government members of the Estimates
Committee, because the chairman generally does not take a major role in the questioning of
Ministers and advisers, will participate in the Estimates Committee and will use up a
substantial amount of the time that is available to members of Parliament to question
Ministers. Therefore, far from the Estimates Committee's being an opportunity for members
of the Opposition to question Ministers, half of that opportunity will be available to and
utilised by members of the Government. That is yet another example of the fact that the
Estimates Committee will be deficient in providing an opportunity for members of the
Opposition to perform their role of ensuring that Government expenditure is monitored and
scrutinised properly on behalf of the people of Western Austr-alia.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [11.53 am]: My original proposition for
the Estimates Committee would have had no Government members on the committee. The
reason that it had to be done in this way is that the Clerks insisted, I think quite rightly, that
votes had to be taken before the matter could be reported to the House, and given that votes
had to be taken I was advised to put Government members on the Estimates Committee, but
even then I did not seek to give the Government a majority on the committee.
The way that it will work out is that Government members will be there just to provide an
equality of votes should a matter be purported to be defeated as part of the Budget, and that
equality of vowes would be reported back to the House, where the Government's majority
could be applied.
Mr Wiese: Do you acknowledge that the result is that the Labor Party members will
participate fully in the Estimates Committee debate? -

Mr PEARCE: I am happy for the Standing Orders and Procedure Committee to find a legal
way of doing what I wanted to do in the first place. The second point is chat in all of the
Estimates Committees that I have attended as a Minister, the amount of time taken by
Government members in questioning Ministers has comprised less than five per cent of the
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total rime available. It may be dramatically different in other committees, but it has not been
my experience that Government members take up a significant amount of time. In fact, it is
a bit boring for Government members, if the member does not mind my saying so, to listen
to Opposition members go through the Budget, because we seek to make the greatest
possible use of the time available.
I will respond briefly to the comments made by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, who
sought from me a range of commitments. In regard to time management, I am happy for the
management committee to subdivide the areas of each Minister in a way which will meet
with the approval of members opposite. In regard to the capital works program and statutory
authorities, there will need to be changes to the Budget structure or to the structure of the
Estimates Committee in order for that to be done legally but, provided there is agreement
among all the participants, I am happy to ask Ministers to bring to the Estimates Committee
details of the capital works expenditure so that the work of the Parliament later may be
expedited by some discussion of that. We will have to discuss how that can be done legally
within the framework but, if we can find a way, I am happy for that to occur.
Mr C.J. Barnett: What about statutory authorities?
Mr PEARCE: I do not know that we will be able to do that for statutory authorities, but I
will discuss the matter with the Clerks to see whether there is some way. Members will be
aware that the Treasurer proposes to restructure the whole of the Budget next year and to
present it to the House in a different form. That will obviously have an impact on these
kinds of discussions, and we should be able to find in that restructuring a way of dealing with
statutory authorities in the Estimates Committee.
In regard to advisers, I have always taken the view that ir is the Government Ministers who
are being questioned and held accountable for these things, not the advisers, so I have always
resisted the proposition that members question advisers direct because members should
address their questions to Ministers. However,!I will ensure before the Estimates Committee
meets that Ministers work on the basis that they will not restrict their advisers from
answering directly if that seems to be the best way.
Mr C.J. Barnett: On simple, factual things.
Mr PEARCE: Yes. The Sessional Order allows for that. It states that members shall
question a Minister but that, with the Minister's okay, the adviser can answer.
Mr Clarko: That is the way most Ministers do it, but there are a few who do not.
Mr PEARCE: I will suggest to those few that they do it like the majority.
Question put and passed.

SELECT COMMITTEE OF PRIVILEGE
Report Tabling - Extension of Time

DR ALEXANDER (Perth)[ [11.57 and: I move -

'That the reporting date for the Select Committee of Privilege be extended until
Tuesday, 3 November 1992.

I will outline briefly the reason for that motion, because Government members have
expressed some concern about it. The first reason is a practical one, and arises from the
Estimates Committee which we have just discussed. The reporting date on the original
motion was 15 October. There is no provision under Standing Orders for a committee to
report while the Estimates Committee is on. Therefore, that is the practical reason that the
committee cannot report in the week following the two week break. The second reason is
that the committee's work is a little more complicated than at first envisaged, for a variety of
reasons which I will not go into but will leave to members' imagination. My committee
colleagues and I have looked at the parliamentary timetable, and we believe it is reasonable
to extend the life of the committee for just over two weeks. That will lead to better
deliberations, and hopefully to a report which fulfils the difficult charter which the
committee has been given.
Question put and passed.
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SELECT COMMITT'EE ON OFFICIAL CORRUPTION RECOMMENDATIONS
Report Tabling

MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) 1 11.58 am]: I present to the House the report of the
Select Committee on Official Corruption Recommendations and the minutes of the
proceedings. Inmove -

That the report to lie upon the Table and be printed.
In support of that proposition, I commend the members of the committee for the work that
they have put in in this regard, and I thank the officers who have assisted the committee in
the work that it has undertaken. Keith Kendrick, the committee secretary, has done a good
job, and I thank him for his attention to his duties. I thank in particular Wayne Mann, a
senior Public Service officer, who was seconded to the committee and has done an
outstanding job. I thank Dr Wood, the Public Service Commissioner, for makcing available
the services of Wayne Mann to the committee.
The history of this matter commenced some months ago when this House appointed the
Select Committee on the Official Corruption Commission Act comprising the members for
Nollanama, Cockburn, Merredin and Geralidton and me to undertake a review of the Official
Corruption Commission, which was the statutory obligation of the Government to do
following the two year period of the existence of legislation to set up the commission. That
legislation was the initiative of the Opposition, and the late Andrew Mensains introduced the
legislation to this House. Following the two year period of existence of the commission,
some controversy occurred over what was perceived by same people to be the Government's
tardiness to undertake the review and to give to the commission the powers which the
commission believed it needed in order to operate satisfactorily.
The Select Committee on the Official Corruption Commission Act was born out of
something of a political controversy. As I have said, it is to the credit of the members of
Parliament who served on the committee that they showed the good judgment and maturity
to be able to work together and bring to the Parliament a majority report. From the reaction
we have had since the report was tabled it is obvious that it received total acceptance by all
those who took an interest in the 16 recommendations contained in the report.
After we presented our report on 5 March, the Government decided that the same members
should constitute a new committee charged with the responsibility of drafting legislation and
doing all other things necessary to bring into effect the 16 recommendations contained in that
report. In so moving, the Government indicated that it accepted all 16 recommendations. It
asked the new Select Committee on Official Corruption Recommendations to do the
necessary things to draft legislation, and the report I have tabled today is a result of the
deliberations and work of that committee over the last few months to satisfy the instructions
of the Legislative Assembly. The report contains four recommendations, the first of which is
that -

The draft Acts Amendment (Official Corruption Commission) Bill 1992 at Appendix
3 be enacted.

The report contains a draft Bill enshrining those parts of the report.that should be put on the
Stature book. The second recommendation is that -

The remuneration of the members of the Official Corruption Commission be assessed
by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal in the same manner as for members of the
Judiciary and that the Salaries and Allowances Act 1975 be amended accordingly.

The Official Corruption Commission raised some concerns with the original Select
Committee about the prospect of a conflict of interest if the commissioners' salaries were to
be set by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. They felt it was inappropriate for their
salaries to be set by a body which may be subject to scrutiny by the commission. The
members of the Select Committee believed it inappropriate to have the salaries set in t way
suggested by the commissioners but came to an agreement with the commissioners that their
salaries should be set in the same way as salaries are set for judges in this State. The second
recommendation covers that matter.
The third recommendation reads that -
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The Commission be able to choose whether to refer complaints against members of
the Police Force direct to the Commissioner of Police or alternatively to the
Ombudsman to be dealt with under this Act, and
The Ombudsman be able to consult with the Commission and the DPP on any matter
relevant to the functions of the Official Corruption Commission and the
Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1971 be amended accordingly.

One of the matters to which we gave serious consideration in the original Select Committee
deliberations was the overview of complaints made against members of the Police Force.
The recommendation contained in this report is designed to deal with that matter.
The fourth recommendation is simply that both Houses of the Parliament of Western
Australia pass a resolution to establish a Joint Standing Committee of the Parliament in order
that the original recommendation can be satisfied; that is, that there be a Joint Standing
Committee of the Parliament with responsibility to monitor the activities of the Official
Corruption Commission, not to become involved in operational matters but to ensure that the
commission has the necessary powers to do the things it must do; to do other things such as
seeing to it that appropriate action is taken by the Public Service Commission or heads of
other agencies of Government, in an endeavour to prevent corruption; and to set down codes
of practice for people who work in those various agencies.
I hope that the House will accept the report that the opportunity will be presented this
session for the legislation to be enacted, and that the two Houses of Parliament will adopt the
draft resolution contained in the report that a Joint Standing Committee of the Parliament be
established.
MR KOBtLKE (Nollamara) [12.08 pm]: I second the motion. The Select Committee on
Official Corruption Recommendations worked harmoniously and, for that reason, I commend
the chairman and other members of the committee. Although on a number of occasions we
had different points of view, the unity of purpose in the committee resulted in our working
very harmoniously and productively. As a result we have been able to bring forward this
report containing draft legislation in such a short time. I thank the clerk of the committee,
Keith Kendrick, and the research officer, Wayne Mann, both of whom provided an excellent
service and assisted with a great deal of the work undertaken by the committee.
The remarks by thie chairman cover a number of matters and, although I would lie to say a
lot more, it is not appropriate to do so at this time. Because this report has received a great
degree of unanimity, I hope the legislation contained in it will be brought before the House
quickly, and that when the legislation comes to the House we will see a similar approach by
all members who will see in the legislation a way of improving the Official Corruption
Commission to ensure it better serves the needs of this State. I look forward to makifig fuller
remarks at that time regarding the initiatives taken in this proposed legislation.
MR BLOFFWJ.TCH (Geraldton) [12.10 pm]: As a member of the Select Committee on
Official Corruption I pay tribute to its clerk, Keith Kendrick, and research officer, Wayne
Mann. As a newer member of Parliament, this is the first committee of this type on which I
have served, and I was extremely impressed by the capabilities of research people working
within Government departments. I thank Mr Mann for the work and expertise he brought to
the committee.
It is interesting to consider the aims of the committee when looking at its recommendations.
Its intention was to extend the coverage of matters which would come within the
commission's jurisdiction through a wider definition. It was felt that the Official Corruption
Commission was restricted, and it was decided to recommend that the commission be given
preliminary inquiry powers to enable it to decide whether a matter should be referred for full
investigation. We were mindful that we did not want to establish another full scale Police
Force, but we wanted to allow the commission to deal with the more frivolous complaints in
this way to save time. Extra powers were necessary to do this. Interestingly, the early draft
contained powers equivalent to a Scotland Yard approach, but these were brought back to a
point about which the Parliament and the commission can be happy.
Another aim was to enable any person to report suspected official corruption to the
commission despite any duty of secrecy or any duty of nondisclosure in written law. In
Government departments restrictions are placed on diselosure of documents, and the secrecy

(ASSEMBLY]5364



(Thursday, 24 September 1992]136

provisions can be very stringent; however, when investigating corruption, the commission
must have access to all documents.
The committee also intended to make people within the Public Service and Government
statutory authorities responsible for reporting corruption, and it was considered that the best
way to do that was to place the onus on the chief executive officer. The committee visited
other States, and I was interested to hear that 75 per cent of all complaints in those places to
similar bodies camne from departmental heads. This made the recommendation very
necessary and will enhance the legislation.
Another aim of the committee was to prohibit publication. We were mindful of the dangers
of an inquiry into an allegation of corruption. Time and time again we have seen allegations
plastered in the media. In such cases people were mistakenly alleged to have perpetrated
corruption, and following the inquiry it was found that no real evidence supported that claim.
However, the damage was done. With that in mind the committee recommended some
restrictions to ensure that the media cannot mention anything put to the commission until that
body has made a decision on the issue. That is a very important step and would bring much
more respectability to the commission; it would not operate in such a heated manner as a
result of allegations being plastered from one end of the world to the other by the media.
The final recommendation is that the commission refer complaints against members of the
Police Force to the Ombudsman, and that it consult with the Ombudsman and the Director of
Public Prosecutions. Criticisms have been made in the past that police investigate police.
This recommendation would go some of the way - if not all - to ensuring that the public have
confidence that another authority examines such allegations. Of course, the public should
have the right to refer any incident to the Official Corruption Commission, which can in turn
refer the matter to the DPP or the Ombudsman for investigation. That recommendation will
change the commission's role.
I am extremely happy with the recommendations of the committee, and that the committee
will have an ongoing role in considering what is happening with this issue. Everything
should be done that is required to strengthen the Official Corruption- Commission and I
commend the Parliament and the committee for producing these recomm~indations.
Question put and passed.
[See papers Nos 402 and 403.]

ACTS AMENDMENT (IC WA) BILL
Second Reading

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Minister assisting the Treasurer) [12.16 pm]: [ move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The introduction of this Bill represents the implementation of the Government's
microeconomic reform program in relation to the operations of the State Government
Insurance Commission and its trading arm, the current State Government Insurance
Corporation trading as the SGIO.
The Acts Amendment (ICWA) Bill seeks to establish the SCIC as a separate statutory
authority with responsibility for compulsory third party insurance and other social and
Government self-insurances, and for it to be renamed the Insurance Commission of Western
Australia - ICWA. This separation is a direct consequence of the Government's intention to
privatise the SO10.
This initiative is a crucial part of the State Government's systematic program of
microeconomic reform. The separation is made on the basis that social and Government
insurances are best left in the direct control of Government, but that other commercial
insurance activities should be carried out in a commercial environment.
In February of this year the Government announced that it would retain the State
Government Insurance Commission. The legislation introduced today will structure the
Insurance Commission of Western Australia in the following ways -

It will establish the Insurance Commission of Western Australia as a separate entity;
that is, legally, functionally and financially;

5365



the Insurance Commission of WA will have control over its own assets;
there will be a transfer of specific assets from the corporation to SGIO Insurance
Limited, leaving both ICWA and SGIO Insurance Limited with an appropriate
register of assets; and
the Insurance Commission of WA will continue to have responsibility for its present
activities, which include compulsory third party insurance, industrial diseases
insurance, and the management of the Government's self-insurance arrangements.

Before giving explicit details of the amendments, [ must point out that the terms of reference
for the review of the SGIC and SGIO were frmed to incorporate fully the May 1990
agreement with the Opposition parties. As a consequence, in the SGIO Privatisation Bill and
this Bill the Government has not only met, but also in fact gone well beyond, the May
agreement in respect of ministerial direction, accountability to Parliament and directors'
liabilities, In particular, the recommendations of the Burt Commission on Accountability
have been incorporated into the Bills.
I turn now to an explanation of the various parts of the Acts Amendment (ICWA) Bill.
Part 1 of the Bill provides for the Act to come into operation on such day as is fixed by
proclamation. Part 2 of the Bill deals principally with the amendments to the State
Government Insurance Commission Act 1986 to establish the Insurance Commission of
Western Australia. These provisions include -

Renaming the SGIC to the Insurance Commission of Western Australia. ICWA will
undertake liabilities for compulsory third party industrial disease insurance. In
addition it will continue to manage and administer the State Government's self-
insurance arrangement, and it is able to provide risk management services to
Government agencies;
the Insurance Commission will be a statutory Government authority and agent of the
Crown - it will continue as a body corporate under Statute; all of the funds in the
Insurance Commission will be kept separate, and there will be a requirement for the
separate reporting on the performance of each fund;
the investment powers of ICWA will be limited by Statute; and
there will be no major investments without prior approval of the Minister.

The structure of responsibilities of the ICWA board will be as follows -

board members will be appointed by the Governor on the nomination of the
responsible Minister;
a board of commissioners consisting of a minimum of three and a maximum of six
commissioners will be appointed;
a full time executive director will be appointed by the Governor on nomination of the
Minister. The executive director of the commission may be called by such other tidle
as the commission sees fit;
the commissioners will formulate the investment policy and the Minister will approve
such policy. The commission has five years to sell off non-conforming investments
and the Treasurer may extend this period of time; and
the board of commissioners' liability will be as for ordinary statutory authorities; that
is, commissioners will be subject to a duty of good faith.

Operating under the Financial Administration and Audit Act, the ICWA board will have to
meet all the accounting and financial requirements of this Act in the discharge of its
functions. In all respects accountability will be as for any other statutory authority. The
responsible Minister will ultimately be accountable to Parliament for al decisions and
activities of the Insurance Commission.
The Insurance Commission's powers - including investments - will be limited to those
provided under section 38 of the Financial Administration and Audit Act and part III of the
Trustees Act 1962 as modified to meet the special requirements of ICWA's investment
portfolio. The Insurance Commission will be audited by the Auditor General under the
Financial Administration and Audit Act.

5366 [ASSEMBLY]



[Thursday, 24 September 19921 56

The Insurance Commission will be required to provide information to the Minister which is
required for the proper conduct of the Minister's public business or for parliamentary
purposes. This part also repeals part III of the principal Act which establishes the State
Government Insurance Corporation.
The Bill also provides for schedule 2A of the principal Act to be included. Schedule 2A
details the investment of fund moneys. The investment activities of the SOIC have been a
Major area of public criticism in the past. This schedule provides the basis upon which the
new commission will invest its funds. These investments are limited to authorised trustee
investments modified to meet the special requirements of JCWA's investment portfolio. In
particular, single investments greater than 10 per cent of the assets of a fund will not be made
without the approval of the Treasurer.
Part III of the Bill contains transitional and saving provisions which are required to enable a
smooth transition in establishing the new Insurance Commission of Western Australia. This
Bill deserves the support of all parties. The key elements of the May 1990 agreement with
the Opposition are incorporated into the Bill, hence the Bill reflects the Government's desire
to define clearly the direction of TCWA. It also takes on board the concerns of the
Opposition and the community in general.
The Insurance Commission of Western Australia will be an important Western Australian
institution. It is crucial the insurance activities it operates are run efficiently and for the
benefit of all Western Australians. This legislation is one of the steps in the Stare
Government's moves to restore the community's confidence in the Insurance Commission.
The Government has, in a measured and responsible manner, Moved to address appropriately
the deficiencies relating to the SGIC which have been identified in the past. With the
proposed changes detailed in this Bill, ICWA can look forward to a sound future with the
restored confidence and respect of all Western Australians.
I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bradshaw.

SGOl PRIVATISATION BILL
Second Reading

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Minister assisting the Treasurer) [ 12.23 pm). I move-
That the Bill be now read a second time.

The SGIO Privatisation Bill 1992 is an historic piece of legislation. It is the first Western
Australian Bill that provides for the sale by public float of a statutory authority, In February
1992 the Premier announced the Government's decision to sell the Stare Government
Insurance Corporation, which trades as SGlO, as part of its continued commitment to
microeconomic reform, and the relevance of its operations. The Government believes that
trading enterprises should contribute to economic growth and to the Stare through dividends.
It became clear that the SOGO would require capital in the long term in order to achieve its
full potential in the highly competitive insurance market. However, the Government took the
view that its limited resources should be used in vital community services and not be used to
develop and extend Government owned commercial enterprises.
This Bill provides the legislative framework to enable the sale of the SGIO by public float.
The decision to sell the asset was made after considering the needs of the organisation, the
priorities facing the Stare and the very competitive condition of the local insurance industry.
It was considered that a privately owned SGlO would further strengthen competition in the
marketplace and provide a return in the best interests of the people of Western Australia.
The decision signals a belief that the local insurance industry has matured and reached a
stage where a continuing role for the public sector in general insurance is no longer required.
However, the Government accepts its ongoing responsibility in respect of social insurances
such as industrial diseases and compulsory third party insurance, and will move to establish a
separate Insurance Commission of Western Austiralia to oversee and manage its affairs in this
area. The SO10 sale also signals the Government's faith in the stability and strength of the
local industry and the future contribution an SGIO Insurance Limited can make in the private
sector. It reaffirms the tradition of Labor Governments in managing the public sector to
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ensure the efficiency relevance and social value of functions, and turning over assets in the
public interest.
Governments have had a long history of creating new public assets and selling others. The
SGlO sale is a case where the transfer of the function and asset to the private sector will
allow the organisation to grow and mature in the marketplace and for public sector resources
to be redeployed to best advantage in another direction.
Mr Donovan interjected.
Dr GALLOP: [ cannot remember the member for Morley saying anything about the sale of
Underwater World Sentosa Pty Ltd last week.
However this Government does not believe in privatisation as a panacea and certainly not as
a general approach to Government. Privatising core functions like public transport,
hospitals, schools, welfare services, the public housing function and our natural monopolies -
as has been suggested - would achieve little. It would only reduce the spread and quality of
services, especially in regional areas; restrict access for the less well off; and attack the social
cohesion and economic fabric which has made this State great. By contrast this Government
understands the inherent failings of privatisation and remains committed to a competitive but
mixed, market economy. The Lawrence Government does, however, recognise that public
sector functions should be relevant to the times and that ends should not be confused with
means. It accepts the notion that the focus should always be on the goal rather than the
process or means which may have been traditionally used to achieve it. Where it was once
appropriate for the public sector to undertake certain activities to achieve a desired outcome,
the Government accepts that it may not be the case now, or that it may be possible to achieve
that outcome in another more beneficial way. In this context, the Government believes that
the remaining social justice aims, associated with the social insurance function which the
SGIO has undertaken, can be met in today's market without the broader involvement in
general insurance.
After considering possible options, the Government camne to the view that there was no
longer any strategic or moral reason to continue an involvement in the general insurance field
when in the future those resources could be better used in core areas like health and
education. Core community services should not have to be constrained because of the
growing funding needs of an agency providing general commercial services which are now
competitively available, in abundance, in the private sector. In addition, the Government
recognised that the 5010 was being increasingly constrained by public ownership in its
ability to grow and compete. As the sole shareholder on behalf of the community, the State
is not always in a position to inject additional equity capital and allow agencies like the
Government insurer to expand and mature in the marketplace. Consequently, consumers and
taxpayers may not get the best return and the agency can suffer in the longer tern. Through
the proposed sale of the SGIQ, the State Government has reassented its primary focus on core
services. It has again demonstrated that it is prepared to make hard decisions in order to
ensure priorities are set so limited resources are directed to where they can provide the
maximum community benefit. Making conscious decisions about the relevance of activities
and reordering priorities is an important part of good government. This action to float the
SGlO again affirms the Lawrence Government's commitment to that theme and to use
available resources to best advantage.
Over the past two years the operations of the 5010 have been closely reviewed. In
November 1991 a package of legislation was introduced to separate the operations of the
State Government Insurance Commission, the SOIC, and the State Government Insurance
Corporation, which trades as 5GIO, and to establish the State Government Insurance Office
as a separate corporatised statutory body corporate. Those Bills did not proceed past the
second reading speech. As part of the process leading to proposed corporatisation, the
Government appointed a commercial board of commissioners to the State Government
Insurance Commission and the SOLO last July. During the past 12 months that board has
been working to separate the operations of the two organisations. The decision to sell the
SGOO has progressed swiftly because of the substantial amount of work already undertaken
in preparation for corporatisation. The tabling of the SGlO's 1991-92 annual report
demonstrates the achievements of the new board in focusing on the core insurance business
and the management's commitment to the financial success of the SGIO. The financial
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results showing a $31 million turn around in operating profit before abnormal items, and
growth in net assets of 60 per cent from $38 million to $64 million also demonstrates that the
5010 is ready for launching as a public company. I might add that this has been achieved
without the injection of any additional capital by the Government which was foreshadowed
in the Bills introduced into the House last year.
The public float of the SGIQ will create a strong Western Australian based general insurance
company and will provide Western Australians with an opportunity to invest in one of the
State's great enterprises. It will also give individual taxpayers a chance to make their own
decision about whether they want to be involved in general insurance activities. It is
anticipated that the 5010 will rank in the top 150 companies in Australia on the "all
ordinaries" index based on market capitalisation. The timing of the float and the price of
shares to be offered will depend on market conditions and will, in accordance with the
Corporations Law, be announced in a prospectus.
I turn now to an explanation of the various parts of the S010 Bill: Part 1 deals with the
commencement of the Act and sets out the definitions and interpretations of the terms used in
the Bill.
Part 2 provides for the establishment of 5010 Insurance Limited, a public company limited
by shares and incorporated under Corporations Law. The essential features of this part are -

After the Bill receives Royal assent, the State Government Insurance Commission
will be obliged to incorporate SGIO Insurance Limited;
the Memorandum and Articles of Association of this company will be approved by
the Treasurer. It is intended that the articles will be similar to those of other
Australian public listed companies;
the name SGIO Insurance Limited is reserved by the Bill for the purposes of
Corporations Law; and
the State Government Insurance Commission, State Government Insurance
Corporation and 5010 Insurance Limited will be required to prepare and submit to
the Treasurer a statement of the assets and liabilities of the corporation to be
transferred to 5010 Insurance Limited. Ultimate control over the contents of the
statement will rest with the Treasurer.

It is the Government's intention that these assets and liabilities will be those shown in the
annual report of the State Government Insurance Corporation for the year ended 30 June
1992, other than inwards reinsurance and the life insurance business. After a careful review
of the SGlO's insurance operations it was decided that 5010 Insurance Limited would not
write inwards reinsurance or life insurance business. Both these classes of insurance have
significant capital requirements and both are not developed to a stage that would enhance the
value of 5010 Insurance Limited. Arrangements are being made by the State Government
Insurance Corporation for the separate sale of its life business to a larger existing lire
insurance company. The assets and liabilities of the inwards reinsurance business will
remain with the corporation. Actuarial assessments have estimated that the assets of inwards
reinsurance exceed its liabilities.
It was announced on 4 August 1992 that Mr Ron Cohen and Mr David Young will be
Chairman and Deputy Chairman respectively of 5010 Insurance Limited. The Government
will announce the other directors of the board when they have been appointed, and the details
of the full board will be provided in the prospectus.
Parn 3 details the transition from the corporation to SGIO Insurance Limited. Specifically the
Bill provides -

for the transfer on the appointed day of assets and liabilities as detailed in the
statement to be submitted to the Treasurer;
for the transfer on the appointed day of liabilities under insurance policies from the
corporation to SOLO Insurance Limited;
that the commission will remain liable for chose policies written by the corporation
and transferred to 5010 Insurance Limited until renewed or varied, to ensure that no
policyholder is disadvantaged. Policies written by SGIO Insurance Limited after
privatisation will not be guaranteed by the commission;
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for 5010 Insurance Limited to be granted approval as an approved insurance office
under the Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Act 1981. The State
Government Insurance Office is the State's largest workers' compensation insurer
and is currently authorised by the State Government Insurance Commission Act 1986
to write workers' compensation; and
that the corporation will be prohibited from engaging in insurance business after the
appointed day.

The talent, dedication and experience of SGlO staff is essential to the ongoing success of
5010 Insurance Limited. The transfer of employees from the State Government Insurance
Commission to 5010 Insurance Limited is being achieved by the company making a written
offer of employment to employees. Whether each individual employee will wish to take up
employment with the new company will be voluntary. Their new employment will take
effect from the allotment of shares to the public.
The Bill contains provision for the superannuation of transferring employees.
Approximately 25 per cent of relevant employees ame contributors to the Government
Employees Superannuation Fund. Further, some employees have entitlements under the
Superannuation and Family Benefits Act 1938. The Hill allows the Treasurer, after
consultation with the Government Employees Superannuation Board, to make arrangements
for the transfer of benefits from the GI±SB to a superannuation fund to be established by
SGlO Insurance Limited. Under the relevant legislation, members of the Government
Employees Superannuation Fund with less than two years contributry membership and
persons with rights under the Superannuation and Family Benefits Act 1938 would be
disadvantaged by resigning their employment from the State Government Insurance
Commission. In order to ensure that these people are not disadvantaged, the Bill will allow
the Treasurer to increase the value of the benefits that they would otherwise have received.
Part 4 provides for the sale of SGIO Insurance Limited by public float. The float will be
achieved by the issue of new shares by SGIO Insurance Limited. Part of the proceeds raised
by the issue will be retained by SOLO Insurance Limited. The amount to be retained is yet to
be determined, but when aggregated with the net asset value of the assets and liabilities
transferred to SGlO Insurance Limited, that will give 5010 Insurance Limited a very strong
financial base with net assets of approximately $100 million. The balance of the proceeds of
the float, which are anticipated to be over $64 million, the present net asset value, will flow
to the State Government Insurance Commission and form part of the Insurance Commission
General Fund. The Government is committed to selling all of the SOLO 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 S010 Insurance Limited.
After the expiry of that two year term, the takeover provisions of the Corporations Law and
of the Insurance Acquisitions and Takeover Act will apply to 5010 Insurance Limited, as
they apply to all other general insurance companies. Further takeover protection is provided
for by the company's Articles of Association. Upon the float, the State Government
Insurance Commission is obliged to dispose of its initial shares in S010 Insurance Limited.
These shares will have nominal value.
Part 5 details various miscellaneous provisions which will -

allow the provision of services, on commercial terms, by the State Government
Insurance Commission to S010 Insurance Limited and by SGlO Insurance Limited to
the SOIC. These include the lease of part of the 5010 Atrium to SGIO Insurance
Limited, the sharing of computer facilities and the management by SGIO Insurance
Limited of the run-off in the inwards reinsurance liabilities;
provide for the Crown Solicitor to continue to act in ongoing matters so as to avoid
additional legal costs and duplications of effort by having to appoint private solicitors
to pick up ongoing legal matters;
provide consequential amendments to the principal Act as set out in schedule I
including expanding the functions of the State Government Insurance Commission
and the State Government Insurance Corporation to expressly provide them with the
function to do the things contemplated by the Bill; and
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provide for consequential amendments to other Acts as set out in schedule 2; and
provides for the Governor to make regulations.

I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bradshaw.

ADOPTION BILL
Second Reading

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Minister for Community Development) [ 12.38 pmj: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
Adoption is an issue that has touched the lives of thousands of people in Western Australia.
Almost one in every 15 people living in this State has been affected by an adoption in some
way. Either they are themselves one of the thousands of children adapted, or they are a birth
parent who relinquished their child, or they am an adoptive parent. Also included in this
network of adoption are the extended family members of relinquishing parents as well as
those of adopting parents. It has been calculated that over 20 000 adoptions have occurred in
this State since 1899. The number of adoption orders a year peaked between the mid-1960s
and the late 1970s. Since then the numbers have steadily declined. Between 1969 and 1980
the number of children available for adoption fell by 71 per cent from 540 to 156.
Members will be interested to know that for the financial year 1991-92, although 14 local
born children were placed for adoption in Western Australia, a total of 94 parents were
provided with counselling services while considering relinquishment of their child for
adoption. At present over 750 current adoption applications are registered with the
department. The provision of good adoption services continues to be an important and
relevant responsibility of Government today. All of us here today are only too well aware
that laws need to be changed from time to time to accommodate changing social conditions.
The laws regulating adoptions in Western Australia were originally formulated nearly 100
years ago, in 1896, in a social setting very different from today. They were intended to
regulate the placement of the children of destitute mothers, to mitigate against the
exploitation of those children, and to guarantee minimum standards of care. Placement of a
child in an alternative family in those days was usually quite open and without the secrecy
and severing of family ties which has become synonymous with adoption today. Within a
generation, the shroud of secrecy had well and truly begun to descend over the placement of
children in alternative families. By 1921 the Adoption of Children Act had been amended to
require people who wanted access to information about adoptions to make an application
through the Supreme Court. Forty years later in 1961 the Registration of Births, Deaths and
Marriages Act imposed a restriction on adopted people's access to their original birth
certificate. Since 1896 the Adoption of Children Act has been amended many times owing
to changes in community attitudes and social norms.
The history of this Bill began in 1983 with the introduction of an amendment to the Adoption
of Children Act 1896. A Select Committee of this House was established to inquire into that
Bill. The members of that Select Committee were Mr Barnett (Chairman), Mr Hassell, Mrs
Beggs, Mr Bradshaw and Mr D.L. Smith. Subsequently, Mr H-assell withdrew and was
replaced by Mr Spriggs. The Select Committee reported on 11 October 1984 and made 38
recommendations for changes to the original Bill. The committee's work led to the
amendments of 1985 which gave adopted persons from the age of 18 years access to their
original birth certificate subject to certain provisions, In the course of its work, the Select
Co~mmittee identified other issues, although outside its terms of reference, which it felt
should be addressed in a further review. That subsequent review began in November 1988
with the appointment by this Government of the adoption legislative review committee,
chaired by Ms Liza Newby, a Perth lawyer with many years' experience of involvement in
social and legal public policy matters.
The committee's task was to recommend legislation capable of serving the adoption
community into the twenty-first century. This Bill endorses the committee's
recommendations and is a tribute to its hard work and sensitive consideration of an intricate
and often emotional subject. One of the most significant features of the review was the
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extensive consultation which was undertaken. Recognising the need for public comment, an
issues paper was prepared and distributed widely throughout the State in April 1989. In
addition, copies were forwarded to key people in other Stares as well as selected overseas
expents. A broad advertising campaign was undertaken using electronic and print media.
Committee members were interviewed on radio, and advertisements regarding the review
were placed in metropolitan and country newspapers. Provision was made for the receipt of
verbal and written submissions. Members of the committee also held hearings in eight
regional centres. A separate program of consultation was undertaken for Aboriginal
communities which included contacting Aboriginal groups throughout the State.
The committee also consulted adoption support groups as well as relevant Government and
judicial authorities such as the Registrar General's Off ice, the Equal Opportunity
Commission, the Department of Immigration, Local Government and Ethnic Affairs, the
Health Department and the Family Court. Experts were commissioned to review the latest
literature on adoption, covering all the areas outlined in the terms of reference. On the basis
of all this information the committee released its draft report in April 1990, which was
circulated widely for public comment. Following analysis of submissions, the committee
released its final report in February 1991. In the course of its work, the adoption legislative
review committee received over 1 500 submissions from individuals, groups and
organisations. Those responses represented views from the three sides of the adoption
triangle. The committee's recommendations for new adoption legislation endeavoured to
balance and protect the rights and needs of the three panics; the adoptee, the birth parent and
the adoptive parent.
The legislation before the Parliament today reflects the deliberations of' the adoption
legislative review committee. It also reflects the committee's guiding principles which were
developed to assist the committee in its tasks. In particular, the Bill has endorsed the
principle that adoption is a service for children. The paramount consideration at all times is
the welfare and best interests of the child. Further, the Bill recognises that the biological
links between adoptees and their parents can never be erased. It also endorses the principle
that birth parents have a right to state and expect their wishes to be considered in the
placement of their children. At the same time, adoptive parents have the right to parent their
adopted children through childhood without fear of disruption. This Bill emphasises that
citizens today have a right to access factual information about themselves and their family of
origin. However, this does not mean a right to intrude into other people's lives. Therefore,
the Bill affirms that every individual involved in an adoption, or his or her family members,
has a right to make choices about when and how, or indeed if, contact should occur between
themselves and other parties to an adoption. Furthermore, the Bill sanctions the right of
every individual to protection from harassment. The Adoption Bill repeals the Adoption of
Children Act 1896, although a number of provisions of that Act will be retained. The
Government is repealing the previous Act owing to the magnitude of the changes and to
highlight the importance of these changes to the public and professional practitioners. The
adoption legislative review committee recommended that the current Act be repealed.
I will now outline some of the major aspects of the Bill. The adoption legislative review
committee received many submissions from women who relinquished children for adoption a
generation or more ago. Their comments have been supported by research findings which
indicate that in the past, many women were pressured into making decisions about
relinquishment when they were emotional and vulnerable. Many of these women were
unaware of their right to revoke their consent and were generally given little or no
opportunity and support to explore alternatives to adoption. The Bill addresses these issues
in clause 15 by listing the duties of the director general in the counselling of birth parents
considering relinquishment of their child for adoption.
Earlier adoption laws and practices reflected the belief that mothers should relinquish their
children for adoption, as soon as possible after birth. It was often considered inadvisable for

birth mothers to see and hold their baby in the event that they would become too attached
and thus make it even more difficult to relinquish. It was genuinely believed by workers at
that time that such practices were in the best interests of the child and birth mother and
would assist the birth mother to forget about her child and enable her to "get on with the rest
of her life". Research with women who relinquished children for adoption clearly indicates
that the majority of women do not forget their child and continue to experience strong
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feelings of grief and loss for long periods after relinquishment. However, the birth parents'
need for information, counselling and adequate time to reach a decision must be balanced
against the developmental needs for the infant to bond, at as young an age as possible, with
the adoptive parents.
Clause 17 and schedule I introduce the concept of "effective consent" and determine that
birth parents cannot sign adoption consents until at least 28 days after the birth of the child.
In addition, consents cannot be signed until at least 28 days after the birth parents have
received appropriate information. The person who witnesses the signing of the consent is not
to be the same person who provides information or the counselling to the birth parent. The
witness must also sight affidavit evidence that the consent complied with provisions of the
Act. As in existing legislation, the Bill requires that children 12 years of age and over must
consent to their adoption. The Bill also continues the right of parents to revoke their consent
to adoption and allows the court to dispense with adaption consents under specified
circumstances.
Consenting to the adoption of a child has generally been held to be the birth mother's
decision alone. This has been because, on the whole, those women relinquishing children for
adoption have been single women. Until 1964, although both parents of a child were
required to give their consent before an adoption could take place, in the case of an ex-
nuptial child the judge could dispense with the father's consent. Since 1964, the father of an
e-nuptial child has not been required by law to consent to his child's adaption. In recent
years as the rights to equality between men and women have been debated, the rights of
fathers have been given more attention, and the importance of the relationship between a
father and his child acknowledged. The adoptee's need and right to full information about
both parents has given further impetus to this issue.
Whilst the importance of a father's involvement in the adoption process is acknowledged,
there are difficulties associated with developing adequate procedures. In particular, the
difficulty in establishing paternity and contacting the father may result in delays in placing
the child in an adoptive family. There will be circumstances, such as when conception has
occurred as a result of an offence against the mother when it is inadvisable to involve the
father. Difficulties may also develop when the mother desires adoption for her child, but the
father refuses to sign consent. This Bill addresses these issues in clauses 4(3), 16, 20, 21, 24
and 25. Previous legislation did not afford the unmarried father the right to consent to their
child's adoption. The Bill alters that situation.
For the purposes of the Bill, and particularly for the purpose of signing adoption consents, a
man is taken to be the natural father of a child -

(1) if his name is entered on the birth certificate of the child,
(2) if he acknowledges in a written statement, endorsed by the birth mother, that he is the

father of the child,
(3) where a court determines him to be the father, or
(4) where he is treated as being the father by the operation of a law of the

Commonwealth, State or Territory.
When a man is believed to be the father but not identified as such by the procedures
mentioned earlier, the Bill requires the adoption agency to give notice to the man within
seven days of the receipt of an adoption consent. Should the man wish to apply for custody
of the child or seek a determination regarding his parentage of the child, he must make
application to the Family Court within 21 days of receiving notice. Clause 23 allows the
court to dispense with the requirement for a parent's consent to the child's adoption when the
parent has neither the custody of the child nor established a parent-child relationship and is
unreasonably withholding consent to the child's adoption.
The changing composition of adoption and the evidence of many of those who have
experienced adoption in the past, suggest that a new approach to adoption is required if it is
to remain a viable option for children needing permanent care into the twenty-first century.
A major thrust of this Bill, both in provision and spirit, is towards more openness throughout
the adoption process. Modem adoption must be flexible enough to meet the diverse needs of
three parties, the child, the birth parents and the adoptive parents. The needs of each will
change over time as the child develops, circumstances alter and life experiences accumulate.
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This Bill recognises the reality that the adopted child has two sets of parents. The growing
body of research and anecdotal evidence indicates that attempts to obscure this fact by a
shroud of secrecy are dysfunctional for all concerned.
While the child's needs in any adoption legislation are paramount, this Bill also recognises
that bath birth and adoptive parents have their own needs and rights. The Bill endorses the
resolution of the adoption legislative review committee that an adoption agreement be
negotiated between adoptive and birth parents prior to placement of the child. This was
recommended by the committee following receipt of many submissions which recommended
a more open and flexible approach to future adoptions. The concept of an adoption plan is
not retrospective and will apply only to adoptions which occur following commencement of
the new Act. The new concept will represent the most modemn and progressive piece of
adoption legislation throughout Australia.
It is proposed that the parties, including the child, if old enough, or the child's representative,
if appropriate, have the opportunity to discuss either directly or indirectly through the
adoption agency, the arrangements to be reached in relation to sharing information about the
child's development and significant events in the child's life. In theory, these arrangements
could range from no contact and no exchange of information at all through to regular contact
between parties. In practice, something in between is likely to be more suitable for most
people; for example, the yearly exchange of photographs and information at Christmas.
Whatever arrangement is reached, the child's interests must be paramount.
I emphasise at this point that the Bill is not proposing compulsory open adoption but rather a
mechanism to allow panties in an adoption to select from a wide range of options and reach
an arrangement which best suits all those concerned. This is not a proposal advocating
shared parenting, for adoptive parents must be able to parent their adopted children without
fear of disruption. Once an adoption order is granted, parental rights and responsibilities are
legally transferred entirely to the adoptive parents. Provisions in this Bill require the Family
Court to approve the adoption plan and decide on any areas of dispute. In addition, there are
also provisions for parties to seek variation of adoption plans through the court. Schedule 2
of the Bill sets out the rights and responsibilities of the three parties in an adoption which
must be balanced in the determination of an adoption plan. There will also be penalties for a
breach of the plan.
Clause 46 places a duty on the director general to provide assistance and mediation services
to parties who are involved in the process of determining an adoption plan. The agency will
also be responsible for facilitating the implementation of the adoption plan. In cases of
dispute over conditions or interpretation, the director general will again provide mediation
and counselling services in order to resolve the dispute or assist with the renegotiation of
new terms which should be registered with the court.
Clause 71 allows the court to dispense with the requirement for an adoption plan or the
requirement that a particular parent be a party to the adoption plan when a birth parent is -
(a) unable, incapable or unwilling to enter into an adoption plan; or
(b) the birth parent cannot be located after sufficient inquiries.
This Bill supports the recommendations of the adoption legislation review committee that for
new adoptions under this Act, only one birth certificate should be issued which records
details of both birth and adoptive parents, the date of the adoption and the name by which the
adoptee will be known. There will be occasions when the adoptee's full birth cerifficate will
need to be sighted but where neither the adoptive parents or adoptee wish to have the full
adoption details displayed to members of the general public. To accommodate these
circumstances, a certified copy of the portion of the birth certificate will not disclose
adoptive status. This will be recognised as a full birth certificate for all legal purposes.
The criteria and guidelines for the selection of the right adoptive family for each child
available for adoption is a most important task of any adoption legislation. I reiterate that
adoption is a service to children who need families. Criteria for the selection of adoptive
parents should be based on the ability of applicants to meet the needs of children. Current
criteria for adoptive applicants are set out in the 1986 Adoption of Children Regulations
which were formulated following the 1985 amendments and after community consultation.
The essential features of the current criteria remain unchanged in this Bill. One change,
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however, is in relation to the age criteria. It is generally considered by the experts that a
child to be adopted should be placed in a family which is not markedly different from the
community norm. Current trends indicate that Australian couples are having their first child
at a later age than couples of several decades ago. As a consequence, age requirements have
been revised so that the age difference between adoptees and their adoptive parents should be
no more than 40 years. Current criteria stipulate a maximum age difference of 35 years for
the placement of a first child, and 40 years for a second, with a maximum age limit of 45
years.
The current adoption Act requires joint applicants to be legally married before an adoption
order can be obtained. However the regulations define husband a-nd wife as including
persons who, although not legally married, have lived together as husband and wife on a
bona fide domestic basis for a continuous period of at least three years. This Bill rectifies
this anomaly by defining for all purposes in the legislation, a married person to include a
person who is actually married as well as a person who is cohabitating with another person in
a heterosexual relationship as that person's spouse and who has so cohabitaced for a
continuous period of not less than three years. Changing attitudes to marriage in our society
today increasingly equate de facto relationships with lawful marriage in aspects of social,
economic and legal significance.
This legislation also requires that a child be adopted by parents who have the same ethnic or
cultural background as the child. If this is not possible, then adoptive parents must come
from a similar ethnic or cultural background to the child. The next preference will be to
select adoptive parents who can demonstrate that they accept and acknowledge the child's
background and will foster links with that background in the child's upbringing. Similarly,
special provisions are included to ensure that Aboriginal children are placed with suitable
Aboriginal people, once again the premise being based on the paramount principle of best
interests for the child.
National guidelines relating to intercounwry adoption have beent established by the social
welfare Mnisters of each State and the Federal Minister for Immigration, Local Government
and Ethnic Affairs. These guidelines ensure that all children coming to Australia for
adoption have the same rights to a professional service as Australian-born children have, and
that persons wishing to adopt an overseas child must meet the requirements as prospective
adoptive parents before bringing a child into the country. The Bill endorses these guidelines
particularly in relation to the recognition of adoption orders made overseas.
In keeping with the principle that adoption is a service for children, adoption of adults will
no longer be possible. Further, the Biil recognises that there will be situations where the
needs of a particular child are best met by persons who do not satisfy some or all the
selection criteria for adoptive parenthood- In addition, it recognises that many children in the
community are being raised by unrelated caregivers. When an established parent-child
relationship has developed and continued for a period of three or more years, it may be in the
child's best interests to formalise such a permanent care arrangement by adoption. The Bill
makes provision for such adoptions.
In accordance with adoption legislative review committee recommendations, step-parents
will continue to be able to adopt, but adoption by other relatives will no longer be possible.
Custody and guardianship orders are preferable to relative adoptions as they do not rearrange
existing relationships within the family.
The current adoption Act provides for private adoption agencies to be established and
licensed. This provision resulted from the 1985 amendments. To date no applications for
the establishment of a private adoption agency have been received. The new Act will
continue to allow for the establishment and licensing of private adoption agencies, but details
of how the applications are to be made and processed will be transferred to the regulations.
Current legislation does not allow for a formal appeal mechanism or administrative matters.
The Bill rectifies this situation with the establishment of an innovative system for the review
of decisions and appeals. An aggrieved person may firstly apply to the director general for a
review of his case. If still dissatisfied, the person has a further right of appeal to the Farmily
Court and then, with leave, may appeal to the Full Court of the Supreme Court. Clause 119
ultimately allows for appeal to the Supreme Court without leave, in accordance with normal
rules of court, against decisions made by the court in carrying out its judicial functions.
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I now come to perhaps the most sensitive aspect of the new legislation; that is, the provisions
relating to access to information. As legislators, we are frequently required to determine the
best way to balance the often competing rights and needs of individuals within our
community. Nowhere is this more evident than in the area of information relating to past
adoptions. What we have is the often strong and desperate need by some for access to
adoption information in conflict with the intense desire of others for individual and famnily
privacy. This Bill determines a workable balance between information access and pnivacy.
This balance has not previously been achieved with existing legislation.
Over the past 10 to 20 years. people involved in adoptions have begun to speak out about
what it was like for thenm. As self-help groups have been set up and research has been
undertaken we have learnt that many adopted people, even those who love and want to
remain in relationships with their adopted families, also want to know about their original
family heritage. We have learnt that many mothers who gave their children up for adoption
have spent the rest of their lives grieving and wondering what happened to their child. We
have learnt that many of the strains on adoptive families have come about because of the
pretence and secrecy they felt compelled to maintain with their adopted children. In the 70
or so years since secrecy became synonymous with adoption, a questioning of whether the
secrecy was necessary has started to gather momentum. Out of this questioning. and
supported by the research findings, many western countries have started to change their
adoption laws so that adopted people. can have access to information about their origins. In
many countries the law has also recognised the needs of birth parents to have news of the
child they relinquished.
In 1986 Western Australia made it easier for adopted people to get access to information
about their origins. The law was changed to enable adult adoptees to obtain a copy of their
original birth certificate and so learn of the identity of their birth mother and perhaps their
father that is, unless their birth parents had made a formal request for their children not to be
provided with identifying information about their origins and provided the adopted person
had first received counselling from an approved counsellor. The new provisions did not
apply similarly to birth parents. It was always intended that a consideration of the rights of
birth parents would come at a later stage. Indeed, this Bill does address the current
inequality for access to information by birth parents and much more. I reiterate that the Bill
endorses the adoption legislative review committee's findings that it is a basic human right
for all persons to have access to information about themselves. At the same time it also
endorses the principle that individuals have a right to protection from unwanted contact.
The Bill deals with access to information provisions for all future adoptions under the new
Act by determining that following adoption all parties should be able to access court records
and the birth registration certificate. These provisions are particularly appropriate with the
operation and flexibility of the "adoption plan" mentioned earlier. The transitional
provisions in schedule 3 outline the access rights to identifying information for adoptions
which occurred under the 1896 Adoption of Children Act. The effect of these provisions will
be to open previously closed records to parties in the adoption triangle when the adoptee
turns 18 years. Provided all parties consent, identifying inform-ation can be accessed at an
earlier stage.
Following the recommendation of the review committee, this Bill greatly expands services in
relation to adoptions. One of the main functions will be to provide information and
counselling and facilitate the exchange of identifying and non-identifying information
between the parties to an adoption and their relatives. The release of all identifying
information will be administered through an adoption information service established by the
director genera!.
The apparent conflict between the rights to privacy and the rights to information is addressed
by the establishment of a contact veto register. Parties to adoption or their relatives will be
able to register their wishes not to he contacted by another party. A contact veto has effect
for five years. When a contact veto is registered, an applicant requesting identifying
information must first sign an undertaking not to contact the registered party, Identifying
information will not be released until the undertaking is signed There will of course be
penalties for a breach of the contact veto. In order to further minimise the temptation for a
person to breach a contact veto, the Bill enables the adoption information service to, at the
request of a person seeking contact, approach a person who has registered a contact veto to
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give dhat person the opportunity of confirming or withdrawing the veto when presented with
reasons why the other person is seeking contact. The evidence of research overwhelmingly
indicates that birth parents and adoprees are extremely sensitive to each other's rights.
Indeed most go out of their way not to offend the other.
Other important protective mechanisms in this Bill include the ability to apply for a court
order preventing the release of identifying information when it can be shown to the court that
the release of such identifying information would place the applicant or his family at serious
risk. There are also penalty provisions for harassment. The Government is conscious of the
need to widely publicise the access to information provisions of the Bill. An extensive
advertising program will be undertaken to ensure that those affected by the legislation will be
informed of their rights. They will be given time to consider their options and to decide
whether they wish to register a veto against contact. In accordance with recommendations of
the adoption legislative review committee, individuals or organisations wishing to act as
contact and mediation agencies in relation to adoption will need to be licensed.
In conclusion, I want to refer to the recent review of the New South Wales's Adoption
Information Act 1990 which has just been completed by the New South Wales Law Reform
Commission. The information provisions of the New South Wales Act are similar to those
proposed in this Bill. It allows access to identifying information for birth parents and
adoptees once the adoptees turn 18 and it also allows for a contact veto register. Some of the
commissions' major conclusions are as follows -

The majority of the public appear to be aware of the essence of the Adoption
Information Act 1990.
Implementation of the Act has been accomplished successfully and its administration
is working well.
The vast majority of adopted persons and birth parents welcome the rights to
information, and exercise them responsibly.
Compliance with the contact veto system is very high. Although there were rumours
or suggestions of breaches, a careful examination of the evidence revealed only one
incident that appeared to be a breach of a veto.
Post-adoption contact and reunions are seen as beneficial by almost all who initiate
them, and positive or acceptable by the majority of those who are contacted.

The Government believes that the commission's findings are very relevant to adoptions
within Western Australia. They support the access to information provisions of this Bill and
provide evidence for their endorsement.
In conclusion, I wish to thank all those who have been involved in the thorough and
extensive review process of our adoption legislation. This Bill is the culmination of years of
consultation and research. It is in response to the overwhelming majority within our
adoption community who have demanded change and more openness. Balancing and
protecting people's rights, as the law attempts to do, is always intricate and complicated.
Theme is no easy answer and on occasions it may appear to some that one party seems to be
favoured over another, particularly where a decision has been made as to whose need or right
to protection is the greatest. It is the Government's view that this legislation achieves the
balance of those needs and rights. It deserves the support of all members of this House and I
commend the legislation for their consideration.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Strickland.

Sitting suspended from 1. 11 to 2.00 pmn
[Questions without notice taken.J

SITT7INGS OF THE HOUSE - EXTENDED AFTER 6.00 PM
Thursday, 24 September

DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) 12.33 pm]: Owing to the need to complete the
debate on the Appropriations (Consolidated Revenue Fund) Bill before the Estimates
Committee process, the House will sit after dinner until the Budget speeche-s are completed; I
therefore ask members to be brief in their statements.
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The SPEAKER: Thank you very much for chat advice.
Mr Court: Are you asking us to be brief?
Dr LAWRENCE: We will sit until the debate is finished.

MATTER OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE - INDUSTR[AL RELATIONS ACT
Preference to Unionists Clause Opposition

THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Barnett): Earlier today I received a letter from the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition seeking to debate as a matter of public importance changes to the
Industrial Relations Act.
If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it.
[At least five members rose in their places.]
The SPEAKER: In accordance with the Sessional Order, half an hour will be allocated to
each side of the House and a total of 10 minutes to the Independents for the purpose of this
debate.
MR KIERATH (Riverton) [2.35 pm]: I move -

That this House condemns -

(a) the Lawrence Government for proposing to introduce changes to the Industrial
Relations Act to allow compulsory unionism by inserting provisions for
"preference to unionists";

(b) the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations for revoking the
Government's commitment to tripartite "consultation" by caking a high-
handed position of announcing her proposals to the Tripartite Labour
Consultative Council without allowing for genuine consultation and response
before proceeding; and

(c) the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations for failing in her duty to
uphold sections of the Industrial Relations Act 1979.

The Liberal Party will never agree to a preference to unionists clause. That provision will
see the turning back of the clock to the 19th century. Most union members oppose
compulsory unionism; in fact, I think it is opposed by 66 percent of them. Most people want
the democratic right to choose whether they join an organisation. That is most important.
Most union members do not want to contribute money to the Australian Labor Party election
coffers. The irony is that in the past session and in this session legislation has been dealt
with which will restrict political donations, yet the proposed changes to the Industrial
Relations Act are an initiative clearly designed to channel political donations to the ALP.
What a hypocritical twist that is. In the last figures I saw, only one out of three of this State's
work force belonged to a union. Is that not interesting? The corollary to that is that two out
of three workers in this State are not members of a union. The insertion of the Government's
proposed amendments to the Industrial Relations Act will be an example of the tail wagging
the dog.
I am sure the Minister will claim chat her preference to unionists clause does not mean
unionism will be compulsory. I looked in The Concise Oxford Dictionary for the definition
of "Preference" which reads -

. .favowing one person ... before others in business relations.
The definition of "compulsion" reads -

.. irresistable urge to a form of behaviour against one's normal wishes.
One must ask why the Government would introduce such a measure at this stage. Firstly, it
wants to win back the Labor voters who have become disenchanted with the ALP. Secondly,
it wants to increase the membership of unions, which we all know is declining. Rather than
improving its service to members the unions' answer is to compel every employee to join a
union, bringing everyone down to a level of mediocrity. The union movement has lost its
membership because it has not been servicing it properly. Thirdly, the Government wants to
introduce this measure to bring the unions back into the fold. It is well known that most of
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the unions in this State are affiliated with the ALP. For that privilege they pay to it a certain
proportion of their fees. That is what this Bill is really all about - increasing the funding base
of the ALP for the forthcoming election. Fourthly - I heard this about 12 months ago - the
left wing among some of the unions said they were battening down for a term of a coalition
Government. They said they were taking out an insurance policy by ensuring provisions
were in place and that if a change of Government occurred they would be looked after. This
is one of those measures. I believe one of the real reasons that the Government is
introducing this measure, other than the reason that it is politically stupid, is that it is a sop to
the left wing, the looney left. It is designed to try to bolster the Government's stocks. It is
always easy to tell the looney left, because it makes stupid decisions. It made one in the last
Cabinet reshuffle. This is a stupid decision in the lead up to the State election.
What will be the result of this legislation? It will set back industrial relations for at least 30
years, if not longer. It will also harm the reputation of our State. This Government has made
great play of this State's reputation of being a good place to invest. If this measure were
introduced, it would harm that reputation and it would send the wrong signals to the investors
telling them to go and look somewhere else to invest their money, and to not come here. As
a result, investment in this State would decrease.
Mr Marlborough: What a load of nonsense!
Mr KIERATh: It is not a load of nonsense.
In February of this year, the Labor Party launched a policy called WA Advantage designed to
attract investment to this State. What did the Government do? It decided to introduce a
measure that is designed to inhibit investment in this Stare! The Government's rhetoric is
empty because its actions speak louder than words. I have no doubt that this measure will
result in the loss of jobs. We know it will increase labour costs because, over many years in
the Pilbara, restrictive work practices have been imposed. Those barriers were put in place
to try to inhibit productivity. This initiative will put in place more restrictive work practices
so that we will be unable to compete with our international competitors.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr KJERATH: Even I have to raise my voice to overcome the member for Peel.
This legislation will also cause a loss of human rights and will legally discriminate against
people, It is important for members to remember that. The ALP has always claimed to be
anti-discriminatory. However, when it is politically expedient, it decides to implement a
provision that will legalise and institutionalise discrimination. This measure will help also to
build inefficiencies into organisations so that we are not internationally competitive.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr KIERATH: The member for Peel should talk! When he was in the Pilbara, he never did
a day's work. I have been told he was always walking around with a clipboard in his hand
and never did a day's work.
Mr C.]. Barnett: He is working hard today.
Mr KIERATH: He has done more work today than he has done in the past two years.
The other aspect of this legislation is that it will change the criteria for the selection of staff
from one of skills to one of whether a person carries a union card. That is devastating. I do
not think that this Government wants to encourage businesses to choose someone on their
ability to carry a card rather than on their true skills.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I wonder whether the Acting Speaker would like to relieve me for a
moment.
Mr KIERATH: That was an old trick in my organisation, Mr Speaker. We tried to find jobs
for troublenmakers.
I looked through the WA Advantage document and could not find any reference to this
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legislation. It referred to joint accommodation of the two industrial commissions. It referred
also to productivity growth. This legislation will mean the opposite. It referred to enterprise
agreements; we have not seen any of that. It made a great play about improvements in
international competitiveness, and that is important. However, this initiative will do the
opposite. Why now? It is, after all, three and a half years since the last State election and
there has been no attempt to introduce this measure during that time. Suddenly, during the
last legislative session of this Parliament before the next State election, a measure to
introduce compulsory unionism is announced! Members should forgive me for being
cynical, but that is what has happened.
The second area to which I wish to refer is the Tripartite Labour Consultative Council. After
listening to the Minister's attitude on consultation, I thought I would find out what is the
definition of "consultation". It means to deliberate with a person; seek information or advice
from a person; or take into consideration. It certainly does not mean the high-handed attitude
of the Minister. I decided to have a look at some of the minutes of the meetings of the
council. At the meeting of 24 August, the Minister outlined a series of initiatives included in
this legislation and she did not mention the repeal of pant 6A. In fact, she mentioned it only
when she was asked a question on it. I ask her: How long had she been considering these
measures? Did she say for 12 months?
I also thought I would have a look at the State ALP's platform because I thought that might
indicate when consideration of this measure first rose. It makes a number of comments. It
refers to cooperation between the Government, employers and unions. This measure does
not indicate cooperation. The platform says that, in conjunction with the TLCC, the
Government will amend the legislation. It is a stand and deliver tactic by the Minister - if
you do not like it, tough! The platform also refers to the implementation of a consensual
approach. Is that not interesting? It says that the legislation will promote consultation in
industrial relations. It also says that it will introduce some of the International Labour
Organisation's conventions. One of the beauties is freedom of association, and yet this
Government will compel people to join unions - the exact opposite of freedom of association.
One of the platforms of the ALP is anti-discrimination. This provision will blatantly
institutionalise and legalise discrimination. A preference to unionists clause is anti-freedom
of association which is discriminatory in favour of union members and discriminatory
against non-union members. That is what this is all about. It is interesting to look back
through the record of the Minister for Labour. Since she was appointed to that office, her
relationship with some of the employer groups has gone downhill rapidly. Whatever
criticism I had of her predecessor, at least he was able to communicate with those
organisations,
Mr C.J. Barnett: She makes him look good.
Mr KIERATH: Exactly. I never thought chat would be the case. Her period in office has
culminated in the Chamber of Commerce and Industry suspending its membership of the
TLCC. The chamber has been involved in that council since its inception. It did so because
she disregarded the proper consultation process and showed open hostility towards
employers. If the chamber had continued with that association, it would have given tacit
approval to the Minister's tactics. It voiced its concerns but was ignored.
The preference to unionists clause will allow unions to make trade-offs- I know that she will
make great play about that and the fact that it is by consent. She will put that on the
negotiating table and the unions will be able to trade that off and get consent for compulsory
unionism. That is the sad aspect of the matter; the Government is wrading off other people's
civil rights without their knowing it.
The Chamber of Commerce and Industry has made many submissions to the Government
and most have been shelved. It made submissions about compliance provisions, and nothing
happened. It made submissions about enterprise bargaining provisions, and nothing
happened. It made proposals in relation to compensation for unfair dismissal and, again, the
proposals were ignored- The irony is that at the same time most of the Trades and Labor
Council's initiatives have proceeded through the organisation.
The thind part of the motion deals with breaches of the Act. It is interesting to note section
23(3) of the existing Industrial Relations Act -
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The Commission ... by this Pant shall no ... provide for -
(i) compulsion to join an organisation to obtain or bold employment; or
(ii) non-employment by reason of being or not being a member of an

organisation;
provide for preference of employment at the time of, or during, employment by
reason of being or not being a member of an organ isation.

In other words, under the existing Act the commission cannot allow for preference of
employment. Numerous examples have been brought to the attention of the inister but she
has chosen to ignore them. Another interesting aspect is that on three occasions Federal
Labor Ministers have called on the State Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations to
enforce the decisions of a commissioner. The firs: occurred in 1991 with the Robb Jetty
dispute, when Mr Dawkins called on the Minister to enforce the orders of her commission.
Another dispute occurred over the Tiwest issue in 1991, and Dawkins again called on the
Minister to enforce the commissioner's orders. This year when the Haznersley Iron Pty Ltd
dispute occurred 1, along with many others, called on the Minister to enforce the
commissioner's orders and even Senator Peter Cook, a fanner secretary of the Trades and
Labor Council, called on the Minister to enforce the commissioner's orders and get the
people back to work. The Act has been flagrantly breached in many areas, and the Minister
has stood idly by and done absolutely nothing. Section 96F of the Industrial Relations Act is
important, and I highlighted it to the Minister during the Hamnersley Iron dispute -

A person who -

(a) threatens that -
(i) discriminatory action will or may be taken against. . . or
(ii) the free and lawful exercise of his trade, profession or occupation.

may be interfered with,.
(c) takes, or threatens to take, industrial action against an employer with the

intent to coerce the employer to take discriminatory action..

commits an offence.
Anybody who takes or threatens to take discriminatory action against another person
commits an offence under the Act. What did the Minister do? Absolutely nothing. I wrote
to her at the time and pointed out that it was happening and I referred to that section of the
Act. She cannot plead ignorance because it was pointed out to her.
I refer now to international labour organisations' conventions. A couple are in existence, and
No 87 enshrines the right of freedom of association. Article 20 of the United Nation's
Universal Declaration of Human Rights enshrines freedom of association and states that
there should be no compulsion to join an organisation. No word from members on the
Government side on this issue because they know the measures the Government is planning
will contravene that provision.
This campaign is politically stupid. The Chamber of Commerce and Industry and the
Chamber of Mines and Energy will unite to oppose these measures. I was searching for a
term to best describe this lunatic provision and I came up with the phrase "Lawrence's
lunatic lunge to the left'. It is a stupid decision in the lead-up to the election. When Dr
Lawrence aspired to leadership she sold her soul to the left wing, and the people in that group
have been pulling her strings ever since. I know that if I were spaking to the Premier one to
one, she would not agree with this.
The Government proposes to repeal that part of dhe Act which provides protection against
discrimination on the basis of union membership and also prevents union demands for
compulsory unionism. While it has been in place, unions have continued to breach this part
of the Act and no action has been taken against them for flagrant and blatant breaches. The
Minister made great play of the situation in New Zealand after she went on a junket there.
The unions in that country do not want a return to compulsory unionism. Thley are quite
happy with voluntary unionism.
Two opinion polls have been conducted on this issue in recent times. In-the poll conducted
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by the Chamber of Commerce and Industry, 85 per cent of those surveyed wanted freedom of
choice in some form or another. Of those, 66 per cent of union members were in favour of
freedom of association, as were 61 per cent of Australian labor Parry voters. That is very
interesting. The majority of union members and traditional Labor voters want freedom of
association.
Mr Bloffwitch: They are nor in the hard left.
Mr KIERAT-: That is correct, they are not in the hard left which is controlling these
organisations. That survey is in harmony with the Morgan Gallop poll conducted in 1989, in
which 87 per cent of those surveyed were in favour of voluntary unionism. On that basis I
urge members of the House to take note of their traditional constituents, and to support this
motion.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [2.58 pm]: It is amazing that it is necessary for me to speak in
this debate, because the action by the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations is the
act of a fascist right wing Government. The hard left and the fascists are very close together.
Move far enough to the left and one meets the right. Do I hear echoes in this Chamber of
section 54B? Is this a Liberal Party Minister introducing the Bill? It is an unbelievable
situation. I hear the echoes in this place of Labor Parry members saying that rarely will a
political act solve an industrial problem. Those statemenrs have been made by members
opposite for decades. The Bill introduced by the member for Riverton in connection with
controlling the supply of essential services was put to one side by the Minister. What are we
hearing today? It is amazing. We have heard that union membership is about people's rights
and equal opportunity. That is the issue - nothing moire and nothing less. It is a matter of
social justice.
Several members interjected.
Mr TRENORDEN: I do not recall rhat. I was in discussion with those people only a few
months ago around the table at Fremantle. To be a member or not to be a member of a union
is a right, and to mess around with that right is to mess around with social justice. That is
what the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations is attempting to do.
A few weeks ago, the Australian Broadcasting Commission ran a program on "Four
Corners", which was in fact from the British Broadcasting Corporation, in which economists
from both sides of the political spectrum discussed two decades of Administration in
England. The advisers who gave advice to those Governments, including to that dreadful
person, Margaret Thatcher, were on that program, and the conclusion was that the best thing
we could do for people in these circumstances was to leave them alone. The Minister for
Productivity and Labour Relations has stirred up the employers of this State to raise in excess
of $1 million to mount an attack against this proposal. This morning on ABC Radio she
stirred up the other side of the spectrum. The Minister has created disharmony during the
height of a recession. What we need now is a little peace and harmony and an opportunity
for people to get back to work. We do not need people raking sides and being at each other's
throats.
Several members interjected.
Mr TR.ENORDEN: The tension was obvious this morning on that ABC programn. The sides
are forming and the wave is about to break. flat has all been generated by the Minister.
The Minister is acting just like a nice little fascist.
MRS HENDERSON (Thomlie - Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations)
[3.02 pm]: I was interested that the mover of the motion referred to our turning back the
clock to the 19th century. Ir is interesting to look at the history of preference in Western
Australia. Since 1934, preference has been in place in Western Australia and included as an
industrial matter that could be dealt with by the Industrial Relations Commission. In fact, the
first Government to define clearly conscientious objection was the Brand Liberal
Government. In 1963, that Government amended the Industrial Arbitration Act to provide
for conscientious objection. That went hand in hand with the capacity of the IRC to award
preference to unionists. That continued from 1934 and through the 1950s and 1960S.
In 1976, another Liberal Government rook action and again extended and expanded the
definition of "conscientious objection" to include a person who objected to being a member
of a union. That Government did not delete preference. It did not say that would lead to

5382



[Thursday, 24 September 1992] 38

compulsory unionism. It expanded the definition of preference. Two different Liberal
Governments expanded the definition of preference. In 1982, the O'Connor Liberal
Government decided to take a more punitive approach; namely, to introduce a new section to
delete conscientious objection and the capacity of the IRC to deal with disputes about union
membership, and to introduce penalties for anyone who contravened that section. What was
the view of industry about that at the time? Did it welcome those changes? Did it welcome
that protection for people to prevent their being coerced into union membership? No, it did
not. In fact, everyone said at the time that it would be unworkable, that it ignored the
industrial realities of the workplace, and that it took away the capacity of the IRC to deal
with the realities that faced employers in the workplace; namely, industrial disputes about
union membership matters.
The Confederation of Western Australian Industry said to the Premier of the day, when it
was proposed in 1981 to change the Act to remove the provision which allowed for
conscientious objection and to insert a new Part 6A - and it may be uncomfortable for
members opposite to listen to this, and that is why they constantly interject -

Preference to Unionists: We have already indicated that without complementary
federal legislation, the removal of "preference' from the jurisdiction of the State
Commission could be nullified and place employers in an invidious position,
particularly on construction sires involving project developments where both Federal
and State awards apply.
It seems to us that reality dictates a change in the Act to deal with this situation.
Our own policy on "preference" is known to you and that is that it does not extend to
compulsory unionism but simply preference at the point of engagement, all other
things being equal.

In other words the confederation put the view to the Government of the day that it should be
more cognisant of the realities of the workplace with which it had to deal.
rhe Australian Mines and Metals Association also wrote to the Premier of the day to put its
view about the proposed changes to remove preference and the opportunity for conscientious
objection.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Cross-Chamber interjections will cease.
Mvrs HENDERSON: The Australian Mtines and Metals Association said -

The views of the mining industry and in particular those of large companies in which
compulsory unionism or preference to unionists had operated for many years prior to
the inception of the 1979 Act are already well known to the Government. We again
request the Government to re-consider the prohibitions expressed in the legislation.
In the event that the Government holds the view that total removal is not possible, it
may nevertheless care to consider an alteration to the Act which would retain the
Government's essential philosophy yet allow compulsory unionism or preference to
unionists to prevail in industries or within companies in which it had traditionally
existed.

n other words, when the O'Connor Liberal Government sought to change the Act, the
ktustralian Mines and Metals Association called on it not to do that and to recognise the
ealities of the workplace.
flue mover of the motion, the member for Riverton, stated during the recent Hamersley Iron
tispute, in an interview with Gerry Gannon on 23 June, that -

...that's where the suggestion that I've, made ... I mean, the situation is - under the
current system, the various parties are getting more and more entrenched in their
position, they're getting harder. What we should be doing is trying to find some
common ground to bring them together, and my suggestion is simply this, Gerry,
Although that section of the Act has gone, in 1982, what about a compromise position
being put to the parties.

ierry Gannon said, "Like?", and the member for Riverton said -
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Such as that somebody pays, that particular person or somebody else, pays the union
subscription to a charity of their choice. The provision that used to be in the Act, to
try and get some impasse on this resolution now. I'm sure that if it was put in the
proper way, the trade unions concerned would go along with that, they'd feel as
though the person was carrying their way, and I believe it is a simple solution to get
out of this really hard and entrenched situation.

Who suggested using conscientious objection?
Several members interjected.
Mrs HENDERSON: The section relates to preferential unionism and conscientious
objecting, which go hand in hand - as the member would know.
Mr Kierath: You can have one without the other.
Mrs HENDERSON: The reality is that the member is trying to cover up the fact that his
party does not have an industrial relations policy. It said it would announce it last June, yet
we still wait for it. The closest it has come is the reference in the WA Fightback document to
the Opposition's commitment to cutting labour costs through the introduction of enterprise
bargaining.
Several members inteijected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mrs HENDERSON: On ABC Radio earlier this year, the mover of this motion talked about
enterprise bargaining indicating that it was not restricted only to unions. He said that it
would be used by lawyers and specialists or whoever would like to negotiate; ultimately, the
workplace would make that decision. That is what this issue is about. The Opposition has
not announced its industrial relations policy, but it has made it very clear where it stands.
Let us consider the Federal Opposition's announcements: It will have a youth wage of $3 an
hour and bring back dead-end jobs for people aged 15 years. In fact, Mr Howard lamented
the fact that there were no more dead-end jobs!
My Court: You have given us record unemployment. Young children do not have a chance
of a job because of the employment record of your Government.
Mrs HENDERSON: I will refer to unemployment and the lack of an industrial relations
policy by the Opposition. I will refer also to the survey mentioned by the mover of this
motion.
Mr Kierath: I mentioned two surveys - one was a Morgan Gallup Poll.
Mrs HENDERSON: I will mention both surveys. The member said that the survey indicated
that the overwhelming majority of people did not want preferential unionism and wanted
freedom of choice. However, the question they were asked related to the current law. It was
prefaced, "The present law ensures that workers have the same employment and promotion
opportunities and rights whether they are union members or not. The State Government
wants to change the law to allow employers to show a prefrerence to union members in
getting a job and promotion opportunities. It would mean in effect compulsory union
membership for all persons covered by the State award."
There is no better way of achieving a bodgie result than putting a proposition which is wrong
and then trying to knock over the straw person created. It is hardly surprising that that
question received the answer it did. However, another answer from the survey was not
mentioned by the Opposition, and for good reason. The survey asked people whether they
would retain their union membership in the event of free choice. The question was premised
on the fact that they would have a free choice. The survey indicated that 84 per cent of the
people questioned said that the union provided helpful information and protection; another
16 per cent said that unions provided better conditions and pay; and 10 per cent said that
those conditions should be available only to union members. It is no coincidence that the
Opposition did not mention that part of the survey as it is at odds with its industrial relations
policy.
Mr Kierath: It is freedom of choice.
Mrs HENDERSON: I like the use of the word "choice". I noticed in the newspaper
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yesterday that information was provided regarding what chat choice will entail. It said that
employers and employees can choose to stay within the existing system. However, when the
employee wants protection of the award and the employer wantcs an individual contract or
whatever rate the employer wishes to offer, that will override the employee's choice.
Mr Kierath: Who said that?
Mrs HENDERSON: The member said that they must agree or they will opt out of the
existing system. Thai has been the Liberal Party position, and will be the issue of interest in
the lead up to the State election, not the issue raised in this debate today. The current system
has been in place in the Federal jurisdiction since 1904 through Liberal and Labor
Governments, and has never led to compulsory unionism in the workplace. Had that been
the case, all workplaces operating under the Federal system would have 100 per cent union
membership, and all awards would contain preferential provisions. We can check the figures
on this any day of the week, but certainly 100 per cent of people covered by a Federal award
are not union members.
Mr Kierath: They sack people if they are not union members. A union member will come
along and say on the spot. "Sack him or else! t'
Mrs HENDERSON: How many complaints have we had of char happening?
Mr Court: Do you believe your changes will improve employment prospects?
Mrs HENDERSON: Our changes will ensure that industrial disputes will be resolved in a
better fashion - they will not become dragged out disputes - and this will improve
employment prospects.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! At various times during this type of debate a reasonable
level of interjection is tolerable. However, from time to time the level of interjection builds
up too much. Although some of the Minister's remarks might be designed to provoke a
reaction, perhaps the response could be more measured. People are talking over the speaker
on his or her feet. I will not tolerate that from either side.
Mrs HENDERSON: I wind up my comments to give a colleague an opportunity to speak in
the debate. Those provisions have been in place in the Federal sphere since the beginning of
federation. They have been in place in South Australia, Queensland and Tasmania for 20 or
30 years, and they are not considered to be radical in those jurisdictions. They have not led
to compulsory unionism, discrimination or a flood of complaints to the Federal Minister for
Industrial Relation's office in Western Australia. The member set up straw men to ask
biased questions to achieve a desired result, and then cried to hold up the answer to that
question as the truth, yet the member's first option to resolve a dispute was to call upon the
provisions which his party deleted.
MR GRAHAM (Pilbara) [3.18 pm]: Mr Speaker -

Mr Bloffwitch: Who else?
Mr GRAHAM: Who else indeed! In May 1990 at the opening of that Parliament I made a
speech, a part of which [ now quote -

Further in his article Mr Molloy -

Who is a Law Society council lor-, it con tinues -

- says that other professions, notably the medical and dental professions, have had
enough nous over the years to restrict their numbers in such a way to allow them to
make a reasonable living commensurate with their need to service the community. It
is amazing that the Law Society can openly and publicly advocate what is, in effect, a
closed shop and there is no public outrage.

Mr Gordon Hill: Is this a reliable source?
Mr GRAHAM: This is a quote from the Law Society. I went on to say -

Self-styled public watchdogs such as the Institute of Public Affairs, the National
Farmers Federation and the H.R. Nicholls Society - that mob on the extreme right -
are silent. Can members imagine what would happen on the waterfront if t
wharfies made a statement like that?

0827 8-14
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I made those comments in 1990 and I drew to the attention of the Liberal Parry of Western
Australia the fact that professions in Western Australia were publicly advocating a closed
shop. I make it clear that I have no difficulties with closed shops. I have worked in them for
years. I have been an active wrade unionist in them and have defended them to the hilt, and I
would do the same today. The point is that two years ago I raised in this Parliament the
question of companies operating closed shops for their own benefit. I challenged the Liberal
Party then, albeit under a different leader, to take up that issue. What was the response from
the Liberal Party of Western Australia? The then member for Cottesloe included in his
newsletter a statement that the member for Pilbara gave an inelegant and irreverent speech.
The sum total of the actions of the Liberal Party in this Parliament two years ago to the issue
of closed shops was nil. In the meantime the Liberal Party has felt the need to curry some
favour among employers. I have a unique advantage over most members in this place
because, as a union official, I was also party to laying a section 96 claim against an
employer. I do not think any other member in this place has done that. I can tell the
Opposition that section 96 does not work.
Clearly, it does not work because the Opposition introduced into the legislation a system that
cannot, and does not, work. It allows for no relief. I will remind members opposite of what
people said at the time of the introduction of this legislation. Mr Parker, in the second
reading debate on the Industrial Arbitration Amendment Bill (No. 2) stated -

This Bill creates far more substantial dislocation to industry than - to quote Malcolm
Fraser - a thousand Norm Gallaghers. it will create far more dislocation than that if it
is used in the way in which it can be used, in the way in which the trade union
movement and the industrial organisations of employers believe it can be used, and
that I consider it can be used and is intended to be used. By a simple capricious act,
individual people will be able to take on an employer or union and, in considering the
idea of disrupting the work force and concentrating on an employer, that one person
can make it virtually impossible for an employer to carry on his normal business.

That refers to the provision the Opposition introduced into the legislation for this State and
which caused the Hamerstey Iron dispute. The Opposition was told 10 years ago that that
was what the legislation would do. The Opposition knew that and that was its very reason
for introducing it.
I have also been a union representative who has operated under the Opposition's silly section
of the Act. I can remember speakcing to an employee at a workshop at Mt Newman Mining
Co Pty Ltd who did not want to be in the union, and explaining to him the Opposition's
provisions of the Act. I told him there was nowhere for us to go and that it could not be
handled. I discussed the matter with the employer, clearly in breach of that Act, who had a
chat with the employee. A problem exists in the Act's preventing an employer and his work
force from dealing with a matter. I returned the next morning to receive the employee's
union fees and - I must give him a bit of credit for style - he paid his $130 odd union fees in
50 pieces directed at my head at 100 miles an hour.
Mr Court: And you forgot to duck and that is why you are the way you are!
Mr Shave: Did you bank it all?
Mr GRAHAM: I certainly did. I gave him a receipt, sticky taped it to a spanner and gave it
back to him at the same pace! The issue was sorted out because we were able to go to the
employer and deal with it. It did not result in a couple of thousand of people going on strike,
which is what would have happened had the Opposition's legislation been acted upon.
Mr Kierath: Were you on that picket line?
Mr GRAHAM: I have been on many picket lines.
I will tell the House about the Liberal Party and its track record on industrial relations
because that is the crux of it all. In my speech in the Budget debate I spoke about the
Fightback package. I pointed out then that Fightback was flawed because it contained no
industrial relations policy. The member for Jandakot accepted that at the time and said that
the Opposition believed in choice. I do not know what the Opposition believes in and, as a
party, the Opposition does not know what it believes in.
Opposition members interjected.
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Mr GRAHAM: I will believe the Opposition when it drops on the table a policy on industrial
relations that gives it some credibility to be able to speak on industrial relations. Until
members opposite have such a policy they cannot criticise others.
Mr MacKinnon: We have a policy.
Mr GRAHAM: The Opposition does not have a policy. If it does it should drop it on the
cable and members will deal with it.
I refer again to the credibility of the Liberal Party. Let us examine its rack record. Let us
look at the industry from which I came, the iron ore industry, and see what the Liberal Party
did the last rime it was in Government. I will not use any rhetoric or nice little words.
Members should look at the cold hard reality of the application of what is still the Liberal
Party's policy, I assume, because it has not released a new one. At the end of 1983, 105 000
working days had been lost in the iron ore industry under a Liberal Government. In 199 1,
the last complete year under a Labor Government, 14 600 days were lost. That is a tenfold
reduction in industrial disputes in a place where there are closed shop unions right through.
Mr Kierath: Are you saying there are closed shops there?
Mr GRAHAM: In my electorate the unions are all closed shop with the exception of 13 in
Tom Price. Those strike figures are sourced from the Australian Bureau of Statistics. That is
not the totality of the argument. Much of the member for Riverton' s argument depended on
the issue of productivity, and in the public rhetoric much of that argument also depends on
productivity. I must say that I have difficulty in understanding that argument. No-one would
suggest that the Japanese car industry has a productivity problem; ir is totally unionised.
Nobody would suggest that the German steel industry is inefficient or ineffective. Thyssen
Steel, which I visited a few years ago, employs 57 000 people. It is one of the biggest
producers of steel in Germany. Not only is it a totally unionised company, but also the
works council run by the union movement determines the conditions under which employees
will work and they have 50 per cent of the board membership.
No-one in Australia would suggest that these producers are not producing effectively and
efficiently. The Japanese steel industry is more effective than the Australian steel industry
by a multiple of five and it is totally unionised. Let us look at the Western Australian iron
ore industry and compare its productivity under a Liberal Government with its productivity
under 10 years of a Labor Government. In 1982, under a Liberal Government, the industry
produced 66.4 million tonnes of iron ore. Under the closed system - the union supported
system - it produced in 1991, 109.4 million tonnes.
Mr Kierath: That was without compulsory unionism.
Mr GRAHAM: The iron ore industry has produced one of the most remarkable productivity
turnarounds in Australia.
Mr MacKinnon: Thanks to Robe River.
Several members interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: Members opposite kept saying that and I challenged them for two years to
put a motion on the Notice Paper about Robe River and they did not do it. I had to do it and
not only did we beat the Liberal Party in the debate, but also we won the vote despite being a
minority Government in this place.
Several members interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: The bottom line is that the method used by the conservative parties to pursue
industrial relations is based on rhetoric and not on facts. It is based absolutely on a blind
anti-union and anti-Industrial Relations Commission prejudice. The Liberal Parry has
followed this course for 10 years. I have been listening to the inrerjections to see who is
actually driving this amendment - members should bear in mind that the Labor Party has a
policy and the Liberal Party does not have a policy - anid, according to members opposite, it
has come from the hard left wing communist fascists in the Labor Party! If members
opposite take the trouble to find a political thesaurus and look up what it means they will find
it has about the same amount of credibility as their arguments.
DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [3.33 pm]: I find it absolutely extraordinary that in the 1990s
a Labor Government is suggesting that we should have preference to unionists. It
undermines a fundamental tenet of democracy and it undermines the freedom of individuals
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to choose. it is extraordinary that this Government, which has touted itself as the champion
of anti-discriminatory laws and equal opportunity, is now proposing affirmative action for
unionists. The idea of all things being equal when an employer is choosing an employee but
that affirmative action should be exercised in favour of unionists goes against all the
arguments the Government has put forward in debates on equal opportunity in the last 10
years. It is also divisive in the community and creates a wedge between employee and
employer at a time when employers and companies are trying hard, as are employees in
many cases, to work together in enterprise bargaining situations. Quite clearly, this is not
what this community wants. The proposal in the legislation which is the subject of this
debate is that a conscientious objector will have to prove why he should no: be a member of
a union. This point was summed up very well this morning in the editorial of The West
Australian as follows -

Introducing conscientious objection provisions for workers who are reluctant to join
unions puts the onus in the wrong place. Employees should not have to justify why
they do not want to join unions. Such decisions should be a matter of free choice.

I have great pleasure in supporting the motion.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [3.35 pm): It will not be of any surprise to members which way
I will be voting on this motion.
Several members interjected.
Mr Kierath: I thought you had found a new spirit of cooperation.
Mr DONOVAN: It is a matter of interest to me that the member for Pilbara who always has
sound arguments about industrial relations policy, and I do not quarrel with him, commences
the speeches he makes in this place with a quote from his previous speech. Notwithstanding
that, the proposed legislation, the subject of this debate, is better late than never. At last a
piece of legislation which is basic Labor policy will come to this place. For chat, the
Minister will obviously draw some congratulations. I know that this does not happen very
often to Ministers of this Government- It is ironic that we are having this debate on an item
of basic Labor policy when a previous debate today was a second reading speech, introduced
by a Labor Government, on what is basic conservative policy. I refer to the second reading
of the SGIO Privatisation Bill. [ find it a paradox and I guess that means that at the end of
the day the score is 1:1- Why has it taken so long for the Minister to introduce this Bill? I
observe in passing that this Minister probably had to kick and struggle for this Bill. I doubt
whether it would have got through the Cabinet easily, except that we are not far out from an
election. It was observed earlier by a member on this side of the House that the Government
does have a desperate problem in returning to its traditional support base. It is not surprising
because it is scarce on Labor policy these days.
The Bill which is the subject of this debate will get my full support and I would like to see
many more like it. We have five effective sitting weeks left and, one never knows, we could
see some more Labor legislation. Where there is life there is some hope, although there is
not much life left. This motion seeks to condemn the Government, in particular the Minister,
for doing what I have waited a long time to see a Labor Government do. There is no way in
the world I will support the motion-, I will stridently oppose it and will do so very happily.
MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.39 pmJ: I support
this motion. It is quite incredible that the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations is
seeking to repeal Part 6A of the Industrial Relations Act. This part makes it an offence to
discriminate in employment on the grounds of whether a person is or is not a union member.
The Government proposes to replace Part 6A by giving powers to the Industrial Relations
Commission to award preference in employment on the basis of union membership. It will
have the effect of sanctioning compulsory union membership; of spreading the closed shop
throughout the workplace; of denying the rights of individuals; and of sanctioning
discrimination in workplaces.
I support the comments made by the member for Riverton. What response did we get from
the Minister on this matter? Her interpretation of industrial history and a yet to be released
Liberal Party policy! The member for Piilbara gave his reflections on the 1980s when this is
1992! The Minister says that this requirement will not lead to compulsory unionism and is to
do with consenL. The reality is that it will result in coercion of people to achieve compulsory
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unionism. If people have any doubt today about that they should reflect on the fact that a
picket line has formed at Wesfi today related to a person's non-membership of the Transport
Workers Union, so coercion is happening there today. When we move down the path of
enterprise agreements the first condition that the unions will insist upon will be preference
for unionists. Employers will be forced to give way on that preference demand because
without it they will have no room to negotiate to remove the restrictive practices that are in
place. The Minister says that this approach applies in the Federal sphere so why not to State
awards? If cholera is elsewhere, one does not necessarily bring it here! Thai argument had
no substance. The Minister also talked about conscientious objection.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Oier!
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: The Minister said people could resort to the conscientious objection
approach. Why should a person have to establish a conscientious objection if he or she
simply does not want to join a union? Why should that be a matter of conscience? Why can
people not have the simple, democraic freedom of choice? Even if a persn goes for the
conscientious objection approach the conditions are hard to achieve. Why should people
expose themselves and their families to all the attention associated with trying to achieve the
status of conscientious objector? That is not relevant to this issue.
This Minister has lost. the confidence of the majority of the State's employer bodies. This
Government and this Minister, who claim great tripartism and consultation, are dead. Major
employers have expressed a lack of confidence in the Minister who has not consulted with or
taken them seriously. The Minister has chosen to communicate through the media. Little
wonder business has no confidence in her!
What is this all about? The member for Riverton drew the attention of the House to what is
happening to unions in Australia. Membership of unions has declined steadily from over 51
per cent in 1967 to less than 40) per cent today. In the private sector one out of three
employees is in a union. That is the reality. Unions are declining. However, unions arm the
ALP's support base. What will happen to this legislation? The Minister is probably a true
believer, It was suggested to me this morning that she is so.
Mrs Henderson: In what way.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: If the Minister does not know then she knows nothing of Labor's
history. Only the fact that the Minister is a true believer could explain her irrational
behaviour - it is emotional! The first thing is that this legislation is unpopular. Secondly, a
survey conducted by the Chamber of Commerce found that 78 per cent of Western
Australians do not believe in compulsory unionism and want freedom of choice in that area.
Thirdly, requiring compulsory unionism is clearly discriminatory; it is also clearly
uncompetitive and gives monopoly powers to unions. Fourthly, it gives a wrong message to
investors.
The Premier will come into this place, as she has on many issues like this, and overrule the
Minister saying that the Minister got it wrong and the Premier will sort it out. She will take
the high ground and drop these proposals; that is what will happen. The Minister will be
rolled on this matter by the Premier.

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

Ayes (22)
Mr CJ. Barnett Mr Cowan Mr MacKinnon Mr Trenorden
Mr Blaike Mrs Edwardes Mr Nicholls Mr Watt
Mr Bloffwitch Mr Grayden Mr Omnodei Mr Wiese
Mr Clarko Mr House Mr Shave Mr Brudshaw (Teller)
Dr Constable Mr Kieraih Mr Strickland
Mr Court Mr Lewis Mr Thompson
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Noes (24)
Dr Alexander Dr Gallop Mr Leahy Mr Ripper
Mrs Beggs Mr Graham Mr Marlborough Mr P.). Smith
Mr Catania Mrs Henderson Mr McGinty Mr Taylor
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Kill Mr Pearce Dr Watson
Mr Donovan Mir Kobelke Mr Read Mr Wilson
Dr Edwards Dr Lawrence Mr Riebeling Mrs Watkins (Tel/er)

Pairs
Mr Fred Tubby Mr Bridge
Mr McNee Mr Thomas
Mr Minson Mr Troy
Mr Ainsworth Mr Grill
Dr Turnbull Mr D.L. Smith

Question thus negatived.

IRON ORE (HAMERSLEY RANGE) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT DILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 3 June.
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) f3.48 pm]: Before
commencing my comments on this Bill I point out that my upper House colleague handling
this matter and I have received a number of phone calls today from CRA saying that it is
essential that this legislation pass both Houses of Parliament today because if it does not it
will hold up the Marandoo project. Why is it that we are dealing with this legislation at 3.50
on a Thursday afternoon? The Opposition has no problem with this legislation, which we are
told is essential for this project to proceed and that ir must go through both Houses of
Parliament in an hour.
Mr Taylor: You have had the legislation for a number of months.
Mr C.I. BARNETT: It was brought into this House in June at the end of the last session. In
response to the comment of the Deputy Premier, and as he has opened his mouth on this
matter, I point out that the Opposition has not had control of this legislation, the Government
has. It has been under the control of the Minister and the Leader of the House. I made it
quite clear that the Opposition would be cooperating on this legislation, so why did the
Government not get its act together and bring it on last week or the week before? Why has
the Government brought on this matter now at 3.50 pm, and why has it tried to get the
company to pressure us today to whip the legislation through this House, down the corridor
to the other House, and through that House?
Mr Taylor: As a matter of fact, [ have not spoken to Hamnersley Iron.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Hamersley Iron spoke to us yesterday, and we have been very
courteous to that company, but I do not feel so inclined toward the Minister for State
Development and the Leader of the House for their expecting the Parliament to deal with
legislation ina this way. The Government could have brought on this legislation last week or
in the previous two week session. The Government could even have brought it on yesterday,

-but here we are at 3.50 pm, 40 minutes before the House is due to rise, and the Government
seeks to debate this matter! I made it perfectly clear to the Leader of the House that we
would agree to interrupt the Budget debate to facilitate this or any other urgent issue.
Mr Taylor intetjected.
Mr CJ. BARNEflT: Yes, but the Government wants us to deal with two pieces of legislation
and get them out of here in 40 minutes. Will the Minister place on public record that he does
not want this Bill to go to the upper House in 40 minutes?
Mr Taylor: You have had the legislation since June. Go on and deal with it. You know
what is in it.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: T will say for the benefit of H-ansard, so that it is recorded, that we have
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here a clear case of a Government which has not properly handled its legislation. The
Opposition has decided and agreed, in recognition of the importance of this legislation, to
deal with it expeditiously. However, our having agreed to do so, we find that the Minister
for State Development does not even have the good grace to agree with that cooperation and
has gone out of his way to accuse the Opposition of somehow holding up the process. I
remind members of this House and I remind the public that the Government has the numbers
and controls the business of the House. However, my having said chat, we will get on and
deal with the Bill, but we will deal with it properly. We will not rush it through in five
minutes. Whether the upper House deals with the Bill will be for it to decide and will be up
to the Government's management of the business of the Parliament.
The purpose of the Iron Ore (Hamersley Range) Agreement Amendment Bill is to ratify an
agreement amendment of May 1992. The legislation will transfer the Wictenoom mining
areas, including Marandoo, from the Iron Ore (Wictenoom) Agreement Act 1972 into the
Hamnersley Range agreement. The Bill will also give the Minister for State Development
additional powers to, from time to time, add mining mineral leases to the agreement Act.
The reason that the Wittenoomn mining areas will be transferred is to facilitate development
of the Marandoo project. We obviously agree totally with that proposal.
The Bill will also allow the Harnersley Range agreement Act to be updated to include
modern provisions or more recent and community and industry accepted provisions. It will
also allow the agreement Acts of the State to reflect commercial realities. What we will now
have, given the exchange of leases between companies over the years, is the Hainersley
agreement Act effectively covering the CRA and Harnerstey Iron Pty Ltd leases and the
Wittenoomn agreement Act covering the leases of Hancock Prospecting Limited. Therefore,
the Bill is very much a tidying up of the leases and the relationships and making the
agreement Acts of the Government reflect the commercial reality between the two mining
ventures. We support that rationalisation. I do not know why this was not done at the time
of the excision of the land for the Marandoo project, but my understanding is that it occurred
to people at that time that that was probably a sensible thing to do, but it was not spotted at
the time. It is happening fairly soon afterwards, so that is good; I support that totally.
I hope that this tidying up of the legislation will facilitate the Marandoo project and also
other projects by CRA/Hamersley, and, indeed, by the leases covered by Hancock
Prospecting Limited. I that sense, this tidying up could have significant long term benefits
for the iron ore industry. The Bill also allows for a rationalisation of the boundaries of the
Karijini National Park, and while I do not profess to have any familiarity with that park I am
told that that is a more logical structure and boundary.
While the rearrangement is in the interests of this Government, of future Governments and of
the company, I wonder why stamp duty was waived.
Mr Taylor: I will answer that.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I would appreciate that. I am not making a strong point, but I am
curious to know why stamp duty was waived in this case.
I understand that the changes will not affect rights and royalties and everything else that is
covered by the Wittenoom. agreement Act, so it really is a reorganisation. I note also that
Hamnersley Iron has agreed to upgrade its environmental reporting procedures to fit modem
agreements, and I congratulate the company on its willingness to bring in updated provisions,
particularly on environmental matters, as part of this rearrangement.
Another issue, which is of some concern and to which the Minister may like to respond in his
address, is the town of Wittenoom and its future. That town will be affected by this
rearrangement.
The Leader of the Opposition will comment on other issues. I reiterate that the Opposition
supports this legislation, which rationalises the agreement Acts to reflect commercial reality,
allows for the updating of those agreement Acts, and is in the interests of the Government
and the companies involved. Therefore, the legislation is in the interests of the State. The
Opposition will indicate similar support for the related amendments to the Iron Ore
(Wittenoom) Agreement Act.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [3.56 pmJ: The iron Ore
(1-amnersley Range) Agreement Amendment Bill is designed to give statutory force to the
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agreement that was reached between the Government and Hamerslcy Iron, I think in May
this year. The main purpose behind that agreement is to transfer from Hamersley Iron's list
of tenements those, leases that it had purchased from Hancock Prospecting Limited which
were part of the Wittenoom agreement.
I draw to the attention of the House, firstly, that this Bill will include the Marandoo site.
Most members would be aware of the extended controversy which has been associated with
Marandoo. It appears that in the development of that ore body, Harnersley Iron has found
itself the subject of a great deal of attention because of the pressures that have been placed
upon that company by the Aboriginal community. I qualify that by saying that it was not so
much the Aboriginal community in that area that led that particular pressure group as much
as it was the Aboriginal Legal Service. That raises the question of just who will be
recognised as the representative body for the local Aboriginal community when it comes to
its arguing the case for the rights of Aboriginal people in respect of mining projects or other
development projects which are to be established within the traditional areas of Aboriginal
people. I do not think anyone would argue that Aboriginal people should not be consulted
closely about the impact of mining on their traditional lands, but the question must be asked:
Just who has the responsibility for determining the direction in which discussions or
negotiations should be taken? Those directions should not be considered by the Aboriginal
Legal Service. That should be the province of the leaders themselves. They should not be
subject to interference - and I use that word advisedly - by the ALS. They should not be
assessed. They are in fact interfering. I will be very pleased to see the first shipment of ore
from Marandoo to the coast for export. I am not sure of the timetable, although if I looked at
my file I could find out. Everyone will be pleased when all the obstacles put in the way of
the company are overcome, and when the project is under way.
In association with the Marandoo site, of equal importance in this agreement is the rail link
between Tom Price, Paraburdoo, Dampier and Marandoo - the extension of the transport link
through the Marandoo site down to the south east corner of Karijini National Park - for the
simple reason that Hamersley Iron will not be in a position where it can rely solely upon
Marandoo ore. It is not the type of ore that can be substituted for the Tom Price ore body
which is used by Hamersley to blend its product to a standard satisfactory to the importing
companies. My understanding is that the ore from the ore bodies in the south east corner,
such as Giles Mini, are more applicable and closer in nature to the quality of the ore that has
been extracted from Tom Price. As a consequence in future, if the company wants to
maintain the quality that it is presently capable of exporting, it will have to develop Giles
Mini.
Mr Taylor: Or Yandicoogina.
Mir COWAN: Yes, of course. It is important to have a clear delineation of the transport
access line for these future developments. The Minister might care to comment about the
sort of proposal the Government will be putting to the company in respect of the
management of the area. I do nor expect that the company will be required to maintain the
entire area that has been excised as a transport link. I would need confb-mation, but I assume
that once the rail link had been established and constructed, with the exception of the railway
right of way and access road and any other transport requirement associated with it, the
management of the area would revert to the managers of the Karijini National Park. It is
only logical that that would happen, but I would like some reassurance. From memory, the
other aspects of the agreement relate to the seven other ore bodies which have been defined
within the 65 square miles -
Mr Taylor: I cannot remember.
Mr COWAN: There are other ore bodies, and they relate to this. It gives the company the
capacity to go to the Minister and have a mining lease granted without variation to this
agreement. I do not know whether a precedent has been set. That does not cause me any
great concern. The other ore bodies have been clearly identified in the past; people know
that they exist. As much as I jealously guard the right of Parliament to make decisions of
great importance rather than allow the Executive to make those decisions, in this case we can
look to the future when the Parliament can make a decision that it will agree that the
company should be able to go through the procedure which allows for mining leases to be
granted on any one of the other seven sites through the process outlined in the agreement. in
other words, the Minister can make that decision.
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Mr Taylor: As a matter of interest, we consolidated the BI-P agreement Acts rather than
have it operate under three or four agreements. This is in the same mode.
Mr COWAN: That indicates a precedent. I do not take any exception to that; it is a logical
course to follow. At some stage over the past 10 years I have probably travelled over the
area, and no-one has indicated to me that any one of the areas is more significant than the
other in respect of conservation or even of Aboriginal heritage, although I should confess I
would be the last person to know whether the Aboriginal heritage aspect is significant. As to
the environment, I do not think any site has any great significance. I do not see any difficulty
with the company's going directly to the Minister of the day and seeking a mining lease
within the 65 square miles. I am surprised the Minister has not convented that to a metric
measure. I suppose it relates to the original agreement and makes it easier. It does not worry
me; I am comfortable with the imperial measure.
I do not think anyone takes any exception to the adjustment to the boundaries of the national
park. Once again, it is an aspect that is acceptable to most people, other than perhaps a few
who have very strong views about national parks and the need for their maintenance - those
who think that parks need nothing done to them other than perhaps to add to them. Although
some areas have been removed, because of other boundary adjustments the total area of the
park will increase slightly. Anyone who has seen the national park will realise that most of
the unique area is in the gorge country to the north of the park. It has always been of interest
to me that the Wittenoom area has been excluded from the national park. Perhaps someone
can explain why that is so.
Mr Taylor. Talk to Sir Charles Coun!
Ms COWAN: The Wittenoomn area is of great significance. For that reason, it should have
been included in the national park. However, that is not the case, and I suppose if it were to
be included now it would probably result in howls of protest from many people - not the least
of which would come from the Hancock family which, I understand, has a fair amount of
proprietary right to the area. I think that family owns most of the old minesite.
It is appropriate to have some rationalisation of royalties and matters of that nature so that
they are all given some uniformity. I understand that the terms of the agreement bring that
about. A degree of uniformity has been achieved with royalties and other payments. It is
also appropriate that stamp duty be waived because it is a very much a tidying up type of
agreement which should not attract stamp duty. I understand that in previous agreements
environmental reports on any of the company's areas of responsibility were provided upon
ministerial request. There will now be a requirement for annual reporting. I have no
objection to that as long as a modicum of commonsense is applied. When the Equal
Opportunities Commission was established, reporting requirements were attached, and it is
my view that those requirements have extended well beyond what is practical. Local
government is required to complete an annual report of 80 to 100 pages in order to satisfy the
requirements of the commission; that is nonsense. Everyone recognises the existence of the
Equal Opportunities Commission and if there is a complaint the commission should deal
with that. I do not believe reporting conditions are necessary; the commission should be
responding only to complaints. In this Bill the reporting provisions that relate to the
environmental aspects of these sites should not become too much of a burden. I am referring
to the reporting requirements, not to what the company must do. The reporting requirements
should not be so cumbersome that they become a burden on the company. I have no
objection to annual reports being required, but they need to be kept at a level where
commonsense applies rather than the company's having to employ a host of creative writers
and a photographic team to produce a glossy magazine. That is not a necessity, and I hope it
does not become one. I dealt with the matter of stamp duty which would normally be
attracted where Haniersicy Iron Pty Ltd surrendered its rights of ownership and 1 would
appreciate the Minister's comments. The National Party supports this Bill.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Leader of' the Opposition) [4.13 pm]: 1 support the changes to be
made to the leases to try to rationalise the situation. A map of the area will show the location
of the leases and the national park, but historical reasons are attached to the lines drawn on
the map. We should not accept the lines as a fair accompli or that they should always be
where they are. The gorge country in this area is certainly one of the major tourist attractions
in the Pilbara. It is disappointing that a commitment has not been made improve the
infrastructure to enable people to get to these gorges. The Marandoo project will help in that,
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because the company will construct a road to Marandoo. If that road were continued across
the area to link up with the current Newman road the public would have far better access into
the main gorges. However, that environment will never properly be utilised and controlled
unless the Government is prepared to spend some money to put the infrastructure in place.
When that happens places like Tom Price will take on a new lease of life from the tourism
industry as well as from the mining industry.
The project has experienced ongoing delays. The delays are of great concern not only to the
Opposition but also, as I mentioned during the debate on the Aboriginal heritage legislation,
to a number of companies and small businesses depending upon that work. These companies
have had continuity of employment from new projects, whether that was drilling, surveying,
aerial work, fabricating shops or whatever. Those businesses were to be involved in building
the project, and the delays have created uncertainty. They have also had an effect on the
community. Members of die Opposition visited Paraburdoo and Tom Price a couple of
weeks ago and that uncertainty was evident when we spoke to members of the Chamber of
Commerce and small business operators. The Deputy Premier can argue all he likes about
why we had the extensive delays on the Aboriginal issues, but the only way it was resolved
was by coming into this Parliament and passing special legislation which, basically,
exempted the project from the legislation.
At the time the Opposition suggested that all the approvals to the project should be granted
because so much work had already been done in trying to get the project through. We have
now moved away from the Aboriginal issues and into the process of obtaining environmental
approvals. There has been a disputation on this question of the corridor not only into but out
of the mine. As the Government knows, the company will not proceed with the project
unless it can get the clearances right through. It does not want to be blackmailed in the
future to get the necessary approvals for the corridor out of the park. That is important not
only for Hamersley's future mining operations but also to the many other companies which
have major reserves on the other side of the national park. The problem with the delays is
that it has created a lag in the creation of the project. When the project is finally approved
and the company can go through to the construction phase - which I think will peak in about
two years - the full employment benefit will not be felt for a couple of years down the track.
If the approvals had been granted earlier we would have seen these employment benefits
right now. Underneath it all, the Minister for State Development agrees with what I am
saying; that is, the continuity of the project will assist with the provision of employment.
Recent figures indicated the level of investment overseas by Australian companies and the
flow of capital from this country into other countries. The Opposition is concerned that
many of the major resource companies are finding it far more attractive to expand their
operations overseas. I attend a briefing this morning at which a company said that its
projected growth would be in Asian countries, and that is where it is now concentrating its
effort. Companies such as CRA and BHiP have established major resource projects in the
Asian region and committed themselves to major exploration programs in that region. The
Government knows the exploration programs are the ground work for ensuring that future
projects go ahead. That is one of the problems that we have had in this State as well as in
other parts of Australia. The Federal Government got involved in Coronation Hill and the
like. Those problems have caused companies to take the line of least resistance. If they see
projects overseas which they are capable of getting involved in, they get involved. The
Government will have to accept responsibility for making it difficult for those projects to go
ahead.
I was interested recently to hear the Minister's comments on uranium mining. As he knows,
the Opposition has been promoting uranium mining for some time. I asked the inister a
question about it, but he had to toe the party line which is that no plans exist to change ALP
policy.
Mr Taylor: I did not say that. It is a Federal policy issue for starters. I am sure that issue
will be addressed by the party in 1994.
Mr COURT: It is interesting the Minister said "1994" because it was put off four years ago
at his party's Federal conference. I think the Labor Party has a Federal conference once
every two years and it was going to have a report done on uranium mining for the next
conference. However, it was put off also at that conference. For him to say it will be
addressed in 1994 is the old "pigs might fly" routine. The Minister for State Development
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promoted the issue by saying what he believed should be done. However, he knows that
there is a complete split among his own people on thai subject and that uranium mining will
never go ahead under a Labor Government in this State. I am not suggesting that the Rudall
River project will be a major employer of people. However, lie all of those projects, it will
provide considerable spin-offs, particularly if agreement is reached to move to the
enrichment stage. Therefore, this Government has a problem in that it has not been able to
get the projects up and running. They have been delayed and, as a consequence, have caused
considerable employment delays.
The final issue to which I wish to refer is asbestos. As we know, Wittenoorn has been the
centre of a very controversial issue. [ was asked today whether we would have a problem
with the disposal of asbestos products. I said I could not see why as long as the proper
standards for disposal were complied with. I said that one only had to walk through many of
the leases in the Wittenoomn area to find a great deal of asbestos lying around. I know the
Government has been in a dilemma about what to do with Wittenoorn. When I met the
Asbestos Diseases Society I was amazed to hear that the Minister wanted to get into a debate
on the amount of money that is going into research into this area. A group on this side of the
House has been working with the society for years. It is something with which we have
become involved recently.
The society's proposal for Wittenoom is interesting. It believes the existing town should be
covered up somehow to get rid of the surface problems, but not to close off access to that
area. People will still want to be able to go to the Govern ment-owned pub and to visit the
gorges. If a sign is put up advising people that they cannot go into the area, everyone will
want to go in there. The society believes a town could be built next door to the existing
town. I do not know whether it is feasible but the society is prepared to look at different
proposals, working on the assumption that people will always want to go there. I do not
know whether the Minister has been there in recent times, but something must be done
because many people are travelling through that area and there is so much uncertainty about
what will happen. The Government must prepare a complete plan for the area. I referred
earlier to extending the road to Maraindoo to the Newman road so that people can gain access
to the gorges. That would be sensible and, at the same time, it would address the problem of
what to do with Wittenoom. The member for Pilbara probably agrees with what I have said.
Our concern relates to this Government's handling of approvals for those projects.
Tragically for this State, the extensive delays have affected employment and caused pain in
the community. The Opposition supports this legislation and makes clear that it will support
any moves that the Government adopts to speed up the approvals for this significant project.
The member for Pilbara has had considerable involvement in this area with his family's
involvement through the years. He must be wondering why this project still has not been
approved.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Minister for State Development) [4.26 pm]: I thank members
for their support of the Iron Ore (I-am ersley Range) Agreement Amendment Bill. One of the
issues raised related to the exemption from payment of stamp duty by Hamersley Iron Pty
Ltd and CRA Ltd. Some of the comments relating to this matter are as follows -

This whole arrangement is not a corporate restructure involving financial benefits to
the Company. It is a transfer of assets to facilitate a project which could be
developed without the transfer, but the transfer is seen to be of benefit to both
Company and State. The assets being transferred are specific and hence the stamp
duty exemption can be, and is, directed to that one off transaction.

The Government knew it was important to put this agreement in place. It is a much more
modern agreement than the one it replaces. The company indicated that it was prepared to
continue under the Wittenoom agreement if the State insisted on the payment of stamp duty.
In the Government's view, that was undesirable as there would have been a need to
renegotiate the Wittenoomn agreement with the Hancock people to facilitate the Marandoo
project. In that case, there would have been no stamp duty anyway. It was a matter of
coexistence between the company and the Government. We saw the bringing of the
agreement to this House and the consolidation of the issues as an appropriate move. The
company said it was happy to update the agreement, but if we insisted on the payment of
$2.5 million in stamp duty it was not prepared to make the changes the Government thought
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necessary. In some ways, it could be seen to benefit the company in the sense that approval
for the Marandoo project would be pushed ahead, but from Hamnersley's point of view it
could have gone ahead under the existing agreements.
Mr CJ. Barneu:, Did it make any contribution to the process in terms of expertise?
Mr TAYLOR: The Government negotiated with the Harnersicy people and the company
lawyers al of the dime. Some of the conditions relating to the operations of Hainersley are
more stringent than the conditions contained in the old agreement it could have otherwise
operated under. It was to die State's benefit to make this change. It would therefore have
been inappropriate to penalise the company by $2.5 million for making the change when we
saw it to our benefit.
The Leader of the National Party raised concerns about the Aboriginal community and who
one should or should not talk to. That is very difficult in any community. All of us who deal
with issues in our electorates know that on any issue one, two or three groups may have a
vested interest. Aboriginal people are no different. All sorts of different groups say they
have a relationship with the region, and it is a matter of commonsense dictating the best
course to take. Despite the difficulties Hamerstey has had with Aboriginal groups on the
Marandoo project, it has made a determined effort to bring about changes. It has put people
into Onslow to employ Aboriginal groups. It has already purchased some earth moving and
other equipment to teach Aboriginal people in Onslow how to use and drive that equipment
so that they will have an opportunity to work at Mamandoo and on other projects. The
company has set up programs to teach Aboriginal people to drive cars under a driving licence
scheme, which I understand has been very successful. It has employed people in the
company who are responsible for dealing with the Aboriginal people in those areas, and it
recently appointed a senior person to deal directly with Aboriginal-related matters for
Hamersicy. I congratulate the company on its attitude; it has certainly done the right thing.
The deputy leader of the National Parry referred to the transport route and the environmental
review and management program. The moute is about one kilometre wide, and certainly the
railway will not need to be that wide. The area necessary for the proper management of the
railway is the railway strip itself, a road alongside, and not much else. It would be no more
than 200 metres and other than that, I anticipate that the Department of Conservation and
Land Management will take some responsibility for the management of the strip. On the
general issue of environmental matters in relation to the mine, having spent a fair time in the
Kimberley over many years, these sorts of mines - even the very big ones - are but a dot on
the landscape, bearing in mind the size of the Kimberley and Western Australia. People
often take the environmental matters a step too far when dealing with projects such as this.
Of course, I am somewhat biased as the member for Kalgoorlie but they are very small parts
of that huge landscape.
With regard to annual reports on environmental matters, existing agreement Acts contain that
provision. The Kaltails project in my electorate comes to mind. It is a fairly simple
reporting procedure which the company finds acceptable, and the Government tries to make
sure that it keeps up to the mark. The attitude of the mining industry generally to
environmental matters is very positive and, more often than not, when visiting these projects
one looks at the environmental work rather than the mining work, so proud are the
companies of die work they are doing. I do not think the annual reporting requirement will
not cause any problem.
The Leader of the Opposition raised the issue of accessing the Wittenoomn gorges via Tom
Price. It makes sense. I recall in 1971 or 1972 when working for the State Government
driving from Tom Price into Wittenoom through that back moad through the gorges. I
crashed the car in one of the gorge roads.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You have been costing the taxpayer money ever since.
Mr TAYLOR: I probably have, but I am sure the member for Cottesloe is pleased to know
that both the car and I survived. It will probably make a lot of sense in the future to
recognise Tom Price as the centre through which to access those gorges, rather than
Wittenoomn. It is not an easy matter to resolve. Somebody from the Asbestos Diseases
Society considered it appropriate to cover Wittenoomn somehow or other. That will not solve
the problem. AUl sorts of asbestos tailings have been washed into the streams and rivers in
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chat area. There is no magic solution. At the moment Hon Mark Nevill is completing a
report on Wiccenoomn and same of the health hazards that may or may not be associated with
it. Unfortunately, the report was delayed because one of the people working with him on the
report, a specialist from the Eastern States, died a few weeks before the report was due to be
completed.
Mr Lewis: Not of mesothelioma?
Mr TAYLOR: No, I do not chink so. It will be interesting to read that report. Sometimes we
make much more of the asbestos issue than is necessary in places such as Wittenoorn. I have
lived in an asbestos house most of my life, but I do not expect to die of mesochelioma. As a
former Minister for Health, I recall the advice of Dr Jim McNulty and Professor Eric Saint,
who issued dire warnings if Wittenoom remained open. Their warnings were heeded by the
Government and will continue to be. The Government will continue to adopt a fairly firm
view about any mome buildings being constructed in Wittenoom and its being used as a base
for tourism. I am sure that will not happen.
Reference was made to the flow of capital out of Australia. Yesterday I attended a lecture at
Technology Park dealing with that and many other issues. We are all aware of the
globalisation of capital and that it moves freely around the world these days. It has done so
for many years as far as Australian companies are concerned, and there is no doubt that the
larger Australian companies are prepared to invest offshore, not only in our near neighbours
but also in countries such as Africa and South America. They should not be denied chose
opportunities for investment. They bring the profits from those investments back to
Australia and provide returns to shareholders. I encourage rather than discourage them,
although I also want them to invest in Australia. That is why we are determined that these
sorts of agreement Acts should go through the Parliament.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second rime.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Taylor (Minister for State Development), and
transmitted to the Council.

IRON ORE (WIflENOOM) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 3 June.
MR CJ. BARNETT (Coctesloe - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.37 pm]: This Bill
is simply the other side of the Bill we have just debated. As some of these mining areas are
removed from the Wittenoomn Act and will come under the Hamersley Act, both Acts needed
amendment. The Opposition supports the legislation.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Minister for State Development) [4.38 pm]: I thank the
Opposition for its support of this Bill.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Third Reading
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading.
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Taylor (Minister for State Development), and
transmitted to the Council.

PETITION -STATE EMERGENCY SERVICES
Funding Cues

THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Barnett): Earlier today I ruled out of order a petition from
the State Emergency Service because attached to it were some items of material which
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contravened Standing Orders. That material has now been removed and, therefore, the
petition presented by the member for Kingsley can now be brought to the Table of the
House.
The petition read as follows -

The Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned express serious concern on the proposed funding cuts to the
Western Australian State Emergency Service and the effects it will have on the
community. We urge the Minister for Police and Emergency Services to provide the
Western Australian State Emergency Service with adequate funding to train and
equip its volunteers to carry out its assigned operational role.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

[See petition No 1121]
NOTICE OP MOTION No 30

THE SPEAKER :Earlier today a matter of public importance was introduced by the
member for Riverton which was essentially the same as Notice of Motion No 30. On that
basis, and under the requirements of Standing Order No 178, 1 have instructed the Clerk to
remove Notice of Motion No 30 from the Notice Paper.

APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND) BILL
Second Reading - Budget Debate

Debate resumed from 23 September.
DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) 14.39 pm]: I am very pleased to be able to speak in the Budget
debate and to report on a number of concerns and issues that arise from my discussions with
people in my electorate and from a survey I recently conducted in my electorate. Three
months ago I invited people in my electorate to let me know of issues that were of concern to
them, and to give me their views so that I could represent them in this Parliament. From that
survey I found that 39 different issues are of concern to people in my electorate. When I
looked at them more carefully, I recognised that I could distil them into a number of
categories. The issues of particular concern are economic issues, which is not surprising in
the present economic recession, and planning and the lack of consultation in the planning
process. The economic issues that I will address briefly today are small business and
unemployment in Western Australia. There are approximately 82 000 small businesses in
Western Australia, which account for approximately 97 per cent of all business enterprises.
Small business is a major force in our economy and employs more than 51 per cent of the
total work force.
Recently, one of my constituents presented rme with a list of 70 Federal and State taxes with
which people in business are confronted when they try to budget and to run their business.
That list does not include local government charges or licences for which certain businesses
must pay. State and Federal Governments see businesses as their cash cow, and when they
have been short of money in the past they have turned to businesses and imposed upon them
more imposts in order to raise more money. That cash cow is very tired and is drying up
because of the large number of businesses which have folded in the last few years. That is
one reason that we see such high unemployment in this State at present. Businesses need
some relief from taxes and charges and they certainly need relief from the red tape that is
imposed upon them.
Thankfully in this Budget we see some modest incentives for small business. We see a five
per cent reduction in electricity charges, which has not come too soon because businesses in
this State have had to pay much higher electricity charges than have businesses in other
States. We see a ceiling on land tax, a tax which in my opinion is most inequitable and
should be abolished at the earliest possible time. We see also some continuing payroll tax
concessions. The reaction by the business community to these small incentives in the Budget
has been fairly cautious and there has not been a great degree of optimism, but at least it is a
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step in the right direction, and let us hope that in the not too distant future there will be more
incentives for business which may lead to greater optimism in the business community.
which can only benefit the community as a whole. The message that I received from my
survey was that small business would like to see more incentives and an attitude in the
community and from Government that will encourage people and give them optimism and
support so that they can develop their business. We still need more cuts in red tape.
The Budget offered research and development grants to companies. It is interesting that, a
few days ago, a grant of $750 000 was made to a company called Delta West. That was
previously a Western Australian company but is now 100 per cent owned by a multinational
pharmaceutical company called Upjohn. That company received that grant from the State
Government for research and development in the biotechnology area. I wonder what the
Government is thinking of when it does not allow other companies to apply in a competitive
manner for similar grants. I can see no reason that the State Government should give
$750 000 to one of the top multinational pharmaceutical companies in the world. The
Government should re-examine that type of grant and provide incentives to Western
Australian companies in the form of research and development grants.
Mr Gordon Hill: That grant was to provide Delta West with the opportunity to export and to
provide an additional 120 jobs.
Dr CONSTABLE: It is a multinational company, sited in the United States, and surely it can
afford to pay for its own research and development.
Mr Gordon Hill: What happened is that other arms of Delta West were competing for the
same technology and chemicals.
Dr CONSTABLE: Delta West was sold two or three years ago.
Mr Gordon Hill: I know that; last year, in fact.
Dr CONSTABLE: It is no longer listed on the Stock Exchange. It is foreign-owned.
Mr Gordon Hill: I know that. It is an American company.
Dr CONSTABLE: There should be a policy of competitive grants rather than a one-off grant
to a company like that. It seems rather odd in the present climate that Western Australian
companies do not have that type of support.
Mr Gordon Hil: It is one of many, but it will provide jobs and technology that will be used
for the benefit of Western Australia.
Dr CONSTABLE: I do not deny that it will provide jobs here, but I still make the point that
there should be a system of competitive grants to allow other companies to have the same
access to those research and development funds.
Mr Gordon Hill: I understand the point, but that access is available for others also.
Dr CONSTABLE: That should be made clear. Other companies see that happen and would
also like that opportunity. This is a large grant.
Mr Gordon Hill: Perhaps it is not as well publicised or people do not know about it as much
as we would like, but the package is there.
Dr CONSTABLE: Then I would like to have more information about it.
I now turn to unemployment. It is often assumed that an electorate such as Floreat is
immune from the problems that people face in respect of unemployment. That is not the
case. Unemployment is a reality in my electorate. At a time when we have such high
unemployment, no community is immune from the effects of unemployment. Almost one in
10 adults and one in three young people in this State are affected by unemployment.
Families are affected by unemployment and by the serious effect it has on people personally
and in other ways. 1, like every other member of this Parliament, have young people come to
see me to seek assistance. I do not know how those young people keep going after they have
applied for 200 or more jobs, yet ame still positive enough to ask for help. I wish more young
people would seek help because I know there are a lot of unemployed young people and that
they lose heart very quickly. We should all give them the support and assistance that they
need.
The psychological effects and the loss of self-esteem and confidence that are caused by
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unemployment are known to us all. The effects of unemployment on families and on
people's health have been well documented in research on people who are unemployed. The
effect on family life when the major breadwinner loses his or her job is quite catastrophic.
Let us all hope that even the modest incentives which we find in the Budget will go some
way towards alleviating the high level of unemployment in this State.
We see in the Budget a 32 per cent increase in capital works, which is designed to generate
employment, but although that may be a short term, stopgap measure for Government to
provide jobs, it is the private sector that will create a long ternm improvement in
unemployment. Therefore, I return to my earlier comment that we must improve business
confidence and provide incentives to business. Only time will tell whether the 25. 000 new
jobs to which te Treasurer referred in the Budget speech will be created. It is a pity that we
have to wait and see and cannot be confident about that.
Mr Strickland: It is really only an 11.6 per cent increase in capital works because
$210 million was underspent last year.
Dr CONSTABLE: Yes; I am aware of that. A great deal has been said and written about
State debt, and I cannot let this opportunity pass by without my commenting on it also. The
Treasurer was quoted in The West Australian on 2 September as saying, "We looked at the
revenue and decided that we had to live within it." Of course, that is not the case. We are
not living within it at all. Borrowings have increased by nine per cent in this Budget which
means that, overall, we are paying $1.11 billion in interest; and that, not surprisingly, is the
third largest item in the Budget. Total Government borrowings now stand at over
$10 billion, which represents over $6 000 for every man, woman and child in this State. We
are paying $700 per year per person in interest. This is a huge debt for us to carry, and it will
be a long time before future generations bring this situation under control.
This Budget contains some rather strange accounting practices. When examined carefully,
the manipulation and changes in the accounting practices are evident, and they do little credit
to those who compile the Budget. The questionable accounting practices enable the
Government to use new borrowings for day to day operations; therefore, rather strange items
are included in capital works expenditure. For example, $200 000 is proposed for a design
brief for effective use of the Supreme Court buildings, and $766 000 is allocated for a
redundancy program for Stateships employees. Why would that be included in the capital
works expenditure? This is very creative indeed. Also, an allocation of $10.3 million is for a
program of investment incentives under the WA Advantage package.
Another item in the same category is $145 000 for financial assistance to be administered by
the Rural Adjustment and Finance Corporation. That type of expenditure is traditionally not
included under capital works but in expenditure from the Consolidated Revenue Fund. It is
time that the accounting procedures in dhe Budget were standardised. We should follow the
New Zealand direction, where corporate standards in accounting practices have been
adopted. Each year we look at the Budget papers and discover these changes in accounting
practices, and it is very confusing for not only members of Parliament but also the
community at large.
I now refer to two planning issues in my electorate. Firstly, the Perry Lakes Stadium -

Mr CiJ. Barnett: That is in my electorate.
Dr CONSTABLE: That is correct, but it concerns people in my electorate.
Mr CU. Barnett: That stadium is actually located in the Cottesloc electorate.
Dr CONSTABLE: It used to be located in the Floreat electorate - it is on the boundary of the
two electorates. It is used by the people of Floreat, and I receive countless telephone calls
and letters expressing concern on this issue.
Mr C.J. Barnett: For the purposes of your argument I will lend it to you.
Dr CONSTABLE: My point still stands because it is a planning issue which will affect my
electorate. Also, I shall refer to Bold Park later which is also on the border of my electorate
and that of the member for Cottesloe.
Informal discussions are taking place on the possibility of a major redevelopment of the
Perry Lakes Stadium. This proposal involves lighting at the stadium for night soccer
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matches and athletics. This has caused concern among people in my electorate regarding
disturbances which could occur to their way of life in a peaceful suburb. They are concerned
about possible noise disturbances, disturbances from the lights, and, as a result of a lack of
parking at the facility, people parking on the street and verges at night. Also, many people
are concerned about the environmental impact of the development on Perry Lakes flora and
fauna, particularly the bird life. These are the genuine concerns of people who have lived in
the area for many years; many of them bought homes there because it was a quiet part of
Perth.
To put this matter into context, one must consider the amounts of money being spent, or
proposed to be spent, on sporting stadiums in Perth. How many sports stadiums with lights
and other expensive facilities can this city afford? A few years ago over $10 million was
spent on the Western Australian Cricket Association ground, and the Government still holds
a $7 million guarantee on this facility. We have proposals for a multi-million dollar upgrade
of Perry Lakes, and a $10 million proposal for the Joondalup Regional Sporting Complex -
this is obviously required in an area developing as fast as that. However, we have had
proposals for a major redevelopment of Subiaco Oval which will require at least $30 million
in Government funding. In recent years, we have also had a multi-million dollar
development of the Superdrome.
The evidence from Sydney and Melbourne regarding the cost of running major sporting
stadiums is that a city the size of Perth - with a population of 1.1 million people - can afford
to run only one major sporting stadium. It is time that the planners sat back and considered
the existing sporting facilities and our requirements for the future. This must be looked at
properly. We must plan for the future to ensure that we do not end up with five or six major
sporting stadiums which do not pay their way. This would cost local and State Government
huge amounts of money each year in recurrent costs.
Only one sporting facility within the Perth City Council actually pays its way; namely, the
Wembley Golf Course. Perry Lakes Stadium costs the City of Perth several hundred
thousand dollars each year. I urge the Government to conduct a review of sporting facilities
in Perth so that we do not end up with five or six white elephants we cannot afford.
Another planning issue affects people within my electorate and the Cottesloe electorate,
along with everyone else in Western Australia: I refer to the future of Bold Park. The Perth
City Council is conducting a review of Bold Park and has undertaken consultation with the
community in an exemplary way. It has invited citizens living in the area to attend
workshops to have their say on what should happen to the park. The unanimous result of that
workshop was that nobody wanted any development of the park so that the park would be
retained for future generations as a recreation area.
The major part of Bold Park in my electorate is north of Oceanic Drive and it already has
some major developments within it. A view has been expressed, with which I agree, that a
major environmental education centre should take in not only Bold Park, but also the marine
biology of the coastline. I prefer that Bold Park should become at least an A class reserve.
Some people think it should form part of a regional park. Whatever happens, we should
enshrine in legislation the security of Bold Park for future generations. It is the largest piece
of natural bushland in the metropolitan area besides Kings Park. It deserves to be held in
trust for future generations and not encroached on by development or building.
I refer now to the Education budget. An increase of 5.4 per cent in spending has been
allocated. However, in real terms that is not an increase, but provides for the increased
number of students who will attend schools during that period. Of particular concern to me
is the low level of spending on children with special needs. I am the first to agree that the
Government has some interesting and worthwhile initiatives in its First Steps and Stepping
Out programs. However, they are simply not enough under a policy of mainstreaming and
integration. In the past few years, many children have moved from fairly restricted
educational environments into schools, and that cannot be done without providing proper
support for them. In many cases those children do not have the support they once had.
Certainly, some children are in schools in my electorate whose parents must pay for extra
help because no remedial help is available in their schools.
Supposedly, the First Steps program provides teachers with the skills to diagnose and assist
children with special needs. A regular classroom teacher can do a certain amount to
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diagnose and assist the students who have special needs. However, they cannot do
everything. An average size classroom has from 27 to 30 children, and if that is divided into
the number of minutes in the day a teacher would not have more than about nine or 10
minutes a day to spend with each child. Many children require special educational remedial
learning need initial, intensive, long term help, often on a daily basis, before they can begin
their special programs.
A woman recently came to see me about her grade 2 child attending a school in my
electorate and who had been assessed as having attentional deficit disorder. That disorder
has two variations. In some children it is very noticeable in the classroom because the
children are hyperactive. The other group of children are very quiet and are often lost in the
classroom. The hyperactive child is often difficult to control by the teachers who usually
receive assistance. However, not enough assistance is being given to those children.
Dr Trevor Parry, a developmental paediatician with whom I once worked and whose work I
know well, commented recently in an article in the Sunday Times of 21 June that he was
greatly concerned about the lack of remedial care for children suffering disabilities. He said
that those children needed a predictable, well structured environment in order to learn. He
said that they could not cope with different classrooms, several teachers and so on and that
mainstream classes could not adequately cater for the special needs of those children. This
article refers to a special program in which Dr Parry is involved and which caters for only six
children with special disabilities and which provides special intensive work at any one time.
Many of these children do not have the opportunity to be involved in specialist treatments.
Clearly, many children can be helped in regular classrooms, but equally, many children need
specialist help which a regular classroom teacher is unable to provide. I hope that in the not
too distant future greater funding will be provided for those children. If they are given help
in the early grades they will have a much greater chance of success in the later grades, as we
would want them to have.
I refer now to other cutbacks: Firstly, the allocation to the Secondary Education Authority
has been reduced by about $50 000, which is not very much. This year the authority must
provide services for an extra 1 300 students. Its allocation was reduced last year and it has
been reduced again. The work of the Secondary Education Authority is stretched to the
bone, despite the Government's policy of encouraging more students to stay at school for
years I1I and 12. That alone j .ustifies an increase in funding. It is a great shame that the
Government has not seen fit to provide more funds in that area.
The Western Australian Office of Higher Education has also received a cutback of about
$50 000. Given the Government's push for further education, this is another agency which
should be well funded so that it can do the job which the community requires. Overall, the
Budget has not provided any real increase in funding for children with special needs,
including isolated children, Aboriginal children, children with behavioural problems and
children with exceptional ability - sometimes referred to as gifted. Another area which has
not received any real increase is disability services.
Mr Ripper: That is not true.
Dr CONSTABLE: That is my assessment; we can debate that during the Estimates
Committee. I refer to accommodation for intellectually handicapped people who, with
assistance, live independently. As we have moved over the past 10 years to mainstream
people with disabilities in the community, in the next two or three years we will need more
and more to address that problem with a concerted effort. That is not happening now.
I come finally to tourism. Many people see tourism as a major area of development for the
future of this State. Yet, once again, the Budget contains no real increase in funds for the
promotion of tourism. In fact, advertising and promotion in that portfolio have been reduced
by $2.5 million. That simply does not make sense when we are trying to create jobs and
develop small business. That area should be a major industry in this State.

In conclusion, my comments are a reflection of many of the issues of concern to people in
my electorate. I will continue to tap their interests and represent them here in this
Parliament.
MR SHAVE (Melville) [5.07 pm]: My remarks will focus mainly on small business and its
attitude in the current economic climate. I was very concerned by some of the comments
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made by the Premier recently about economic recovery and her assessment of the State's
progress in the current recession, which some people describe as a depression. Later I will
refer to some comments made in the Australian Financial Review yesterday by a Dr David
Clark of the University of New South Wales. The reality is that when the Premier rook
control of the Government in Western Australia in March 1990 this State's debt stood at
$8.4 billion. We had an AAA credit rating and unemployment was at about seven per cent.
People were optimistic and confident of a future in Western Australia. Today, our debt level
is $11.1 billion and Moody's Investment Service has downgraded our credit rating to AA 1.
Mr Kobelke: That is not the real picture and you know it.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Eleven point five percent is nor the real picture.
Mr SHAVE: The member for Nollarnara says that 11.5 per cent is not the real picture. In
fact, as the member for Cottesloe has pointed out, it is higher than that. To say that
unemployment is 11.5 per cent is a fallacy; but we have debated that previously when we
referred to hidden unemployment.
Mr Lewis: The member for Nollamara will know what it is like when he is unemployed next
year.
Mr SHAVE: Yes.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: The Eagles are hoping that the crowd this weekend will be larger than the
number of unemployed in this State. If it is, the number will pass 100 000 at the Melbournie
Cricket Ground.
Mr SHAVE: Yes, and of course the Treasurer is going to Melbourne to watch the game. I
hope we see a nice shot of her on the television with the team when it wins on Saturday, and
it will win because it is a top side. It will be a very good public relations exercise for the
Government.
Several members interjected.
Mr SHAVE: I hope that when the Treasurer is on the plane someone will brief her on the
game of Australian Rules football so that when she gets to the game she will know what
everyone is doing. It will be a great disappointment if she does not understand how many
points a team is awarded for kicking a goal, where the goal posts are and where the behind
posts are. I am sure that as you, Mr Speaker, will be going on the plane also you will brief
her on the finer points of Australian Rules football. It is a wonderful game and, as the
member for Darling Range knows, football is a fine sport. In fact, I was a little disappointed
earlier today when listening to the Leader of the National Party expound his knowledge of
Australian Rules football. He said that he knew more about the game than anyone in this
Parliament. Although I do not want to split with my country cousins on a point of view, I
indicate to him, if he happens to be sitting in his comfortable office listening to this debate,
that I was heavily involved in football in my younger days.
Mr Graham: You have a good memory.
Mr SHAVE: Yes, I have, and some people said I had a lot of potential.
Mr Graham: Who did you play for?
Mr SHAVE: Claremont. It is not a bad team and members need only look at its
performance over the last few years to know that it has been carrying Western Australia and
the Eagles on its back. The only way the other teams could beat us was to rape our side and
remove our players.
Mr Graham: Did you play for them when they were known as the handbag merchants?
Mr SHAVE: I did, and in 1964 when we won the premiership we took all the money home
in our handbags!
The people of Western Australia are in despair and they have lost confidence in the future of
this State. Most significantly, it is the business sector that has no faith in or respect for the
current Government.
The lack of confidence in Western Australia knows no boundaries. In August this year the
Premier's Labor colleague the member for Swan Hills, who is nor here to listen to this
debate, made a comment to the effect that Carnen Lawrence had the worst economic record
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of any of the last three Western Australian Premiers. He said that the Premier was astute in a
15 second TV grab, but her economic record was terrible. This was the comment from a
man whom the Premier appointed as chairnan of the Western Australian steel task force.
It is of concern to Western Australians that while the member for Swan 1-ills has a very good
grasp of the Premier's ability, the Premier continues to appoint people like him to these
positions knowing he has a view on her ability. I would like members to reflect on this later
in my summation because it goes hand in hand with the Premier's effonts the other week to
appoint herself as spokesman for employment. All her advisers and the people with whom
she is associated told her to grab this job because the unemployment figures were decreasing
and she should grab the mantle. We all know what happened two weeks ago when the
Premier was left holding the baby!
The member for Swan Hills should not feel isolated because the whole business community
has rejected the Labor Government. Last week the Chamber of Commerce and Industry,
Western Australia's largest employer group, quit the Western Australian Tripartite Labour
Consultative Council and said it was a waste of time. The CCI had no confidence in the way
in which the inister for Productivity and Labour Relations conducted the council. On 17
September the CC] put out a Press release which said -

The Board of the Chamber said today that it no longer had any confidence in the
Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations, Yvonne Henderson, who the
Chamber regarded as being anti-employer.

The Government is looking to creating jobs and the largest employer representative body in
Western Australia is rejecting the Premier and her Minister. The famous tripartite council
was set up to get the Government, employers and unions working together for the benefit of
Western Australia. It has now been reduced to a two body council by the Lawrence
Government. This council accurately reflects the attitude of the Lawrence Government. It is
for big business, big Government and big unions and there is no room for the small business
sector - the people who traditionally have created the greater number of jobs in Western
Australia.
The comments of the CCI's Labour Relations Director, Brendant McCarthy, clearly
demonstrate the contempt with which this Government regards business. He said that the
chamber's continued participation in the tripartite council gave the appearance that the
Government was properly consulting employers and giving due consideration to their views.
He also said it was a credibility the council and the Minister do not deserve at this moment
and that the chamber did not expect every decision to go its way, but it did expect to get a
fair hearing and the courtesy of considered responses. He said the chamber had put a lot of
resources and time in over the years but at present it seemed to be wasting its time. It is a
very sad situation and it has come at a critical time in Western Australia's history, when jobs
must be created. The largest employer group has rejected this Government.
Two or three weeks ago the Premier sacked the Minister for Employment it was a sad
occurrence for Western Australia, but it is one of the things which happens from time to
time. It is sad the Premier rook that action at that time.
The CCI represents thousands of businesses and hundreds and thousands of employees. It
has no confidence at all in the Lawrence Government. More importantly, this group is not
the only group which has publicly rejected the Lawrence Government. In The West
Australian on 3 September this year the Chamber of Mines and Energy accused the
Lawrence Government of failing to come to terms with the needs of the industry.
Mr Read: I have not seen you read your speech before.
Mr SHAVE: These points are interesting and should be recorded in Hansard.
The article stated -

The chamber attacked the Government's track record after analysing Premier Carmen
Lawrence's third Budget, which it declared was devoid of baskc moves to boost
confidence and activity.

Further on it reads -

The chamber's chief executive officer, Mr Peter Ellery, said that the industry was
frustrated because the Government had difficulty coming to grips with its needs.
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Further on it states that Mr Ellery said -

This Budget confirms our industry's increasing concern that the Premier and her
Government have a limited understanding of the needs of the mining industry, which
last year paid more than $1 million a day to the Stare Government in royalties and
provided more than 70 per cent of the State's exports.

The chamber is not alone in its attack on the Government. The rural sector is another big
employer group which provides badly needed exports in this country. and a headline in The
West Australian on 2 September reads 'Rural package fails to impress." The article says that
the Government's package has failed to impress the State's two rural lobby groups; that is,
the Western Australian Farmers Federation and the Pastoralists and Graziers Association.
Therefore we see the Chamber of Commerce and Industry, which represents not all but many
small businesses across the State; the mining industry, our biggest exporter; and ihe rural
sector, all condemning the Government.
This Premier and her Government have lost the support of those groups that produce the
wealth of this country. The president of the WAFF, Alex Campbell, criticised the lack of
specific initiatives for the agricultural and mining sectors. On the night the Budget was
delivered a small businessman was asked what impact the five per cent reduction in
electricity tariffs would have on his operation. He gave the camera a look of amnazement and
said it would be about $40 a year, yet the Treasurer was saying the Government was doing
things that would create 20 000 jobs a year and was reducing Government taxes. flat man
was unimpressed and asked how many people he was expected to employ with an extra $40
annual rebate on electricity.
The worst thing about all this is the deceit with which this Government operates. I have
received call after call dining the past two to three months from small business people. The
member for Wanneroo would know this is correct because she would be receiving the same
telephone calls from small business people particularly concerned about the hidden charges
the Government is imposing on businesses. These relate to such things as headworks charges
and assessments made by the Water Authority. An example is the developer of a $400 000
project who suddenly receives a bill for $40 000 calculated on the size of the pipe running to
die development or the amount of water the authority thinks the development will use. That
is another de facto tax.
These taxes are important in the larger scheme of things. A number of people have come to
me saying that they were about to get a project off the ground but were now not going to do
it because of the additional charges this Government is imposing. Members might be
interested to know that many of these charges have come into effect since the present
Premier rook over from Peter Dowding. I do not believe that Peter Dowding would have
allowed many of these charges because as a business person he would have known that they
would be counterproductive and cost jobs.
I am pleased that the Minister for Fisheries is in the Chamber because I wish to thank him for
the electoral support he is giving me in my area. He could not do better for me than he is
doing at the moment. In my area of Samson, which is 50:50 Labor-Liberal the Minister is
doing a fabulous job of getting me re-elected.
I turn to the comments made by the member for Eyre who, as always, is seen as one of the
brighter lights on the Labor side of politics. In a recent interview with Channel Nine the
member for Eyre said that the Premier was looking at polls rather than creating jobs. The
member said he would not give the Premier any credence. He did not say that she had made
a mistake but that he would not give her any credence. He went on to say that she would go
back on her word just like she did on the paper mill issue. He said that the Premier had no
credibility, could not be believed, and that she would go back on her word!
Is it any wonder that we have an unemployment crisis in Western Australia when the
Chamber of Commerce and Industry, the rural sector, the mining sector, the small business
sector, and people who until now have been considered the better economic rationalists in the
Labor Party reject this Premier? There is an old saying that the Westminster system of
Parliament has room for the butcher, baker and candlestick maker. Those words are relevant
because when one looks at those people one sees that they are small business people. The
Premier made some disparaging comments about me in answer to a dorothy dixer during
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question time last week because I had flat been kind to the lesser lights in her Cabinet and
had listed their occupations. It is a fact that this is a Government of academics, bureaucrats
and union officials who unfortunately for a large number of them are nothing better than
paper shufflers. They have no concept of what business requires.
The Minister for Aboriginal Affairs has just entered the Chamber. I am glad she has came
in, because I can remember the last time this Parliament sat and I talked about excessive
taxes and the Minister said that Western Australians really were flat that heavily taxed. Does
the Minister still stand by those words?
Dr Watson: Yes.
Mr SHAVE: So the Minister believes that Western Australian businesses are not heavily
taxed, does she?
Dr Watson: This is the member's speech, not question time.
Mr SHAVE: Does the Minister stand by what she said?
Dr Watson: There are heavier taxes paid by people in other parts of the world.
Mr SHAVE: I must tell the Minister that I have done a little research an this matter recently
and found that a recent survey of OECD countries revealed that businesses in Australia are
more heavily taxed than those in other countries. This information comes from The
Australian Financial Review.

Mr Ripper: What does it say about citizens?
Mr SHAVE: I am talking about the business sector. The article questions whether we tax
businesses more heavily than other countries, thereby discouraging investment in Australia
and encouraging Australians to invest abroad. The article says that studies by the
Organisatian for Economic Cooperation and Development and the business council suggest
that is the case. I can only go on what these people say. I support what they are saying
because as a business person I understand what one has to do in relation to paying business
taxes. We should look at how this Government will help the business sector and create jobs
for Western Australians. Ever since this Premier has been in office we have read reams of
words about how the Government will cut red tape, help businesses, fast track business, and
so on. On 26 July the Chamber of Commerce and Industry said that the State Government
had abandoned its commitment to remove red tape. It went on to say that Government
members do not seem to have their hearts in the process of removing regulations which are a
big barrier to productivity in Western Australia. It said that while there is plenty of rhetoric
about reform, there is no action.
Mr Blaffwitch: And we will have more - we will have a closed shop situation.
Mr SHAVE: I am pleased the member raised that subject because I will get to that in a
minute.
There is no action because the Government does not understand business. It does not
understand that time that is spent in filling in forms costs business money. That is wasted
money. The Government has not worked out yet that higher taxes equate to higher
unemployment. A business cannot employ people if its income is being used to pay higher
Government imposts. The Treasurer has an incredible attitude to investment, borrowings and
business. I lied it when she explained away the State's $1 1.1 billion debt by saying that it is
not a bad thing to have debt; what one does with debt is treat it as income.
Several Opposition members interjected.
Mr SHAVE: That is true. She did and she does treat debt as income.
Mr Strickland: But it is income out of the future, and all of the kids will have to pay it back!
Mr SHAVE: Yes. What was the package that the Government put out earlier this year?
Was it called "WA Disadvantage" or "WA Disaster"? The Treasurer believes that we should
borrow all this money and treat it as income. I am heartened by that because I reckon that if
I apply the Treasurer's policy, eamn an income of $50 000 and take out a mortgage on a house
for $80 000, 1[should be able to say that I have an income of $130 000 per annum. However,
sadly it is not the case that we can borrow money and treat it as income, If we borrow
money, we must pay it back. Were the Treasurer involved in a company in the private
sector, and were she to present to the Australian Securities Commission her way of analysing
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income, she would be told that the budget did not balance, The Treasurer is creating, with all
of these borrowings, higher taxes and charges for the future. There is absolutely no way out.
The Treasurer is mortgaging the future of every Western Australian to prop up the present. I
am told that at Treasury a paper shuffling exercise is going on on a regular basis. The staff
are so disheartened because there is no debt management control that people are resigning
and just giving up.
Mr Strickland: Today, I received the answer to a question that I asked six months ago, and
here it is: The Government borrows money and pays it back at three per cent per annum.
That is the 33 year scheme. That is when you pay interest for 33 years.
Mr SHAVE: Yes. I turn now to some interesting comments made by Ministers in this
Government, because they really are remarkable people; even my 13 year old daughter could
not come out with some of the comments that these Ministers make! They are absolutely
unbelievable. Last year, when unemployment was above I11 per cent - and it still is, by the
way - the then Minister for Employment and Training, Hon Kay Hal lahan, blamed record
unemployment on optimism about an economic recovery. She said that we had record
unemployment because people were too optimistic about the position of the'State. I do not
know to whom she was talking because all of the business people to whom I was talking
were in a state of total despair; yet the Minister said that people were optimistic and that was
the reason that unemployment was going up! The Minister said that the reason the figure had
gone up was that people went into their local deli, butcher or baker and said, "How are you
going?", and the local butcher said, "it is fantastic. It is out of control. We are all making
too much money; go and get a job."
Mr Strickland: They might have gone to the bank and said, "1 want some income. I want to
borrow some money."
Mr SHAVE: Yes, or they might have telephoned the Minister for Small Business, who said,
"Believe me. I am the future you can believe in. Go forth, my son, and get a job." Cut it
out! Not even the Minister for Small Business would believe that unemployment increases
because -

Mr Gordon Hill: You are being ridiculous.
Mr SHAVE: Does the Minister want me to read out what Hon Kay Hallahan said? That is a
nonsense, and it is an insult to people's intelligence to make that sort of comment.
Mr Gordon Hill: Let us hear in full what the Minister said. Read out what she said. She
talked about labour market participation rates.
Mr SHAVE: The Australian newspaper of 13 May 1991 states, under the heading "Jiggery-
pokery clouds grim truth on jobless", that -

By some incredible leap in logic, the Minister for Labour Relations, Ms 1-allahan, has
blamed optimism about an economic recovery as the main reason behind the State's
soaring unemployment Tate ...
With further arithmetical jiggery-pokery, the Lawrence Government has added squid
ink to cloudy water by claiming Western Australia's unemployment rate is lower than
it seems, on a comparative basis with other States, because it has a higher percentage
of people eligible to work.

That is a nonsense. I do not think that Mr Graham Lloyd from The Australian, which is a
pretty reputable newspaper, is telling stories. He reported what the Minister said and, as far
as I know, the Minister has not asked for a retraction.
Mr Gordon Hill: The labour market participation rate is higher in Western Australia than in
any other State. With a similar rate of participation in Victoria and New South Wales, their
unemployment rate would be higher than ours by a long way.
Mr SHAVE: I have only another 15 minutes and I must press on. it may be that members
opposite will grant me an extension of time but, if not, I will work on the principle of
finishing in this short period of time.
It is not surprising that the business sector has no confidence in the Lawrence Government.
Look at its record: The Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd project, the Collie power station,
Kanibalda, Yakabindic and Marandoo. The Government has held up every decent
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development proposal in Western Australia for the most obscure reasons that it can find, and
when it finally gets down to making a business decision it breaks every rule in the book to
allow the Labor Party's notorious contributor, Multiplex Constructions Pty Ltd, to redevelop
the old Swan Brewery. The Government claims that it will create jobs. The truth of the
matter is that this deal is all about providing cash for the Labor Party's election campaign.
How can the Treasurer be trusted on this deal with Multiplex? It does not stack up
financially, it has been ridiculed by the whale business community, and it is a Totten deal. It
was hatched in secrecy. No opportunity was given to other people to participate actively. It
was a setup for two reasons: First, to prop up the Labor Party's ailing electoral finances and,
second, to repay the Labor Pasty's biggest donor for all the money it donated to the Labor
Party over the last five or six years.
Mr Gordon Hill: That's nonsense. Produce the evidence!
Several members interjected.
Mr SHAVE: It is not a wild accusation. It is on the record that Multiplex Constructions Pty
Ltd has had the Labor Party in its pocket far the last five or six years, and nothing has
changed. What did the Minister for Heritage say about the development of the old Swan
Brewery when he first came to this place?
Mr McGinty: I said that we need to balance all things -

Mr SHAVE: And that we needed to consider the rights of Aboriginal people. Both good
virtues, but those people are not pleased with the Minister now. I am told that we will see a
concerted campaign by a large group of people to remove the Minister at the next election.
Mr McGinty interjected.
Mr SHAVE: That was just a warm-up. Everything about this deal is wrong. The
Government has not gone through the correct process, yet now it complains because we on
this side saw a need to restore integrity to Government in the other House recently.
Members opposite do not like that. If one breaks the law in the private sector, one cannot
claim ignorance because that is not a defence. A person will be fined. If people in business -
for instance, company directors - do not stick to the rules, they are as culpable as the next
person. The Government has not gone through the correct process; it has tried to utilise
legislation, put on the Statute books for another reason, to expedite its political desires. The
reality is that we will not cop that.
Let us consider how the Premier of this State supports local business. On 31 August on
television, while promoting the "Buy Western Australian" birthmark she said that the State
Government was planning to spend $100 000 on that campaign.
Mr Strickland: That is the same amount being spent on celebrating motherhood.
Mr SHAVE: That is true. At the same time as the Premier was talking about supporting
Western Australian companies she was putting 20 people out of work by awarding a ticket
machine contract to a British company. She forgot about the local company which was
capable of providing that service. To point to another case, recently I was informed that a
small local company which deals with waste material, and which has dealt regularly with the
Government, put in a tender for a project but the Government gave the contract to a
multinational company. So much for the Government's support of local companies! The
local company has been left out in the cold. It has had enough of the Government's policies.
Many other small businesses have come to me about the need for quality assurance. 1 am
sure the Minister for Small Business has received similar representations. Quality assurance
is absolute nonsense for small companies. It is fine for the larger companies but the small
companies who are involved in $50 000 contracts do not agree with this process. Recently I
attended a meeting of printing companies, at which the companies were told that they must
go through a quality assurance process. Apparently, to be considered for any Government
contract, these companies must pay between $5 000 and $10 000 a year to become quality
assured. I would like the Minister to assure us that something will be done to resolve the
problem.
Mr Kobelke: I have a constituent in that situation. However, we discovered afterwards that
he had been ripped off by consultants.
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Mr SHAVE: Perhaps the member for Nollamnara. can tell me why a company that has been
dealing with the Government for five or 10 years, handling contracts for $50 000 to
$100 000, providing a good service and product, must be quality assured. Why should such a
company have to fill out so many forms? So much for all the talk about cutting back red
tape! If I go to the dentist and he does a decent job without putting me through a lot of pain,
I will go back to that dentist. He is immediately quality assured because he has proved his
product. The Government wants to take these people back to Academe by requiring them to
fill out so mnany forms to substantiate quality assurance. The Government is mad on forms.
The Minister for Small Business should ask the people who run small businesses what they
think about filling out Government forms. They are fed up. Small businesses consider that
the Government is interfering and placing impediments in their way. That is a fact. Quality
assurance for small companies is. totally unnecessary, especially if a business deals regularly
with the Government and provides a good service. Why ask that company to fill out forms?
The Leader of the House would know that many people do not want to fill out forms.
Mr Pearce: I am not keen on it myself. I struggle with all sorts of forms.

Mr SHAVE: The Government seems to be obsessed with bringing legislation to this place in
order to interfere with the private sector. The member for Helena was recently appointed the
Minister for Small Business. I was very disappointed that the Premier gave that member that
job. I would prefer it were given to someone who has business experience.
Mr Pearce: When he was in the Cabinet you were calling for him to be put out.
Mr SHAVE: The requirement for quality assurance is like going to a doctor when one needs
a haircut- If I want someone to run a hotel for me I do not get a hairdresser to do it.
Mr Pearce: You don't get a drunk either.
Mr SHAVE: I do not. I fear that I might not be granted an extension of time so I had better
conclude quickly.
I turn now to the fishing industry. I know of many crayfishermen throughout the suburb of
Samson within my electorate. I was doorknocking recently -

Government members: Without a moustache!
Mr SHAVE: Without a moustache! I am a genuine person; I do not stick cards under doors
saying that I called today and Jam sorry that I missed t people of the house. When I was
doorknocking, a bloke said that he would be voting for me because the last person who
knocked on the door was a woman who left a card which was supposed to be from a
candidate in the area, who happened to be a man. As she was going down the path the bloke
was looking through the window and comparing the photograph on the card with her. I got
five votes from that house, and none of them had ever voted Liberal before, but they did not
like people who lied. I learnt early from one of my opponents that one should ntever tell the
public lies. The Minister for the Environment should take notice of that because his
constituents will be on to him, and his three per cent margin is already looking very bad.
Last week we saw the bizarre spectre in Fremantle of a group of fishermen who are not
normally known for their volatility demonstrating through the street against the Minister for
Fisheries; this is close to the inister for the Environment. Does the Minister for the
Environment know who was leading the brigade? It was the Minister's brother. Was he
right or wrong to be in that demonstration?
Mr Pearce: He can do what he likes, it is a free country. I have never suggested that
members of my family should curtail their own views because their views might be
uncomfortable to me.
Mr SHAVE: On 17 September an article in the Geraldion Guardian stated -

Earlier this week Mr Grill claimed Mr Hill's package had the potential to fail the
industry in the long term.

That is preat, is it not?
Mr Gordon Hill: The member for Eyre is wrong.
Mr SHAVE: It was not 1! 1 cannot remember! The member for Eyre. is wrong! Where have
we heard that before? I hope the Minister for Fisheries retains his portfolio until the next
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election because he is doing a great job in support of the Opposition. The reality is that this
Government has failed the people of Western Australia. No-one wants cc invest in business
and the sooner the Government is voted out of off ice, the sooner the Liberal Party can start
clearing up the mess.
MR LEWIS (Applecross) [5.52 pm]: Members of this Parliament should examine the
Budget papers in detail. Members have the responsibility to appraise the performance of the
Government in the management of its departments and agencies. I have been astounded at
the ongoing bad management demonstrated in the area of transport; that is based on an
appraisal of the Government's performance in the administration of the Western Australian
Coastal Shipping Commission, known as Stateships. The record of Stateships is appalling.
One wonders how it has been allowed to get away with such mismanagement and to continue
its disastrous performance over so many years. I am firmly of the opinion that the Minister
for Transport and the Government have failed in their responsibility for the WA Coastal
Shipping Commission. It operates as a shipper from the port of Fremantle to South East
Asia. Its original function, which was to serve the ponts of the north west of this State prior
to the provision of all weather roads to the north, could now be viewed as anachronistic.
Stateships' 1991 annual report shows that it serves South East Asia and the Port of Broome.
Prior to the recent by-election for the seat of Ashburton the Government found it was
politically expedient to reintroduce a shipping service to Dampier.
Mr Bloffwitch: Whether it is needed or not.
Mr LEWIS: Yes, so now Stateships serves Dampier, Broome and Port Hedland. I received a
letter from the Karratha Chamber of Commerce expressing concern that Stateships was
pulling out of Dampier. Stateships' whole focus is in providing a shipping service to South
East Asia, focusing on Singapore, Jakarta, Surabaya and various other ports. That might be
okay if the service were performing or even breaking even, but when one looks at its
performance it is obvious that the public of Western Australia are subsidising in the extreme
a shipping service that is no longer performing - even in a very small way - in the form for
which it was originally commissioned. What staggers me more than anything else is that it
has been allowed to sail along on its merry way without any form of governmental
management or overview. It has been allowed to do its own thing at a huge loss and to be
subsidised by the public of Western Australia.
Mr Bloffwitch: Can you imagine a commercial operation operating for that long at such a
loss?
Mr LEWIS: I cannot. I will give members some figures that demonstrate how badly
Staceships is doing. In June 1981 Scateships' gross turnover was $23 million; the subsidy
from the Consolidated Revenue Fund was $9.6 million, and its total takings on freight was
$13.43 million. That was not good; the then coalition Government realised chat Stateships
was not performing well. The subsidy of $9.6 million on freight takings of $13.43 million
represented a 72 per cent subsidy. The Budget papers of June 1986 show that Stateships'
turnover was $40.5 million, the subsidy from the CRF was $17.8 million, and the revenue
from freight takings was $22-7 million; a subsidy of 78.4 per cent.

Sitting suspended from 6.0010o 7.30 pm
Mr LEWIS: In June 1991 the turnover had diminished to $38.32 million, the subsidy had
decreased to $13.8 million and the freight component had decreased to $21.23 million. The
performance in turnover was a little better because the subsidy on the freight component had
decreased to 65 per cent. The figures in the current Budget demonstrate the disastrous
situation in this area. From a Budget allocation of $16.95 million, there is an anticipated
revenue return from freight of $16.75 million on a total turnover of $35 million. That
represents a 100 per cent subsidy on the cost of freight. I thought the main function of the
State shipping service was to shift freight. It seems to me that the Government could close
down the shipping service, get rid of the overheads of administering that service, and pay
$17 million direct to the shippers. That would be cheaper than maintaining the current
shipping service.
The fundamental question is whether the public of Western Australia should be propping up
an anachronistic institution that today is not doing the job it was originally chartered to do. I
suggest that the Government has been very remiss, and I reflect particularly on the Minister
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for Transport who has not been looking after the shipping service in the way she should have.
I am sorry she is not in the Chamber to hear my comments. It is part of her function to
overview the administration of Stareships, and it is obvious from these figures and the steady
decline in its gross turnover that the rime is arriving when some drastic action must be taken.
The balance sheet provides a much worse picture. In 1991 the State shipping service had a
negative net worth on the balance sheet of $19.056 million. In thai year it had an operating
grant of $17.6 million, with a freight component of $20 million. One wonders what it is all
about when the public of Western Australia is providing a 100 per cent subsidy for a service
that technically speaking should not exist. The other point that must be made is that
Stateships cannot be dispensed with because three or four years ago the Government, in an
endeavour to reduce its losses which were running at $17 million or $18 million a year,
purpose built three vessels and arranged a leaseback agreement through Westpac Bankting
Corporation. Unfortunately, the lease obligations on those vessels are still in place today and
for the eight year period left in the agreement the Government must pay $48.19 million. If
that is added to the negative net worth of $ 19.056 million, it can be seen that it would cost
the Government approximately $70 million to sink Scateships. It is, indeed, a manifestation
of the incompetence of this Government and the administration of this shipping service, that
the State must each year face these ongoing losses for a service which is not doing the job for
which it was established. It must be borne in mind that the vessels call at only one or two
ports in the north west, and probably 80 per cent of their trade is done in South East Asia. I
give a brief summary to conclude my comments on Stateships. There is no doubt it is an
anachronistic service which goes back 40 or 50 years or more to the time when there were no
roads to the north west. At that time the shipping service had to be subsidised and run by the
State. However, with today's all-weather roads one must question the need for Western
Australia to own a shipping service that costs enormous sums of money. I will run through
the losses on that service from 1985 to today. In 1985-86 the Consolidated Revenue Fund
grant was $17.79 million; in 1986-87, $17.86 million; in 1987-88, $16.01 million; in
1988-89, $14.89 million; in 1989-90, $12.67 million; in 1990-91, $13.80 million; and, in
1991-92, $14.56 million. In the past seven years that service has cost $107 million, and this
year it has been allocated a further $16.94 million. This institution has a negative net worth
of nearly $19 million and a lease commitment of $48 million, It has to be subsidised in its
freight area by over 100 per cent, and its patronage is falling as shown in the freight takings
over the past decade. This shipping line no longer services the north west of the State as its
charter required it to do originally. No reason remains for this State to have a shipping
service. Unfortunately, the State is stitched up because of a bad lease deal from which it will
cost the public of Western Australia a large amount of money to escape.
Mr Bloffwitch: If there is a shortfall on the residual the State will have to make it up.
Mr LEWIS: Of course it will, the State picks up any shortfall. This Minister for Transport
has presided over this disaster for the past two or three years. 1 do not believe that the
Government is aware of how bad is the State's shipping service. It is incumbent on me to
draw to the attention of the Minister, the Parliament and the people of Western Australia
what is happening with our shipping line because something must be done about it. It is
firmly on the record that in Government the Opposition will put in a commercial auditor
from an independent group of professionals to investigate the shipping service and tell the
Government what is wrong with it; whether it can ever break even; and what is the line's
commercial future. The report may say that the line can break even in a certain situation, If
that were the case one would try to keep the service alive and eventually sell it to someone.
If no buyer were available because of the line's losses this State could not afford to continue
to lose $16 million or $17 million every year to prop up a line that no longer services the
north west of the State. The State should not have a shipping service that has no social
function and does not perform for it.
Mr Gordon Hill: It is worth considering in the context of what it delivers to the South East
Asian region and what are the benefits to Western Australia.
Mr LEWIS: That is rubbish! Any conference line ship will provide cheaper rates to South
East Asia. What must be understood is that the Chamber of Commerce has been harping
about this matter for years and the Opposition has also drawn it to the attention of the
Parliament many times. I accept that in 1981 the shipping line was niot performing, but when
this Government came to office it should have considered the situation, taken the hard
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decisions - because chose decisions must be taken - and done what was necessary. A State
which has an interest bill of over $1 billion a year cannot afford to waste $18 million to
$20 million on a Government agency that is a lemon and not performing. I defy any
Government member to say that the Stare's shipping service is fulfilling its original charter.
I trm to the operation of Transperth and the absolutely disastrous commercial situation of
that body, which is our of control in an administrative sense. It has got away from the
Government! I do not want to reflect on the Minister while she is not here, and suggest that
she should be here at this time, but it is too bad and I will continue with what I must say
about Transperth. It is a sad reflection on the present Minister for Transport that the
administration and management of Transperth is so bad that clearly the Government is not
controlling it.
What I am saying will be easily seen when I produce some figures from the Budget papers
and the annual report in support of my argument. The Opposition, like the Government and
every Government in the world, accepts the social, economic and environmental reasons why
subsidies to public transport should be made from the Consolidated Revenue Fund. I do not
believe that anybody would deny that that is an important requirement. The question arises
as to what should be the extent of the subsidy provided by the Government to public
transport instrumentalities. I am pleased the Minister has condescended to come back to the
Chamber to receive a bit of advice. I will draw her attention to the disaster she faces with the
current operation of Transperth.
Mrs Beggs: Having another go at Transperth; that's good!
Mr LEWIS: I suggest to the Minister that Transpertli is out of her control. I believe she does
not know what it is doing. I understand that she drops into these agencies only once every 12
to 18 months and that it is usually her minder who makes the contact, so one can understand
why the Minister is out of couch. That is the sorry state of affairs at Transperrh. To get a
clear indication of what is happening there one should look at the deterioration of
Transperth's operations in the metropolitan region. This service has been deteriorating for
many years. One has only to look at the Government's subsidy to Transperrh to see what I
am talkcing about. The present subsidy is $198 million a year which is poured into
Transperth from the Consolidated Revenue Fund to prop up its operations.
Mrts Reggs: What is your alternative?
Mr LEWIS: Transperth is costing nearly $4 million a week in Government subsidies to keep
it operating. That is the sad fact!
Mrs Beggs: What is your alternative?
Mr LEWIS: Unfortunately the subsidy is increasing. This is the sorry part. Also, the
patronage is decreasing which is easily seen from trends of the figures. The population of
Perth is increasing.
Mrs Beggs. What is your alternative? What is your policy? You do not have a community
service policy for Transperth.
Mr LEWIS: The Minister was not here when I said that all Governments around the world
must make a commitment to the social and environmental side of public transport and that is
why we must subsidise Transperth. However, no other transport agency in the world
subsidises its transport system by 85 per cent. The fare box return on Transperth is currently
150 in the dollar.
Mrs Beggs: You are wrong.
Mr LEWIS: The Minister should read the report of the Confederation of Industry and look at
her figures. The unfortunate thing about this Minister is that she is unaware of what is going
on at Transperth.
Mrs Beggs: I am aware that the public of Western Australia are voting with their feet and
saying they expect good public transport.
Mr LEWIS: I will give the Minister a quick overview of where Transperth is going. I will
be generous and use a figure of 64 million boardings a year even though the last annual
report showed that that figure was only 62 million. I believe this year the figure will be
64 million boaidings costing $3.80 each. The subsidy for each boarding will be $3.10O; so

5412 [ASSEMBLY]



[Thursday, 24 September 1992] 5413

there is a 700 component from the fare box and a $3. 10 subsidy every rime someone gets on
a Transperth vehicle, whether a ferry, train, bus, or whatever. Unfortunately, the trains are a
disaster and the buses are also pretty inefficient, but the fact is that it costs Transperth
$4 million a week or $200 million a year.
Mrs Beggs: Now I know what your transport policy is. You will ramp up public transpont
fares!
Mr LEWIS: I did not say that at all. The Minister may be able to go out and make
mendacious statements about what we will do, but we will not do that.

Withdrawal of Remark
The SPEAKER: Order! The other day, I said that any derivation of the word "lie" is
unacceptable, and so is that. It is quite clearly a derivation of the word "lie" and I do not
accept it and would like it withdrawn.
Mr LEWIS: I apologise, Mr Speaker. I was not here the other day when you made that
ruling.
The SPEAKER: That is fine.
Mr LEWIS: 1 withdraw that statement.

Debate Resumed
Mr LIEWIS:, It is a bit like a thorn by another name. Anyway, the bottom line is that the
performance of Transperth is dreadful. Itris deteriorating at an unacceptable rate. There is
no Government involvement in Transperth and very little ministerial administration. The
Western Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry spelt out the story when it said in its
response to the 1992-93 Budget that -

Budget data suggest ... that fares will cover just 22 per cent of the operating costs of
bus services, and 9 per cent of the cost of rail services, in the current financial year.
Put another way, for every $1 fare collected by Transperth, $10.24 is contributed by
taxpayers to the cost of running the rail service and $2.38 to the cost of the bus
service alone ...

I turn now to the performance of Transperth over the years. In 1987, the gross expenditure
was $117 million and the fare box was $29.85 million, a return of 25.4 per cenL. The
concessions from Government at that time were $86.7 million, which amounted to a 73 per
cent subsidy- The passenger boardings were 62.7 million and the boardings. per capita were
60.4 million, on a bus fleet of 921, although trains were also involved. In 1990, the gross
expenditure increased to $168.5 million, the fare box increased to $33.71 mifion, the fare
box return was 20 per cent, the concessions were $12117 million, and the passenger
boardings increased to 64 million, but the boardings per capita decreased to 54.8 million.
I turn now to what is projected in the current Budget, which indicates the sorry state of
Transpenth and that it is our of control. The gross expenditure is budgeted to be
$240.46 million. The fare box has moved marginally, but if we take into account inflation it
has not moved and has in fact gone the other way, to $35.9 million. The fare box return is
14.96 per cent. In other words, Transpenth will get out of the fare box 150 for every dollar
spent. The concessions have blown out to $198.3 million, which represents a total subsidy of
82.5 per cent, which of course reflects the 150 in the dollar. The passenger boardings in
1991 were down to 62 million and the boardings per capita were down to 51.5 million.
Mr Bloffwitch: More people and fewer boardings.
Mr LEWIS: Yes, and it is supposed to be performing well! Subsidies have increased by a
few hundred per cent.
In 198 1, Transperth was not going all that well. The Government of the day put out a
document called "Transporn 2000 A Perth Study".
Mr Bloffwitch: Is that one of those glossies?
Mr LEWIS: Yes. It was from a coalition Government, by the way, but it hit the nail on the
head when it stated -

Nevertheless, the strategy prepared by Perth Transport 2000 can, we believe, halt the
decline. Over the next twenty years or so, the number of boardings per head can be



held about constant resulting in a growth of public patronage in line with, or slightly
ahead of, the growth of Perth's population. Today, annual public transport patronage
is in the order of 64 million. By the year 2000 it should be approaching 100 million.

One has only to do some simple sums to find out that the population has increased in the last
10 years by 24 per cent, and we should be looking at a patronage of 80 million.
Unfortunately, the patronage has decreased from 64 million and is staggering at 62 million,
so in real terms the patronage has fallen by around 24 per cent.
In respect of fare box return, and if we look at world standards, in the United Kingdom the
Greater London Transport Board is looking at an 85 per cent return on operational costs
through its fare box, so its subsidy is between 15 per cent and 20 per cent on its operations. 1
accept that perhaps that is a little too rugged and that perhaps for environmental and social
reasons we have to look at a subsidy that is not quite as tough as that, but what is and has
always been accepted around the world, and what will be found in publications by anyone
who wants to do a bit of study into it, is that an acceptable fare box return is 50 per cent. In
California, there is actually a law, or what they call a proposition, that the fare box return
shall never fall below 50 per cent of the total cost. That stops the pork barrelling of
Governments when they are running up to an election, where they allow the fare box return
to run down, they do not increase fares, and there is a shunting down of return through the
fare box and an increase in costs. In California, by law, the fare box return is automatically
adjusted every year to maintain that 50 per cent.
Mr Bloffwitch: We am nowhere near 50 per cent.
Mr LEWIS: We are down to 15 per cent.
I have explained that while the patronage of Transperth has gone backwards, the subsidies
have increased by a couple of hundred per cent since 1981; its boardings per capita have
gone backwards; and, indeed, its cost to the public of Western Australia is completely out of
hand. Any competent Government must grapple with that situation. The first action any
competent Government would take would be to consider ways and means to increase
patronage. The irony is that this Government believes that if it maintains cheap fares it will
increase patronage. Unfortunately, as the fares were lowered as a result of inflation,
patronage decreased; so the Government's grand plan to increase patronage using fares has
failed. The overview of course is that the Government has failed dismally with its
management of the situation and its attempts to engender an increase in patronage of
Transperth.
To indicate the critical factors to be considered and to give a good understanding of the
performance of Transpenth, in 1981 it received a return via the fare box of about 30 per cent.
In other words, the return was 300 in the dollar.
Mr Bloffwitch: It was heading in the right direction.
Mr LEWIS: It was not good by world standards but, as 1 will indicate, it was better than it is
today. In 1987 the return via the fare box decreased to 25 percent; in 1990, to 20 percent, or
20g in every dollar of cost. In 1993 the fare box return is expected to be 150 in every dollar
spent. To relate that to the subsidies, in 1981 we had a 30 per cent fare box and the subsidy
was $46 million; in 1987 the subsidy was $86.7 million; in 1990, $121 million, and today
$198.35 million - in other words, around $3.8 million every week to prop up Transperth.
Mr Bloffwitch: That will increase dramatically in future.
Mr LEWIS: Yes, when the northern suburbs railway line is opened. Transperth annual
reports indicate that in 1981 patronage were 64 million boardings per year, in 1987,
62.7 million; and in 1990, 64.3 million. For 1993 the estimate is that the boardings will be
64 million because the fare box has not increased over the last year. I turn to boardings per
capita. During the period of that patronage, the population has increased by about 24 per
cent. The projections in 1980 stated that there should be 80 million boardings per year, yet
still we languish at about 63.5 million to 64 million boardings per year. On a per capita
basis, in 1981 there were 70 boadings for every person in Western Australia. In 1987 the
figure was 60; in 1990, 54.5; and for 1993 the projection is 53.5. That is a very sorry state of
affairs; it shows the public transport system has failed. Patronage is falling and the
population and the subsidies are increasing, but the patronage should be increasing and the
subsidies falling. It is unfortunate but it is a fact that the Minister for Transport has failed
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dismally in her stewardship of this Government agency. It is important that the Legislative
Assembly be aware of what is going on.
The greatest insult of all is thac Transperth believes that it will solve its problems by issuing
publications and running propaganda campaigns to promote the perception that public
transport under t Labor Government has been successful. The statistics indicate that the
Government's public transport system has failed dismally in this State. All the publications
and glossy magazines in the world will not hide the facts. The facts are obvious to anyone
who looks behind the glossy publications and the full-page coloured advertisements which
cost around $17 000 to $18 000 in The West Australian. All the advertisements in the world
will not change the fact that Transperth is moving in the wrong direction. It needs a strong
Government to turn around the situation.
The message for the Legislative Assembly and for the public of this State is that Transperth
needs reform. Its management needs reform because it has obviously failed in its public
charter. Sadly, Transperth is giving the public the sort of service that it believes the public
want - not a service which the public require. In other words, Transperth thinks that it knows
what the public need. Transperib provides that service rather than try to identify what
patrons require. Unfortunately that is the case, as indicated by the statistics which I have
cited this evening.
The Leader of the House asked what the Opposition planned to do. He asked whether we
would increase fares. The best way to solve the problem is to increase the patronage of
Transperth. If 80 million people each year used the transport system, the fare box return
would not be down to 15 per cent: it would be sitting on 40 per cent.
Mr Trenorden: Every great city needs a good transport system and that means the people
must use it.
Mr LEWIS: Unfortunately, no-one in the metropolitan area uses the transport system. All
the flash livery, publications and propaganda will not convince people to use the system
unless we make the system user-friendly. When in Government, our plan will be to review
the management of Transperth. Comparing the number of management personnel in
Transperth with the management 10 years ago, and considering the decreasing patronage, the
number of administrative personnel has increased but the number of drivers and conductors
has diminished. That is, the fat cats have jobs, and they cost money. Transperth is over
managed and badly managed.
We would put in dedicated bus lanes. We would not close the bus lanes on the freeway for
three months because the union says it cannot use the bus lanes as they are unsafe. The bus
lane is of world standard; it is probably one of the safest systems in the world. In other
countries one does not see rubber soldiers between lanes because everyone knows where the
bus lane is. The lanes have a red line and vehicles cross that line on threat of receiving a
hefty fine. The nonsense about the union members' not using the bus lane was a disgrace. It
should not have happened. In Government, we will pursue the provision of dedicated bus
lanes not only on the Kwinana Freeway but also on the Mitchell Freeway and other major
roads. In the city of Perth we will paint red lines on the roads and people will know that they
cannot go into the dedicated bus or taxi lanes during the times they are embargoed. We will
pursue the park and ride facilities. The Government has been talking about this for years but
has not provided that facility yet. We will pursue express services from the outer suburbs so
that people will know that reliability of service is available and they will be encouraged to
use it. We will make changes in policy so that people are not encouraged to park their cars in
the city all day and not use public transport. We will do this for many reasons, such as
alleviating environmental concerns, traffic congestion and the cost to the public purse - this
year $200 million of the public purse will be used Co subsidise the failed public transport
system. We will look closely at Transperth and put in place a service which people will want
to use, rather than see Transperth persevere with a service which it thinks people want, which
is clearly wrong and manifested in its lack of patronage.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [8.11 pml: In this Budget debate I will raise a matter of great
curiosity to me. It is a success story, but I have difficulty placing this mauter into a package.
I will attempt to run through the story and raise a few of my concerns. I will refer to the
recent history of Mrs Janet Holmes a Court and in doing so I will refer to a number of Press
articles.
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In The Australian 27 August 1992, when she had just been appointed to the board of the
Reserve Bank of Australia, an article by Graham Lloyd read -

When Janet Lee Holmes a Court walks through the marble foyer of the Reserve Bank
of Australia in Sydney's Martin Place next Tuesday she will sweep away half a
century of convention by becoming the first woman to join the inner sanctum of
Australia's most powerful financial institution.

The article is a statement of fact, and I say good on her. My questions regarding her position
will be raised a little later; if members bear with me my concerns will become evident. The
article continues -

Robert Holmes a Court's death two years ago next month left his window in charge
of a $1 billion diversified international private empire, Heytesbury Holdings Ltd, but
one that was burdened by heavy debts.

Further on -

Some within the banking world are now asking what has Janet Holmes a Court got in
terms of business experience to justify her appointment ...
The former managing director of Holmes a Court's company, John Elbery, said his
cynical reaction to news of the appointment that there should be more housewives on
the Reserve Bank board. "When we discussed matters like currency hedging and
interest-rate management the reaction from Janet was glassy eyes,"
Elbery claims. "She had no real comprehension of matters like that at all."

Mr Pearce: What are you reading from?
Mr TR.ENORDEN: The Australian newspaper.
Mr Pearce: Why don't you pay for us all to have a subscription? This is ridiculous.
Mr TRENORDEN: I am taking points from the article. It continues -

Holmes a Court's own evidence to the WA Inc royal commission last February
presents a similar picture.

Various people throughout this article suggest that she had questionable qualities to be
elected to the board of the Reserve Bank, yet she was appointed through a personal sponsor,
namely, Federal Treasurer John Dawkins, who is a close personal friend of hers. It was
claimed that she was Australia's premier business woman.
Mr Pearce: You are just opposed to a woman gaining that position.
Mr TRENORDEN: That is a typical knee jerk reaction!1
The same article indicated that she was a friend of Paul Keating, Carmen Lawrence and Joan
Kirner. As I said, she was appointed by Treasurer Dawkins on 18 August. A little closer to
that date The West Australian carried an article headed "Reserve Bank first for Janet Holmes
a Court", which indicated that the Government was particularly pleased to see her get there.
The article goes on to say that she took over the business empire of her late husband, Robert,
following his death in 1990. In recent days articles have appeared in The Australian
Financial Review. On 23 September the newspaper carried an article on the front page
headed "Heytesbury under bank supervision since March". It seems the leading
businesswoman in this State was appointed to the Reserve Bank while her companies were
under supervision. It read -

At the time of her appointment to the Reserve Bank board, Mrs Janet Holmes a
Court's H-eyresbury Holdings had agreed to strict bank terms that required a
$200 million debt reduction and a $120 million of asset sales this year. 1-eytesbury
agreed to allow its banks to clear excess cash monthly from its accounts to make debt
repayments. In effect, the banks have enforced an informal liquidation of the
Heytesbury assets since March.

Undoubtedly those assets are under the pump.
Mr Pearce interjected.
Mr TR.ENORDEN: The Minister should allow me to get to the point. The article continues -
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The agreement, entered into in March, effectively removed Mrs Holmes a Court's
control of Heycesbury until at least next November. .-

According to this article, she was taken out of control, yet she was considered to be such a
good business person that she was appointed, ahead of other women in Australia, to be the

frtwoman on the Board of the Reserve Bank.
Mr Pearce: Do you have an alternative nomination?
Mr TRENORDEN: Let me get down to the business.
Mr Pearce: We did not ask how much your insurance company sued you for when you
became a member of Parliament.
Mr TRENORDEN: It was $105 000.
Mr Pearce: We did not raise that matter; you mentioned it now.
Several members interjected.
Mr Lewis: At least he has not been had up on a criminal offence, like the Minister - and
convicted!

Point of Order
Mr MacKINNON: If we are to have some standards in this Chamber, the Leader of the
House should be showing the way. Standing Orders indicate that members cannot interject
unless they are in their seats. If members are allowed to interject from anywhere I will stand
behind the Chair and interject. I do not want to do that.
Mr Pearce: I could seek to have those scurrilous allegations withdrawn.
Mr MacKINNON: I ask that the Leader of the House be required to comply with the
Standing Orders.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: As the Speaker pointed out a couple of weeks ago, much to my
chagrin, the strict interpretation of Standing Orders does not allow interjections from
anywhere other than a member's seat. If the member wants to take a point of order on that, it
is a little difficult to rule-
To get to the substantive point, before the member for Jandakot raised his point of order I
was about to reflect on the type of difficulties that the points the member for Avon is raising
could cause. The member keeps saying that he will get to the point, but it is difficult to
determine the context of the matter. No restrictions are placed on what members say in this
debate, but the attention of the House has been recently drawn to a couple of questions of
privilege. I raise that point not as a warning, but as advice. Presumably his speech is leading
to the issue which he will flesh out. Also, I ask other members to refrain from mounting
personal attacks-

Debate Reswned
Mr TRENORDEN: I am happy to accept your advice, Mr Deputy Speaker. I am using
public information, and I am not attacking Mrs Holmes a Court personally. I have said
nothing which is not from a selection of already public information. I do not believe that I
am discussing matters of privilege or of arty malice. If I am, I would appreciate your buying
into the argument, Mr Deputy Speaker.
Mr MacKinnon: Before you go on, in my opinion if this Government had not bailed out
Holmes a Court, that group of companies would not be in business today. It is time that that
story was told.
Mr TRENORDEN: That is where I am headed. I need only a few more minutes. I now
refer to an article of the past few days which stares -

If Heytesbury failed to meet the bank's terms, contained in a document prepared by
the syndicate leader, Westpac, Heytesbury would be required to float or sell its Stoll
Moss theatres in London and the Australian pastoral estate.

It is interesting to note that one of those bankers is the R & I Bank Ltd, listed at $50 million.
The article continues -

In addition, Heytesbury agreed 'not to make directly or indirectly any distribution or
08278-15

5417



other payment of whatsoever kind to Mrs Holmes a Court, her immediate family, any
trust in which any of them have a beneficial interest.. .

Obviously an agreement had been reached so that Mrs Homes a Court could not farm out any
of the money; that was a normal commercial agreement in those circumstances. A target has
been set for her company to meet. To be fair 10 Mrs Holmes a Court, in The Australian
Financial Review of today, 24 September, she denies much of that article. In a letter to the
newspaper she states -

Among the many errors in your report was a claim that personal guarantees had been
given by me and my family to our banking syndicate. That is not true. No personal
guarantees have been given to corporate banking arrangements.
... We have been open and honest in all our dealings with our banks, OUr Customers
and the media.

On the other hand, Mr Darrel Jarvis, who is Heytesbury's Deputy Managing Director
contradicted Mrs Holmes a Court's view when he stated that Heytesbury, having achieved
asset sales and debt reduction targets imposed by its banks, had been relieved of a critical
default option that would have allowed the bank to sell off its assets. Mr Jarvis is saying that
a mechanism is in place and that Arthur Andersen's role in H-eytesbury is finished. It is clear
that the company has been experiencing some trouble. Mr Jarvis also stated that H-eytesbury
was in the process of negotiating a three year bank facility following expiry in November of
the stand still agreement. The company was set to get out of some problem in November
1992.
I want members to recall the events of 1988. An article in The Auseralian of 5 May 1988
reads -

Mr Robert Holmes a Court has entered into a secret side deal with Western
Australia's State Government Insurance Commission (SGIC) to sell his family
holdings of Bell Group Eurobonds, in addition to the $333 million he has realised
from the sellout of most of his shareholding.

The article continues -

But, if Mr Holmes a Court manages to obtain around the market price, he would
release another $100 million or so for his private interests.

If that float had been successful Mr Holmes a Court would have gone for more. The article
continues -

The executive director of the NCSC, Mr Ray Schoer, said last night that the NCSC
was aware of the underwriting arrangement. It had been informed of it and
confirmed that it took place at the time of the SCIC's acquisition of 19.9 per cent of
the share capital of Bell Group.
"it is a matter in which the commission has an interest ..-

On 24 May 1988 an article in The Age stated that the Western Australian Government was
bailing out a distressed Western Australian entrepreneur. The State Government Insurance
Commission purchased $206 million worth of properties from the Bell Group, $284 million
worth of BH-P shares, $162 million worth of Bell Group shares from Robert Holmes a Court,
and $140 million worth of Bell Group convertible bonds. That adds up to $792 million of
SQIC funds belonging to the Western Australian taxpayers which went to the Robert Homes
a Court group of companies and to his family. I am curious to know why, and everyone
knows my interest in the SGIC. We still do not know why.
Mr Cl Barnett: Arguably the largest income transfer in the State's history has gone to the
State's wealthiest family.
Mr TRENORDEN: We do not know why. Westpac was looking to foreclose on the Holmes
a Court group of companies at that time, so we know the companies were in trouble. We do
not know why the Labor Government at the time, under Premier Dowding, Deputy Premier
Parker and the crew, told the SGIC and its infamous director, Wyvern Rees, to purchase
these assets.
Mr Bloffwitch: They were bailing everyone else out at the time.
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Mr TRENORDEN: Yes, and we know why they bailed out a lot of other people. We do flat
know why they bailed out the Holmes a Court empire.
Mr Bloffwirch: They look after their friends.
Mr TRENORDEN: Yes. The editorial of The Weekend Australian of 7-8 May 1988 stated -

Disturbing links in WA Incorporated
The links between the West Australian government-owned State Government
Insurance Commission (SGTC), the State Government and businessmen such as Mr
Robert Holmes a court are disturbing.

In any case, it would seem that the SGIC acted with the knowledge of, if not on
behalf of, the Dowding Government in extending a life raft to Mr Holmes a Court.
On any commercial criteria, the SGIC's exposure to Bell is risky. The value of Bell
Group shares had already been savagely marked down after the sharemarker crash -

Members will remember that this was just after the sharemarket crash. To continue -

- and again when Mr Holmes a Court sold most of his holding to an Alan Bond
company and the SGIC. In all its dealings with Mr Holmes a Court the SOIC has
consistently paid a price well above the market for either his Bell or BHIP shares.

As part of the latest deal, the SCIC bought convertible notes from Mr Holmes a Court at a
loss in today's market. On what has been made available to the public, the objective appears
to have been to make life more comfortable for Mr Holmes a Court rather than to improve
the SGIC's investment portfolio. History tells us that is true. Four years have passed since
that time and the heat has gone from the issue, so can anyone on the Government side please
tell me why it occurred? I do not think we can find out. On 5 May 1988 an article in The
Australian stated -

Mr Robert Holmes a Court and Western Australia's State Government Insurance
Commission have signed a secret underwriting deal - in addition to their
$160.2 million share deal-
... Observers yesterday were astonished at the terms, claiming they were not
commercial. Mr Rees -

The infamous SOIC chairman!
- refused to reveal whether the bonds were owned by Mr Holmes a Court on the
grounds the information was commercially sensitive.

We know it was not revealed because of commercial sensitivity, but because of political
sensitivity. The articles continues -

The SGIC paid $2.50 a share for its 19.9 per cent stake in the Bell Group last week
while the shares were selling on the market at $1.70.

That was paid for by SQIC money. The point of all of that is, why? The stepping stones of
the success of Mrs Holmes a Court were: Personal friend of Paul Keating, and it is rumoured
that Prime Minister Keating has stayed at Mrs Holmes a Court's residence in Western
Australia from time to time; personal friend of Federal Minister John Dawkins; great admirer
of Premier Carmen Lawrence and Premier Kirner.
Mr Pearce: She was in the same class at Perth Modern School as my wife, so the member for
Avon can add that to his list.
Mr TRENORDEN: If that is what the Minister wants me to do.
Mr Pearce: It does not preclude the fact that she is an outstanding Western Australian. She
is a much, much better person than the member.
Mr TRENORDEN: That is not the point. What does Mrs Homes a Court talk about in an
interview in the The Australian Financial Review on 27 August 1992 following her
appointment to the board of the Reserve Bank? An article by Mark Smith states -

Business had a responsibility to fund the two main political parties' election
campaigns to ensure the proper functioning of democracy, Mrs Janet Homes a Court
said yesterday.
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That was interesting; she went straight to the question of donations. The quote continues -

... Australia, also declared her support for Australia's two women Labor Premiers,
the embattled Mrs Kirner in Victoria and Dr Lawrence in Western Australia.
She said she was "a huge supporter of Carmen Lawrence" and she thought Joan
Kirner was "a consummate politician."
"She's very, very smart," she said.
..Mrs Holmes a Court did not indicate whether she or her companies had

financially supported either of the main parties but she denied she had contributed to
the campaign for a local woman candidate in the coming State election.

This article is from The Auistralian Financial Review, I presume that we are talking about the
seat of Perth. The article continues -

She said her late husband, Robert, had sought to keep the group's business affairs at
anus length from government.

How close was that arm's length from Government in 1988? The article continues -

In a wide-ranging interview, Mrs Holmes a Court ducked a direct question about
whether she was a Labor supporter.

I have referred to Janet Holmes a Court because she has 792 million good reasons why she
should be a good Labor supporter. She is totally dependent on a donation paid by this
Government, through the State Government Insurance Commission, to the Holmes a Court
family companies in 1988. The point is we do not know why. I have never met Janet
Holmes a Court and have no knowledge of her character, but I have knowledge -

Mrs Beggs: She is an absolutely fine woman and your comments about her tonight are a
disgrace.
Mr TRENORDEN: Will the Minister tell me which comments?
Mrs Beggs: I am referring to the fact that you said Janet Holmes a Court would be a Labor
supporter for the reasons you have just stated. That is an absolute disgrace. She is a woman
of the highest integrity and I am appalled at the statements you have just made.
Mr TRENORDEN: Is she supporting the ALP candidate for the Perth electorate?
Mrs Beggs: No; she is nor.
Mr MacKinnon: How do you know?
Mr TRENORDEN: The candidate for that electorate was running around only a few months
ago with a flier which contained a list of supporters, among whom was Janet Holmes a
Court's name.
Mrs Beggs: She may be supporting her in spirit. This issue was aired on Radio 6PR. The
candidate herself phoned 6PR and said that the only financial support she received from
Janet Holmes a Court was when she bought a ticket worth $20 to a breakfast. It is quite
appropriate for her to support Diana Warnock as a candidate.
Mir TRENORDEN: Does the Minister think ir is totally inappropriate for me, as an elected
person of the State, to ask why her Government - she was a Minister at the time - decided
that the Holmes a Court group of family companies was worth $792 million? We now all
know about a direction from Mr Wyvern Rees at a board meeting to buy those assets above
the market price at the time.
Mr MacKinnon: Do you know what that Minister said when the Royal Commission asked
that question? She said, "I can't recall."
Mrs Beggs: No; I did not. Why is it that every time he stands up in this Parliament, he
denigrates the reputation of fine human beings in our society?
Mr TRENORDEN: When have I said anything that denigrated Mrs Holmes a Court? I have
merely quoted from newspaper articles. I do not know whether she is qualified to be a good
board member. I am not saying whether she is; I am merely saying that she would not be in
that position if the Minister, as an individual, had not decided that the Holmes a Court group
of families was worth support. Why did she do that?
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Mrs Beggs: I am asking you the question.
Mr TRENORDEN: Can the Leader of the House tell me why he did it?
Mr Pearce: Did what?
Mr TRENORDEN: The issue is now four years old; therefore it is not hot. Would those
Ministers please tell me why that money was paid; I am curious. We know the reasons
behind the PICL issues and others. Why did the Minister decide to tell the SGIC to bail out
the Holmes a Court group?
Mrs Beggs: We did not.
Mr Pearce: We gave no such instructions.
Mr MacKinnon: The Royal Commission evidence shows conclusively -

Mr TRENORDEN: I cannot quote Mr Wyvern Rees exactly, but he told the Royal
Commission that he was there to do the will of the Government and that he was an
instrument of the Government.
Mr Pearce: Many people have said things about that. We will see what the Royal
Commission says about it.
Mr TRENORDEN: One thing is certain, the Leader of the House will not be able to give the
reasons that the SGIC paid out that money. I say good luck to Janet Holmes a Court; let her
have whatever success she can. Nonetheless, the taxpayers of Western Australia have a
reasonable right to know why the Government took that action. Janet Holmes a Court is
enjoying the benefits of a career; and so she may. However, undeniably, she would not be in
that position if the Minister had not bailed her out.
Mrs Beggs: That is absolute nonsense.
Mr TRENORDEN: Is the Minister denying that the SQIC paid out $792 million to Robert
Holmes a Court?
Mrs Beggs: I am saying that Janet Holmes a Court is a woman of great attribute and high
intelligence, and is very capable. The way that you have come into this Parliament and tried
to denigrate her is an absolute disgrace.
Mr TRENORDEN: When did I say she was none of those things? I did not say that.
Mrs Beggs: Why don't you make a speech about Robert Holmes a Court?
Mr TRENORDEN: I have made the point I wished to make. The Deputy Speaker and
members know that I have had a great interest in the 5010 and the SCIC for a long time.
Despite what the Minister has rabbited on about in her interjections, I do not know Mrs
Holmes a Court and I have no animosity towards her. However, after examining articles in
the Press my curiosity led me to ask the Government why that money was paid to the
Holmes a Court family. Four years after the event, Government members will not tell the
House why they did it. The annual report of the SGIC last week showed a loss of
$350 million. Who will pay back that money?
Mr Mac Kinnon: On which properties did they lose the money?
Mr TRENORDEN: They lost it all to the Holmes a Court group. Almost $800 million worth
of assets purchased by the -SGIC was written down, the last time I saw, to about
$150 million. The reason for that is that the SOIC sold the Broken Hill Proprietary Co Ltd
shares for $80 million shortly after it bought them. Apart from that, all the prices have
collapsed to the point where the taxpayers of Western Australia must now find $350 million
to fill up the SOIC as best they can. The SGIO was formed in 1926 by a Labor Governiment;
it took all those years to accumulate $50 million worth of assets.
Members opposite blew it in a few short years. How long would it take the State to get rid of
$350 million of liability?
Mrs Beggs: The member for Avon is an embarrassment to the National Party.
Mr TRENOIRDEN: The Minister is responsible for those losses and she will not stay here
and face it.
Mr MacKinnon: She can't recall.
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Mr TRENORDEN: That is right. She was in the Cabinet room and making the decisions.
Why is the SOIC $350 million in the red?
Mr Pearce: Those decisions were not made in the Cabinet room.
Mr TRENORDEN: Who is responsible for them? Who made the decisions?
Mr Pearce: That is a matter for the Royal Commission to determine,
Mr TRENORDEN: The unfortunate thing is that the taxpayers of Western Australia will
have to pay back that money. Last year, third party insurance premiums went up by 50 per
cent in two bites.
Mr Pearce: They are still less than they are in New South Wales.
Mr TR.ENQRDEN: It does not matter what they are in New South Wales. They could have
been 50 per cent less here than they are now.
Mr Pearce: Did they not teach you about claims experience in the insurance industry?
Mr TRENORDEN: Yes, they did. This has nothing to do with the enormous capital losses
which the SOIC has suffered at this Government's hands.
In reading about the successes of Janet Holmes a Court - good luck to her - it occurred to me
that there is one very important question that needs answering. Why did the money flow
through so quickly - in so few days - to rescue the Holmes a Court group of companies when
the Westpac Banking Corporation was foreclosing? Why did it happen? That question is
unanswered. It is curious that those matters were raised in newspaper articles. Maybe
somebody in the 1-eytesbury group of companies will explain why that happened.
Very recently, the 110 kilometres an hour speed limit on the Brookxon Highway was reduced
to 100 kilometres an hour. A number of fatalities have occurred on that road and I guess the
Main Roads Department acted in response to that. However, reducing the speed limit to 100
kilometres an hour is not satisfactory because a gravel road that crosses the Brookton
Highway, the York-Williams Road, one of the most dangerous roads that I drive on, can be
travelled at 110 kilometres an hour. When I spoke to the Main Roads Department people
about it, I was told chat 80 to 90 per cent of people who drive on the Brookion Highway
travel at 100 kilomeres an hour anyway. The question I ask is, why did the MRD restrict the
speed limit to 100 kilometres an hour?
The emphasis placed on deaths on roads is interesting. One of the sad things in my electorate
is the high suicide rate among 17 to 23 year olds. That rate is twice the rate of deaths
resulting from motor vehicle accidents. Obviously, society does not have the same concerns
about youth suicides as it has about road deaths. Somebody in the Main Roads Department
has a responsibility to explain to the large number of people who use the Brookton Highway
why the speed limit on that highway has been reduced to 100 kilometres an hour, particularly
as they are taxpayers and a large amount of the taxes they pay are going into the Joondalup
railway line. Why is the Brookton Highway not being upgraded? A reduction in the speed
limit on that road is an admission that the State Government will not spend money on it and
has used a simple remedy to solve the problem; that is, reduce the speed limit. It is a very
hot and important issue in that area. I was hoping that the Deputy Premier would be in the
Chamber.
Mrs Watkins: He is paired.
Mr TRENORDEN: I will still raise this matter because the Deputy Premier and I were
glaring at each other a couple of days ago. I will read parts of an editorial that appeared in
the Avon Valley Advocate on 18 August. The editorial related to the Meenaar industrial park
in Northamn. It is one of the main events that has happened in that area for some time and is
sponsored by the Avon Community Development Foundation, The editorial refers to a
proposed noodle plant and says -

Confir-mation that the project is a real possibility is therefore tremendous news.
The last paragraph states -

And we must pay tribute to the people of vision - the ACDF, MLA Max Trenorden
and Deputy Premier Ian Taylor - all of whom believed in Meennar when it was
nothing more than a concept plan.
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Ian Taylor) the Deputy Premier, is held in very high regard by the Avon community for the
effort he put into investigating the issues that arose on this matter. He has always made
himself available to deputations, and his staff have always been very helpful. Politics aside,
Ian Taylor should be praised for his efforts. The only Labor Party candidate who could give
me a shake in my seat would be Ian Taylor - not that he would do it - because he is well
respected and he has that respect for the hard work he did.
I would like to raise a number of issues, but I have used up my time. However, a very
important issue in my area is elderly parents with middle aged mentally disabled children,
There are at least half a dozen families who have enormous difficulty in coping with their
children at home who are my age and older. In one family I know of, the mother is 80 years
old and the husband is older and is seriously ill with cancer. One is not as agile at 80 years
of age as one used to be. She looks after a 50 year old mentally disabled individual and
cannot obtain enough assistance by way of respite. However, accommodation is the real
problem. A meeting was held very recently at West Perth and many people attended. This
Government needs to pursue this issue because elderly people with mentally disabled and
other handicapped children cannot look after them. The Government's policy of keeping
these people in the community is commendable. However, there is a group that always has
difficulty fitting into any plan. Unfort 'unately, many people in rural Western Australia are
experiencing considerable pain over this issue.
I have also received quite a bit of reaction from returned soldiers in my area. I know the
Minister for Housing has come in for some flak over charges for accommodation being taken
from the pensions of returned soldiers. I hope the Minister will reconsider this matter. I am
sure that he is getting a clear message from these returned soldiers. I accept that he is more
than a reasonable individual. The number of returned servicemen and women is, of course,
declining and many of them have been given special pensions because they have
longstanding health problems from fighting in deserts and jungles and from the treatment
they received in prisoner of war camps. They receive a pension in recognition of their
services to this country, but they suffer from ongoing health problems. It is wrong that their
pension is being considered by Homeswcst as part of their income in determining their rents.
I support their claim. Surely it is not a lot of money and it is a claim the Minister should
examine very closely. If this issue were run before the public I am sure they would agree
with me and would recognise the service these people gave to our country. I can tell many
stories about the experiences of our returned soldiers. In Northam there are two brothers
who were both prisoners of war in Japan, in different areas, during the second World War
and atomic bombs were dropped in the areas in which they were stationed. All members
have heard the horrendous stories told by ex-servicemen and the public have sympathy for
them. The Minister should have a long, hard look at what I-omneswest classes as income
when it is calculating rental charges for our returned soldiers.
My electorate has a major problem with land use. I am sure the member for Vasse and I are
the only members in this House who have this problem. A conflict exists in my electorate
between agricultural and private land use and it is time that the Government worked out a
satisfactory balance. The fertile land in the Avon Valley should be retained as agricultural
land and protected from people who want to purchase between five and 10 acres of land.
The price of land is increasing rapidly and is becoming unavailable for agricultural purposes.
On the other side of the coin, people who want to purchase up to 100 acres are entitled to do
so. A balance could be struck by an amendment to the plabning laws. It is a matter that will
be given priority when we are in Government.
The problems confronting teachers in country schools has been brought to my attention on
several occasions and it is another matter to which the Opposition will give priority when in
Government. There is no point bringing these matters to the attention of this Government
when an election is only a few months away because they wilt attract very little response.
However, although the student numbers in our country schools may decrease, the number of
teachers should not be decreased. Generally, the situation of student numbers is rectified the
following year when other families move into the area.
This Budget has not made a huge impact on the community. Unfortunately for the Treasurer
she is seen to be good juggler of figures, but not many people believe that there was an
$11 million surplus in last year's Budget. I hope the measures which have been undertaken
by the Governiment will start to impact positively on the community. Politics aside, Western
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Australians cannot stand the pain for very much longer. Companies are collapsing, people
are hurting, too many cars are being repossessed and too many families are suffering from
undue stress. I am sure we all want the economy to pick up. In the next six months the
Opposition will put forward its point of view to the community on how the economy can be
improved. No doubt the Government will argue its point of view also. I sincerely hope that
within the next six months the economy improves and that people get back some dignity.
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [8.55 pm]: I realise at this late stage of the debate on the
Appropriation (Consolidated Revenue Fund) Bill chat this is not the most popular time to
speak. Several members from both sides of the House have urged me to shorten the debate
by not speaking. However, having dragged myself back to this place for this extra session
tonight I should address the points which are worrying me. These points are not about the
Budget, but about a topic I have had cause to comment on over the years; that is, the
development in the Perth central business district. Given that this is one of the last
opportunities I will have to make any substantial comments on a topic very relevant to the
electorate of Perth and is in line with a matter I have been thinking about for a few years, I
thought it was worth raising this matter tonight. Whether it is, remains to be seen.
The electorate of Perth encompasses the central business district, an area of which is the
focus of a good deal of private and public sector investment - it always has been and, no
doubt, it always will be. Over the last 10 to 20 years there has been a volatile mixture of
State and private investment, some of which the member for Avon referred to, but,
regrettably, it has led this State into a lot of problems.
Members will recall that shortly after I came into this Parliament I spoke about the Perth City
Council's role at that time in not controlling developnrint in the city centre. In the early
l980s the council allowed the planning system to be rorted to the benefit of a few people
who were lucky enough to have shares in those developments, rather than to the benefit of
the city. I will not retread that ground. While initially encouraging the analysis of the Perth
City Council's biased role in its failure to control the excesses of development and its ability
to play into the hands of the vested interests, it is regrettable that the Government, having
taken up the matter through the then Minister for Planning, the now Minister for the
Environment, did not follow up the matter and still has not. In the meantime, some things
have changed and I will come back to that.
The Mant report, which was commissioned following the controversy which my contribution
helped to fuel, was brought down in 1988 and recommended wide ranging changes to the
structure of Perth's planning system, particularly closer control over large developments in
the city so that they could more reliably be seen to conform to the planning rules for the city
centre. The moves in that direction have been fairly mediocre and paltry. I know the
Minister for Planning has raised this topic on several occasions in public forums and it is a
matter of considerable controversy. It is disappointing that five years later the matter is still
unresolved. I will refer briefly to some of the reasons that that might be the case.
First, there was a backlash from the Perth City Council. Once the attacks various people
made on the council's planning system made their way into the public arena the council, for
its own reasons, took it as a personal affront and refused to cooperate in the idea of
restructuring the planning system so that the State and public might have a greater say in the
development of the city.
Under the stewardship of Lord Mayor Hopkins the council commissioned a number of
reports which criticised the concept of the State's being involved more closely in the central
city area's planning system. The final report, which was released just prior to the last
mayoral election - it did not do Lord Mayor Hopkins much good - promoted the case that if
there were to be any restructuring of powers in the city it should be towards an inner city
municipality. In other words, the solution was a change of municipal boundaries rather than
a rearrangement of the planning powers. That, of course, is an interesting argument but it is
much more difficult to achieve than any change of planning powers. Local government
boundaries are very dear to people's hearts and it is not an easy thing to achieve, however
rational it might appear to be. I believe some of the opposition from the Perth City Council
from 1987 to 1991 came not so much from a desire to protect the ratepayers and residents of
the City of Perth - as the councillors of the day would have us believe - but more to continue
to protect the vested interests controlling the planning system in the city. We saw at that
time, as an extension of the things I have talked of previously, the Queens Garden proposal
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to revamp the car park in East Perth and build houses. It was not a bad idea but perhaps in
the wrong location. It has been pointed out by the Press and many commentators that the
proposed deal put together by the council suffered from many flaws, including a lack of
proper tendering processes and an apparent favouritism to particular developers linked to
certan councillors. I think the council's desire to protect its cosy deals that were going on at
the time had something at least to do with its opposition to changes proposed to these
planning powers. It is ironical that the Lord Mayor between 1981 and 199 1, who was elected
on an anti-corruption platform, appeared to become involved in a series of nefarious deals
which were no good at a for the council's reputation. That is one factor which prevented
the council's planning powers from being restructured. Of course, since those times the
council has changed and, more recently, has changed again. There has been a change of
Lord Mayor and, whatever one might think of his politics, there is no doubt in my mind that
he has no vested interest or axe to grind in terms of property development in the central
business district. In that respect, compared to his predecessors, he brings a fresh and very
dynamic approach to the management of the city.
Another thing thai has happened is that the council has much more community resident
representation than it used to have - so much so that the business community, the Chamber of
Commerce and Industry in particular, keep complaining about the suburban residents
controlling the fate of the city centre. If chat is true - I am not sure how true it is - one of the
reasons is that the City of Perth councillors are now much more representative of their wards
than they were in the past. During my time on the council it was a rarity for councillors to
live in their wards. Most lived in Dalkeith and other affluent residential areas and, although
they may have owned property in the city, they had little to do with the residential
development in the city except in investment terms. Nowadays, most councillors not only
live in the wards they represent but also truly represent resident functions as opposed to
being part of the cosy development club that previously dominated the council. Perhaps the
case for restructuring the council's planning systemn is slightly weaker than it was in that the
council is now paying greater attention to the public interest rather than to the private
interest,
Another factor overlooked in this question - this puzzled me for a long time - is that when I
drew attention to the rorts of the planning system that were going on at the council level, it
did not occur to me fully that various arms of the State apparatus were involved in
manipulating the planning system to almost as great an extent as was evident at the local
level. This is connected to the large number of investments that State instrumentalities had
in the CED in their unhappy flirtation with finance capital. I am not trying to answer the
question of whether or not this was corruption in the terms I previously defined in this
House. It is tricky ground that I will try to avoid. I do not suggest that anyone in the State
agencies or in Government necessarily benefited in a personal, financial sense. I am not
suggesting that, but I am suggesting that the development of the CBD and the attempt to
raise property values in the CBD was part of a broader Government strategy which misfired
very badly and had extremely serious ramifications for the planning of the city, not to
mention the finances of the State. Looking back on that period and going back to the 1983
election policy speech of the Burke Government, although 10 years later it is difficult to
construct exactly what was happening at that point, it seems to me that the Government was
overtaken by a development frenzy. It had the belief that by getting mixed up with the
entrepreneurs involved in city development, such as Bond, Connell, Roberts and Dempster, it
would be partners in a new era of prosperity in Western Australia and that the public would
share in those benefits through lower taxes. This would, of course, help to keep the
Government popular with the business community and the voting community. That was the
theory. The central part of this proposal was the Western Australian Development
Corporation. In introducing that Western Australian Development Corporation in November
1983 the Premier of the day, Mr Brian Burke, said -

This Bill seeks to implement a major policy initiative of the Government which was
foreshadowed in the Australian Labor Party's policy statements before the February
elections.
It is a key part of our programme to assist the growth and development of business
enterprises in Western Australia and to put this State back on the path to economic
growth and prosperity.
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Ten years later that rings a little hollow but I am sure it was well meant at the time. He
continued -

The Government believes that our greatest challenge in the 1980s and 1990s is to
establish Western Australia as a major developer on its own terms in the face of
mounting foreign competition..

He also said -

It also means reducing the dependency of Western Australian business on overseas
capital.

It seems that the WALDC thrust was part of an attempt to reduce Western Australia's well
known dependence on overseas capital, and to mobilise local capital to the benefit of
economic development in this State and to the benefit of the Western Australian population.
At that time, of course, the Premier, among others, was very fulsome in his praise of the new
breed of entrepreneurs. At one point he talked of entrepreneurs coming Over the parapets
into Dailceith and attacking the establishment that previously had dominated the shores of
Peppermint Grove and chat part of the western suburbs. He talked of Bond, Connell, Roberts
and company flying over the parapets and establishing their places in the wealthy western
suburbs.
Mr Wiese: They did not last long.
Dr ALEXANDER: No, they did not last and neither did the fortunes they helped to create
for which we are now all bearing the burden. It is hard to know from my perspective the
motives of the politicians involved in that; one can only go from the public record and a few
other things. There were two fatal flaws in all of this, apart from playing into the hands of
the entrepreneurs, as history has subsequently shown us. Firstly, the body known as the
Curtin Foundation was set up. All of those entrepreneurs were members of that foundation
set up to fund the Labor Party, and to help overcome the financial problems the party has
always been bedevilled with. As a former member of that party, I can certainly testify that
that is the case. For many people in the Labor Party at the time it seemed a brilliant idea to
get the business community on side, to tap local capital and get the dollars out of their
pockets.
Mr Cunningham: And to help fund elections.
Dr ALEXANDER: It probably helped to fund my election, ironically enough.
Mr Cunningham: It did; I assure you of that.
Dr ALEXANDER: I would like to talk to the member for Marangaroo about that; he
probably knows more about it than I do. Perhaps ignorance is bliss in this case. Many
people in the Labor Party at the time were taken with the Curtin Foundation's philosophy,
but others - the renegades in the Penth City Council, for instance, of which I was accused of
being one - suggested to the party hierarchy that there would be problems keeping the
entrepreneurs at arm's length. The question was asked, if they were going to raise all that
money for the party, how were they to be kept at arm's length from the Government so that it
did not become involved in dodgy business.
The reaction from the party hierarchy, not the Premier but the paid officials, was to send
people from the branches to talk to us "mnalcon cents", as we were called. They said to us that
we were malcontents causing trouble. If that did not wash they said we could trust them to
keep the entrepreneurs at arm's length and that it was no problem. The party was allegedly
set up in a way that kept those people at arm's length.
Mr McNee: They were in bed with them already, weren't they?
Dr ALEXANDER: I am coming to that. One of the members of the Curtin Foundation,
perhaps only a minor player in the scheme of things, happened to be councillor Rod Evans of
the City of Perth. As I have mentioned in this Chamber before, he and I did not see eye to
eye on a lot of development matters for a variety of reasons. It seemed to me that councillor
Evans, with his considerable interests in property in the East Perth area, often sought to take
advantage of developments and planning proposals for the area. When I, in the eyes of some
unfairly, attacked him at the State Executive meeting of the Labor Party a former secretary of
the party came to me and told me to lay off Rod Evans. That happened at a social gathering.
I asked him why I should lay off when I thought he was toning the planning system and
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doing us all out of a lot of hard earned dollars while at the same time reflecting badly on the
Labor Party. I was told to make no mistake about it that the man was a friend of the Labor
Party. I asked what was meant by the person saying he was a friend of the Labor Party and
was told that he was an important donor. That, [ think, encapsulates a lot of what had started
to go wrong. I raise this matter because it illustrates the way in which the party hierarchy
and the party generally was starting to become compromised by its reliance on these finance
capitalists for funding.
Mr Bloffwitch: That makes the Holmes a Court story a lot more viable.
Dr ALEXANDER: I do not know the details of that, but it seems to fit the same pattern. At
the time I can remember the Premier, Brian Burke, saying his main objective was to keep the
ALP in Government. In fact, he went so far at one gathering as to say that he did not have
any strong ideology except a commitment to keeping the Labor Party in Government. That
was fine, in a sense, and he was good at doing that for a while. Again, it seems to me that it
led to an over-reliance on those finance capitalists and, in the end, to a series of very difficult
decisions and deals which seemed to lend favours to these same people who were members
of the Curtin Foundation.
I will give a few examples of this. First, of course, there was the casino. I was on the Perth
City Council at the time the casino was being discussed. It was obvious that the Government
was going to have its way no matter what the Perth City Council said, so there was no huge
point in many of us councillors opposing the Government on the development because
whatever happened it was to go ahead.
Mr Bloffwitch: Like the brewery site.
Dr ALEXANDER: Yes, indeed, in the same way. The council was overruled then about the
casino as it has been overruled now about the old Swan Brewery. The city planner pointed
out at the time that the area upon which the casino now stands with its resort complex was in
fact zoned as public open space as pant of the metropolitan region scheme.
Mr Bloffwirch: And a prestige area.
Dr ALEXANDER: It could have been. We were told that it was a rubbish tip and this
development would enhance it.
Mr Bloffwitch: It had been the site of landfill for 20 years to make something nice out of it.
Dr ALEXANDER: I think the site has been improved by the casino development, but that is
a matter of judgment. That happening completely contravened the council's planning
scheme and the metropolitan region town planning scheme. As I understand it, the previous
Metropolitan Region Planning Commissioner was very vociferous in his protests to the
Government about that project. Although I am no ideological friend of David Canr's his
standing up to the authorities and underlining the zoning of the MRPS I believe was one of
the reasons why he was moved on; because he had the Courage to stand up to the
Government in its attempts, successful in the end, to rezone that area.
Mr Blotfwitch: It is a pity that many people of courage end up paying the ultimate price.
Dr ALEXANDER: Yes. Secondly, the casino sponsor was the Dempster group in
conjunction with some questionable interests from overseas. It became pretty clear publicly
that the Dempster group somehow got the inside running at the beginning and kept it all the
way. The question is whether the other groups who bid for the casino had any funding links
with the Government or the Labor Party. The answer is no. It seems more than a little
coincidental that the group that got the casino inside running also happened to be a major
donor to the Curtin Foundation. I point here to that coincidence and the way in which I
believe the decision making process of the Government started to become corrupt.
The second example of this was the Bond tower. My previous comments on this point
clearly to the council's role in allowing extra development in terms of parking and height of
that tower that certainly should not have been allowed. The next part of the story is that once
that ron had got through the system the State Government involved the R & I Bank, which
became an equity partner in the development. I believe that was one of the reasons there was
sufficient capital to develop the site which had sat vacant for many years. The R & I Bank
insisted - and remember this is the State's hank acting on behalf of the people - that the hotel,
which was supposed to be kept open to the public, be closed and become a banking chamber.
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That move helped to breach the conditions the city council had laid down. Then, when the
Band Corporation needed to bail out of that development because it could not pay its bills, to
whom did it sell the remaining share? The R & I Bank! My advice from people who 1 think
know the financial system better than I do was that the bank paid at least 25 per cent over
valuation for the second half of that property. I happened to be in contact with people
working for overseas investment interests at that time and it was common knowledge among
diem, and I am sure among the local finance investors, that die R & I Bank paid far too much
for that second half share.
Mr Lewis: To be fair, I think they were required to pay a bit of a premium to get the whole
lot.
Dr ALEXANDER: That may account for some of that 25 per cent. However, it seems to me
that the R & I Bank went to a great deal of trouble to secure that property.
Mr Bloffwitch:- One would have thought the bank would be in home loans and looking after
the citizens of the State, not corporate high flyers.
Dr ALEXANDER: No doubt the R & I Bank saw that purchase as a good investment and
maybe it will be in the long term. However, given the way property values have gone in the
past five to 10 years, it will be a long time before it recovers that money.
Mr Lewis: It is a lot better than Central Park.
Dr ALEXANDER: It may be. I will get to that shortly. To my mind those actions formed
part of a pattern. The point I missed in my speeches of 1987 was that at the very time I was
accusing the council of being too close to these developers and playing into the hands of
vested interests State instrumentalities seemed to be doing exactly the same thing.
Mr Lewis: You were a bit hardi on me!
Dr ALEXANDER: I do not believe so, but I will not go over that ground again.
The next example is the David Jones site across the road. The story of that has been told
enough times for me not to have to go over the details here but simply to say that that
development, Central Park, as it is more commonly known - and the "park" seems to be the
smallest theme of the development so far as I can see because the site is surrounded by
wonderful pictures of leaves and trees but when one actually -

Mr Bloffwitch: It is pretty stark at the moment.
Dr ALEXANDER: Yes. When it is completed it may be a bit better, but it will be many
years before we will see the real benefit of that park. In any event, in exchange for the
developers providing that so-called park, they were given 800 car parking spaces over the
limit. There are 1 000 car parking spaces below that building. There should only be 200. As
I understand it, that is the most blatant breach on record of the Perth City Council's parking
policy. Okay, blame it on the council, but of course any breach like that, or any change to
die parking regulations like that, must receive approval at Government level.
Mr Bloffwitch: Is it a multistoreyed car park?
Dr ALEXANDER: Yes. Itris five or six storeys under the ground. I understand that
Government approval was given for that serious breach of planning laws only under duress
from senior ranks in the Government of the day; in other words under direction from the
Premier of the day, who said, "You will approve this, or watch out!" I do nor have any first
hand evidence of that, but that is what I have been told. It would appear that if that were an
instruction from the Premier of die day, that judgment just might have been influenced by the
players who were involved in that development.
There are other examples, but I do not think I need to go through them. Some of them are
outside the City of Perth and some are inside. Observation City at Scarborough Beach is an
example from the early days of die Labor Government where the Government, having
promised to minimise or, in fact, prevent high rise development on Scarborough Beach, then
oversaw the construction of Observation City. That issue has been dealt with by the Royal
Commission and I will not try to prejudge its findings. I do not think either side of die
political spectrum comes out of diat deal particularly well.
Mr Bloffwitch: It was under the control of the Stirling City Council.
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Dr ALEXANDER: Yes, and of the Stare Government secondarily, but the fact that the same
injections of capital, through Bond Corporation in this case, were involved, seems to have
played havoc with the planning processes and controls on that development. Other examples
can be drawn from the old Swan Brewery and, more recently, from the University of Notre
Dame development, which we have debated endlessly in this Chamber.
After Brian Burke left the scene in late 1987 - a well timed political departure - Peter
Dowding arrived. I remember Peter Dowding saying, I think half way through 1988, or
perhaps later, that WA Inc was dead. I remember my being a bit sceptical about that at the
rime but thinking, "Okay, that is fantastic."
Mr Wiese: The only thing that is left after that death is the smell!
Dr ALEXANDER: Yes. Four years later we still have the smell. The death was certainly
not complete and the coffin was very smelly indeed.
Earlier in that year, the Labor Parry advisers had finally caught up with the fact that the
Curtin Foundation and the deals were causing problems for the Government, and they said to
the Government very firmly, from my recollection, "No more deals. The public are sick of
these deals, and if you do any more you will not get re-elected." Of course, that was enough
to send shivers down the political spines of all those present, and the Government announced
a few months later that WA Inc was dead. However, at the same time the Government was
doing the Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd deal, and that emerged only after the 1989
election. It became apparent after that election that the Government had been compromised
seriously by that deal. Again, the Bond and Dempster interests were present, and of course
that was all connected with Connell and the attempted bail out of Rothwells, the story of
which is now well known.
Mr Bloffwitch: It was the transfer of State money to try to prop up Rothwells, was it not?
Dr ALEXANDER: That is what happened in the end. Whether that was the intention at the
start, I still do not know. I do not think so. I presume the motives were not that to begin
with. They did not set out with the intention of ripping off the State and putting all that
money into private hands. If they did, I would be even more disillusioned than I am now.
Mr Bradshaw: You are not telling me that that company had a value of $400 million?
Dr ALEXANDER: No. When it comes to Rothwells, obviously the company had to be kept
afloat at any price, or that was the objective, but by that time the original objective had been
lost sight of totally. I personally do nor believe the PICL project was ever teal. Some people
in our party room were convinced that it was. I never was. I always was suspicious of it.
However, like other people, I did not know the full story until after the final collapse of
Rothwells. and the Royal Commission had commenced its inquiries. I do not think it was a
real project in that sense, but by that time panic had overtaken the Government and that was
the only political way that it could see to get itself through the 1989 election; and of course it
succeeded in that regard.
Mr Bradshaw: It was a tragedy for the people of Western Australia.
Dr ALEXANDER: Absolutely. We have been paying the price in the subsequent five years
and we will probably be paying the price for the next five, 10 or even 20 years. It was a
disastrous investment decision, but it all started from the same cosy relationship between
State and capital.
The end result is that the State is a little bit short of money and that whatever may be the
merits of the current Budget - and I suppose it does have some - we have problems with
funding many of the investments in the public sector. In the meantime, the Government has
invested extensively in the extension and electrification of the suburban rail system, and I am
a strong supporter of that investment decision.
Mr Trenorden: With the exception of the Fitzgerald Street bus bridge!
Dr ALEXANDER: Indeed.
Mr Graham: And red lines!
Dr ALEXANDER: Yes. The new Liberal policy is red lines on roads in the city centre, as I
understand it.
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Mr Bloffwitch: Instead of a bus lane.
Dr ALEXANDER: The way the member for Applecross put it, when he said, "We will paint
red lines all over the muad", I do not think was quite what he was tring to say. I can picture
the member for Applecross out there with a brush and red paint!
Mr Trenorden: It is more likely to be blue!
Dr ALEXANDER: Yes. Think of how much more could have been achieved, and think of
the Fitzgerald Street fiasco. We could have afforded the tunnelling which is needed so badly
in that area, rather than the bridge which was proposed. There is now a total impasse.
Nothing has been done since then.
Mr Trenorden: I was going to ask you about that.
Dr ALEXANDER: Nobody knows what will be done. There has been no announcement.
The Minister for Transport keeps hinting that a solution is there, but in the meantime the
people at the bus station next to the central rail station are totally uncertain. They have been
told that the bus station may be closed down because all operations will be transferred to the
failing bus port on the Esplanade, and in the meantime there is still no way for buses to get
across the railway line.
Mr Trenorden: The bus port on the Esplanade is easy to manage because there is no-one
down there to administer.
Dr ALEXANDER: The Government is doing its best to get people to use it. The double
page spread in Saturday's The West Australian must have cost thousands of dollars.
Mr Bloffwitch: It is another white elephant.
Dr ALEXANDER: Of course not; it is just that it is not going quite as well as the
Government had planned. In my opinion, it was in the wrong place right from the beginning,
but that is another issue. Think of the extra infrastructure that could have been funded if the
losses had not been incurred. Everyone has a favourite list, of course, but one that was
mentioned yesterday in debate was the sewerage backlog of $1 billion. Everyone asks how
on earth the Government could ever get hold of that sort of money, but how much money has
been lost in the last six years? It would be close to $1 billion, and by some estimates it may
be more. We could have made a substantial inroad, even if only 20 per cent of that money
were spent on the sewerage backlog, as opposed to the $5 million or $20 million that is
currently being spent.
Mr Bloffwitch: That is our interest bill.
Dr ALEXANDER: That is another part of the problem. That has been compounded. It is
not necessarily a new problem.
In the meantime the developments to which I have referred, such as the Bond tower and cte
David Jones development, have only compounded parking problems in the central city.
While it is fine to be able to get parking whenever one likes close to the shopping centres,
without doubt those parking areas encourage commuters to drive into the city, and that
undermines the public transport investments in which the Government has been involved.
One of the greatest incentives for people to take their cars to work is the ready availability of
parking space- Let us face it, most of us would drive to work if we knew that we could easily
get a parking spot at the other end, because of the convenience factor.
Mr Bradshaw: The Federal Government will fix that with fringe benefits tax.
Dr ALEXANDER: That is just one way around it. I personally think the spreading of the
FBT into that area is a good thing but I doubt that it will solve the parking problem. It might
make a small contribution in that regard.
Mr Wiese interjected.
Dr ALEXANDER: Perhaps we will have a goods and services tax on bus fares. I hope that
we do not.
Mrt Bloffwicch interjected.
Dr ALEXANDER: Let us hope that the member does not privatise the bus service. We will
be in trouble then.
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Mr Wiese interjected.
Dr ALEXANDER: That will only encourage more people to drive, I am being diverted
slightly here. The parking spaces created as a result of these developments have certainly
contributed to traffic and congestion problems in the central business district. That has
undermined the Government's attempts to build up public =rasport usage, commendable
though those attempts might be. Partly as a result of huge investments and redundant office
space, the CBD has become even more of a dead heart than previously. To its credit, the
Government has more recently talked about bringing back residential population to the city
but so far, while the rhetoric has been good, we have not had a huge amount of action. Once
again, one of the reasons for that is the lack of funds.
A Government member interjected
Dr ALEXANDER: Action is on the way; that is good to hear.
Mr Trenorden interjected.
Dr ALEXANDER: Telecommiuting is one of those factors which is forecast frequently as
meaning the end of the journey to work, the end of office space, and so on. I find that 20 per
cent figure surprisingly high. It is interesting to know but the reading I have done suggests
that the impact of telecommuting is not as dramatic as people have expected; so in the short
term people start working at home but in the long term many of them drift back to working in
a central or suburban establishment because they find they cannot cope with working solely
at home.
Mr Trenorden interjected.
Dr ALEXANDER: That is true. I think that will underline the obsolescence of the
invesument. Of course, at the time, no-one foresaw that, whether in the public or private
sector. It opens up the possibility of converting some of the commercial space to other uses,
such as residential. I know that will be a difficult and expensive process.
Mr Trenorden interjected.
Dr ALEXANDER: I would not mind an apartment on the 51 st floor of the Bond tower. I
would not be able to afford it, even on my generous salary, but it opens up the possibility of
conventing the buildings to more productive uses. I hope the Government, if it is considering
these initiatives - and one cannot help being cynical, in the period leading up to an election -
will look seriously at the possibility of converting some of the obsolescent office space to
more productive uses. I guess at the end of the day there are some hopeful signs that the
Government has learnt a very painful lesson from the process of over-investment and getting
too close to the business sector.
Mr Bloffwitch: After the brewery deal, you can say that!
Dr ALEXANDER: I said that there- are some signs. When one considers other
developments, such as the brewery, it seems that the lesson has not been properly learnt. I
was very glad to see the Legislative Council bring the Government back on track a little with
its plans by insisting that the proper planning process be gone through with that
development. Even if it is now, regrettably, inevitable that that development will go ahead,
the very least that can happen is that it will go through the proper channels. Knocking out
the heritage Orders will ensure that that occurs. In the meantime, public opinion is certainly
still against that development. It may be that that will be sufficient in the end to stop the
Government from pursuing that crazy project, but it appears to me that the Government is
determined to pursue the project no matter what.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Dr ALEXANDER: These days, I do. As I said at the beginning, the Perth City Council in
1992 is a very different body from what it was in 1982. 1 do not suggest that the same degree
of rorting and corruption is present now as was present then.
Mr DL. Smith: Perhaps that is because we have a new Minister for Local Government.
Dr ALEXANDER: Is that the reason? I hope the Government will reassess its priorities on
the developments in which it is still involved, such as the old Swan Brewery and the Notre
Dame land grant, which finally it has seen same sense on. It is a pity the Minister for
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Heritage is not here, but even though he regards die latest happening as just an irritant this
may well be a great liability to the Government in the lead-up to the election. Not only will
the Government have to cope with the fallout from the Royal Commission report which, I
understand, is due in a couple of weeks, but also it will have to cope with another section of
the community being totally alienated by the Government's insistence on, first, overriding
public opinion and, second, yet again doing a deal with a developer that has had very strong
links indeed with the discredited Curtin Foundation. Multiplex Constructions Pty Ltd, as
other speakers have said in debates on the brewery matter, is involved in virtually every
development to which I have referred tonight, and in every major development in the city
and suburban areas over the last 10 years. To then involve that same company in a major
development deal which overrides the legitimate processes of planning only compounds the
errors which some of the optimists, including me, thought at one stage the Government had
put behind it.
MR WIESE (Wagin) [9.40 pmj: It is a change for me to speak on a Thursday evening. I
usually manage to score speaking on Thursday afternoon. I have a feeling that Thursday
night is probably even worse than Thursday afternoon. This afternoon I totally changed the
direction that I had intended my Budget speech would go. I must do that because three
things have happened during the day. First, it was announced that our Premier had changed
her mind and cancelled her acceptance of the invitation to attend the official opening of the
Royal Agricultural Society Show at Claremont. Instead, she has decided to undertake a
publicity jaunt to the Eastern States to wave the Eagles flag. That highlights the dreadful
manner in which this Government and this Premier treat rural Western Australia. It is
nothing short of a kick in the groin for the Royal Agricultural Society and rural Western
Australians who look on the annual show as a prestige event on the rural calendar. Rural
people have this opportunity to show what they are doing to assist the economy of this State.
The Premier's decision was a total rejection of everything rural Western Australia is doing. I
totaly condemn it. It was a descent into a publicity stunt that is not worthy of the
Government or the Premier.
Probably the worst aspect of this announcement is that everything this Premier has done so
far has become an absolute disaster. It was interesting to hear the member for Perth run
down the list of some of the issues with which this Government has been involved which
became disasters. Undoubtedly, other members could list many more, but I have compiled a
list: The SG1O has been blended and part of it has been sold off; the SOIC now owes
$350 million as a result of the Government's inept handling of it; Rothwells Ltd and the
Western Women group are bankrupt; and the Central Park building is an empty white
elephant. How much taxpayer money has gone into the old Swan Brewery? The R & I Bank
is meling under a series of disasters which have resulted from political interference and
direction from the Government. The Government Employees Superannuation Board has
been totally gutted. Everything this Government has touched has been a disaster. We now
have the Premier travelling to the Melbourne Cricket Ground, and this will turn a
magnificent Eagles win into another disaster - an eagles defeat.
Several members interjected.
Mr WIESE: I put my money on the Eagles because I believed they would win. Now that the
Premier has put her little fingers into the works, I can just about kiss my money goodbye.
That announcement of the Premier's trip east was the first of the bad news I heard today and
is indicative of the Government's attitude to rural Western Australia.
The second incident was the arrival on my desk this morning of a letter from the Town of
Narrogin. Agricultural Western Australia is crying out for help. The Narrogin Town
Council has only just received - this is also indicative of the Government's attitude - the
Premier's media statement detailing aspects of the State's 1992-93 Budget. The Government
has finally notified the Town of Narrogin about die Budget, and I presume the situation is
similar with other rural towns. Thie letter indicated what the Government would do.
Mr McNee: It would not want to tell them.
Mr WIESE: Yes, and the news did not assist rural people very much. The Narrogin Town
Council comment is indicated in the letter as follows -

Pages 3 & 4 of the statement are, the Council believes, a sad indictment and accurate
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reflection of the distribution of State Government financial assistance within country
Western Australia. Unfortunately the vast agricultural regions of the State have been
virtually ignored.

That is how the Narrogin Town Council received the Premier's announcement on the
Budget. The letter continues -

All they ask for is some tangible assistance in proportion to the significant funding
directed to the prominent regional centres. Country communities in Western
Australia are renowned for their capacity and tenacity in stretching small government
rants through the use of voluntary labour, plant and equipment etc.

That is illustrated by what happened in Narrogin a little over a week ago: The Narrogin
community and Narrogin Government workers were involved in a program organised by the
Narrogin Town Council to work on a major project in that town. Thanks to the Deputy
Premier, Mr Ian Taylor, the Government workers were allowed to become involved in the
project in which $40 000-worth of work was done that day to establish a major project at a
Narrogin creek. This is typical of how rural communities help themselves. It was fantastic
and I take off my hat to Ian Taylor for his involvement with it and for allowing it to happen.
Having received this notification about what would be made available to rural Western
Australia. the reaction from the Town of Narrogin is a cry for help. This town sees
expenditure directed to major coastal rural regional centres but virtually nothing directed to
inland rural Western Australia. These areas have been through the most disastrous economic
times ever faced. People who went through the Great Depression of the 1930s indicate that
current conditions are every bit as bad as they were at that time. Despite these
circumstances, this Government cannot find its way clear to provide assistance. This is an
absolute disgrace! I am sure that many rural towns in inland Western Australia feel the same
way as the Narrogin Town Council.
The third piece of news to amrve on my desk today was even worse and is another example
of the way in which rural Western Australia is being treated by this Government. I
understand that a leak managed to get through to the GWN Network, which made an
announcement which, certainly at that stage, had not been made by the Minister for Tourism.
It was able to announce that virtually all Government tourism offices were to be withdrawn
from regional Western Australia and brought back to the metropolitan area. Apparently the
Minister had planned to make the announcement at a conference on local government and
tourism to be held at York at the end of the month. We do not know where the leak has
come from, whether it was from the Minister's office in order to break the news gently, or
whether it has come from the Tourism Commission to lock the Minister into the
arrangement; however the announcement was leaked and it is now in the public arena. As a
result of that leak, the Minister for Tourism was forced to release a media statement. The
Minister endeavoured to justify the move, which I believe is an absolute tragedy for tourism
in Western Australia, by saying that it was a major restructuring of the Western Australian
regional tourism network that would streamline the Government's involvement in regional
tourism marketing. The media statement says -

Mrs Beggs said the new structure was a big step forward for promoting regional
tourism.

A big step forward - removing the tourism officers and bringing them back to the centre of
Perth? I have spoken in this House before about the Government's policy of regionalisation
which has normally been to move Government departments and agencies from inland rural
Western Australia to the coastal centres of lBunbury and Albany, but this really does beat the
lot. A big step forward that removes all vestiges of the presence of the Tourism Commission
from the country area to the metropolitan area! Mrs Beggs stated -

It is a visionary development that will provide for regional tourism as it expands
through the 1990s.

A visionary step - to pull them out of the country and put them into the city! That is the sont
of vision that this Government and this Minister have about improving tourism in rural
Western Australia. It is even worse than that. Over the last four or five years substantial
steps forward have been taken in promotional tourism in rural and regional Western
Australia. The central south region has had substantial increases in the number of tourists
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coming into the area. flat is partially as a result of having these regional tourist managers in
regional centres such as Narrogin, Albany and Bunbury, but also has been due in no small
part to the enormous amount of work that has been done by the tourism committees scattered
throughout regional Western Australia. Those committees have been successful over the last
four or five years because they have had the assistance of a skilled Tourism Commission
officer based in the region who has been able to provide enormous help and guidance to
regional tourism committees. We have also seen an enormous expansion of the farm stay
concept of holidaying in rural Western Australia. That is just starting to take off and is
making an impact. Just when we were getting these sorts of things off the ground, what do
the Minister for Tourism and this Government do? They have pulled the rug out from
underneath us and taken away the very assistance that has played a large part in helping to
get regional tourism up and running throughout Western Australia. That is a tragedy and this

inister stands totally condemned for what she has just done. I have a very good working
knowledge of the farm stay area because my wife is involved. She has done up a house on
the farm - as have many other wives on farms scattered throughout rural Western Australia.
They have gone out and promoted, without a great deal of help from the Tourism
Commission, farm stay accommodation in the State, interstate and overseas markets; and that
is starting to make an impact. A great many visitors, both family and groups, stay on farms
and live in accommodation such as houses, cottages and even in the farm houses themselves.
Families from the metropolitan area, a great many visitors from Asia and from other
countries, are seeing a part of Western Australia that has never been available to them before
because they could never get onto the farms. As a result of the Minister's restructuring
move, that initiative will be put back substantially. It will not be destroyed because the
people involved are totally dedicated and they will continue to work towards maintaining
tourism, especially farm stay tourism. We could have done without the "visionary
development" that the Minister has imposed on us. We could have done without this "big
step forward" in promoting regional tourism by pulling out the very help given to regional
tourism to get off the ground. That is the third indication I have had today of how this
Government and its Ministers see rural Western Australia. It is small wonder that the people
are totally disillusioned with this Government; small wonder I have to stand in this place and
say that this Government is totally inept and incapable when it comes to handling and
assisting the development of rural Western Australia, especially during the hard times we are
going through in the country at the moment.
I will touch on some of the specific needs of my electorate. Sometimes it is difficult to know
what can be done to provide incentive, initiative and help to get our rural towns and people
out of the difficulties in which they now find themselves. They need to play a role and
identify the strengths within the community; then they can go to the Government to seek
assistance and help with the projects they have identified to assist their towns to retain
employment and jobs. Narrogin, Wagin, Karanning and ocher towns in my electorate have
substantial employment opportunities within the education, medical and other Government
activities. Government agencies play a substantial role in the viability of regional towns.
That is why rural communities scream when they see jobs and work opportunities being
removed from those regional towns to the coastal areas. Government could help in many
ways. Narrogin has substantial projects coming into the town by way of a major upgrading
of the residential hostel and projects of that nature. That will provide a great deal of work
and a number of job opportunities in the community.
Some very substantial projects need also to be put on the agenda and addressed. Education
in Narrogin is a very substantial employer and provides a great deal of money and spending
power in the town. A major educational facility is the Narrogin Agricultural College. The
Narrogin Senior High School is in desperate need of a major upgrade. It was built in 1950
and a number of additions have been built over time. The building and facilities are now
showing their age; they are not up to scratch compared with many other high schools in the
State. The home economics area is outdated and is in desperate need of substantial
upgrading. The words written alongside the students' toilets is that "they are decaying".
That is probably about the best description for them. They ame 40 years old and need
upgrading. The art room is too small and the manual arts room is a shed. The science and
chemical storeroom is cluttered. Drama is an important part of the local scene, but no
facilities are available to provide drama classs at the school. The high school concert band
is of an exceptionally high standard and has travelled and played intrastate and interstate and
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received a great deal of acclaim. However, virtually no facilities are available for it. There
are no facilities available for media subjects and more covered areas are needed. A large
amount of expenditure is needed which, in these exceptional circumstances, could provide a
major boost to employment and expenditure in the town.
The Narrogin Agricultural College is in the same situation. Five girls have been enrolled in
the course over the past two Or three years. Together with the supervisor- guardian, they live
in an old converted house. Their accommodation is deplorable. Seventeen girls are enrolled
for next year, but the facilities are not available in which to house them. It is a condemnation
of a system that 17 young women desperately want an education in agriculture but the
facilities are not available to enable them to participate. Their interest in agriculture is a
reflection of the role women play in agriculture these days; they are intimately involved in all
facets of it. The classroom facilities and the other facilities required for an increase of that
kind are available, but not accommodation. If it were, the places would be filled overnight.
These are examples of the projects which should be promoted in rural Western Australia.
In my Budget speech last year I commented on the plight of the fanning industry and the
rural towns which depend on that industry. Sadly, the outlook this year is not a great deal
better. In some aspects, it is probably even worse. The prices for agricultural products have
not improved on last year's prices; in fact, some are substantially worse. The price of wool
is much lower. Most woolgrowers this year will be battling to clear $3 a kilo, which will not
even cover the cost of a sheep enterprise. The outlook is not good, especially in the light of
recent developments with the European monetary system and the deteriorating Japanese and
American economies. If these circumstances continue for another 12 months, many
properties, especially west of the great southern which depend on sheep and wool and which
cannot row grain, will find themselves under enormnous pressure. The wheat harvest last
year brought considerably better prices than expected. However, because of the American
and European subsidy wars the outlook is not good. Large amounts of heavily subsidised
wheat are being produced in Europe. The European market's surplus is loaded onto world
markets with no regard for its effect on markets or producers in other countries like
Australia. In reaction to the European community's marketing policy the Americans have an
export enhancement scheme which allows its farmers to undercut world wheat prices. If that
continues - it looks like it may - future wheat prices will be disastrous
I do not think people in the cities are aware of what is taking place in the rural communities
Australia-wide. I recently read an interesting article by Tim Hutchings, a farm consultant
and a practising farmer, in an edition of The Quarterly Summary put out by the National
Australia Bank. I recommend that publication to anyone who wants information on rural
matters, not only in Western Australia but also Australia generally. The magazine highlights
some issues to indicate what is really happening. In 1970) one tonne of wheat purchased
2 200 litres of fuel. In 1991, 20 years later, that same tonne of wheat will buy less than 200
litres of fuel. Only by improving productivity have Australian farmers managed to survive.
Today's yields are 40 per cent greater than those in 1970 owing to the improvement in such
things as technology and grain breeds.
As a comparison with the Australian manufacturing industry, over the samne period, broad
acreage has averaged a growth rate improvement of 2.2 per cent. Manufacwuring industry in
Australia over the same period has averaged 1.3 per cent. The future does not look good.
The price we are getting for our produce is no longer meeting the cost of producing it. In
many cases, farmers are not able to afford to put superphosphate or nitrogen fertilisers on
their grain crops. As a result, the trend is one of decreasing yields. The farm plant being
used by farmers to put in the crops and to harvest them is not being replaced and
consequently is ageing. As a result, productivity suffers enormously. A 1991 farm facts
survey of the assets of farmers indicated the alarming trends in farm equipment. Eighty-five
per cent of farm tractors, 91 per cent of harvesters and 99 per cent of farmers' trucks are
more than five years old. In a 1O year profile, 39 per cent of tractors, 50 per cent of
harvesters and an alarming 95 per cent of farm trucks are now over 10 years old. The
average age of wool sheds on farms Australia wide is 45 years, sheep yards 27 years, and
cattle yards 21 or 22 years. Fifty-five per cent of farming is in a less than fair condition.
These trends will be very hard to reverse. The cost of changing over a tractor in 1981 was
$7 000, or the equivalent of 48 tonnes of wheat. In 1991 it costs $53 000, or the equivalent
of 424 tonnes of wheat, to change over the same tractor. The result of that is that very little
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fanyn equipment will be changed over and there will be an enormous decrease in productivity
on a great number of those farms.
Results from all that also show up in other facts and figures. In the five years prior to 1991,
the number of farm machinery dealers was reduced from 2 400 to 950. One can imagine the
devastating effect that has had on rural populations. The same survey showed the standard of
housing has deteriorated when compared with town and city dwellings, and leisure time for
people on farms cannot be compared with the leisure time of people living in the city. A
farmer has 0.6 days a week of leisure while the city dweller has 2 days a week of leisure.
The same trend applies to holidays. All of this means that there has been an enormous
deterioration in the standard of living of people in rural Australia.
People will ask: What on earth can any Government do? Why did this happen? It has
happened as a result of 10 or 15 years of Government policies. High interest rates and other
things have led to an enormous decrease in the ability of our rural and manufacturing
industries to produce and compete. For example, Australia had a very thriving agricultural
machinery industry. That industry has now virtually disappeared. We used to manufacture
tractors, even here in Western Australia, including the Chamberlain and the Acremaster
tractors. They have gone. The same applies to scarifiers, harvesters and ploughs, All of that
major farm equipment is no longer manufactured in Australia; it is imported. One might say
that that is something over which we did not have control. I believe we had enormous
control over it and we may still be able to do something if we act soon enough to reverse that
trend. This Government must urge the Federal Government, as a matter of urgency, to
change the investment allowance and depreciation allowance policies relating to farm
equipment and any other equipment.
Mr Tray: You need local steel at the right price.
Mr Wiese: Again, that is all part of it. I will touch on that in a moment. Let us look first of
all at what we can do. A 40 or 50 per cent investment allowance provided to purchasers of
tractors or other farm equipment compared with a 10 to 15 per cent investment allowance for
equipment brought in from overseas would be an enormous incentive to someone
contemplating buying that equipment. If the same sort of encouragement through an
investment allowance were given to manufacturers so that they can put in place the best
equipment and technology to build up to date factories which are able to compete with
anybody, many industries would return to Australia and compete with any product that is
brought in from overseas. However, we must initiate the steps to make those sorts of
improvements. We have to provide investment and depreciation allowances to encourage
people to invest in new equipment and put in new technology so that Australian workers can
manufacture equipment for use in Australia.
How will we ever persuade anybody to establish a steel industry in Australia when he has to
do it either on borrowed money or through profits, because that is the situation at the present
time. The sorts of investment allowances I have been talking about would be a positive
encouragement to industry, whether it is a steel industry or a tractor manufacturing industry,
to set up in Australia. We must create a climate whereby people are encouraged to build
factories which in turn will provide jobs. However, no-one at the moment seems to want to
talk about doing that.
Mr Tray: One Nation improved investment allowances to a point where they are almost as
good as Malaysia's. So why not do that with the current investment allowance?
Mr WIESE: Because the overall economic climate in Australia is totally opposed to that sort
of development. We are not providing the sort of assistance that will help these people.
Until the previous depreciation changes were introduced, we were able to write off plant and
equipment over five years. We now have to write off the same plant and equipment over the
expected life of the plant or the machinery, which could be over 10 or 15 years depending on
the plant or equipment. Rather than assisting people to put in that sort of plant by the sorts of
means I have referred to, we have been doing the opposite. We have gone the wrong way
with depreciation and have made it harder for people to write off equipment and plant and to
make the investment decisions which will enable them to upgrade their equipment.
The direction this Government and the Federal Government are taking is totally the apposite
of what they should be taking. No-one in this country is making the real noises to turn
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around our economy. It is an absolute tragedy. It is not only this Government which is not
addressing these matters, but also my Federal Opposition colleagues. They are not doing
anything about investment or appreciation allowances. The Fightback package does address
the issues which are required to encourage investment decisions so that jobs are provided.
However, we still have a very long way to go. I hope that both the Federal and State
Governments will promote this sont of change and development in the Australian economy.
I am desperately disappointed at the decisions made by the Ministers of this Government.
These decisions, which I have referred to, are a total disaster to rural Western Australia and,
worse than that, they are indicative of this Government's attitude to rural Western Australia.
While these decisions continue to be made there will be a movement of people out of rural
Western Australia into the coastal regions of this State. This has been occurring for a long
time and this Government must address it and reverse the decisions which have been made.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Treasurer) 110.23 pm]: Obviously it is incumbent on me
to make a few brief remarks in summary. We have had before us for several weeks a Budget
which was designed to assist the Western Australian community, particularly small business.
Although I recognise the comments and criticisms which members opposite have made, the
results achieved in this Budget of a 2.2 per cent increase in expenditure and, therefore, in
revenue is a very responsible one. We have recognised the need to provide to industry
incentives, both by reducing the tax burden on them and providing specific assistance.
In this year's Budget the Government undertook a number of initiatives. Although I have not
necessarily been in the Chamber all the time I have listened to and read the transcripts of the
debates of members opposite. I found, as was the case in the two previous Budgets for which
I have been responsible, a confusing conflict between the apparent desire of members
opposite to reduce the burden on business and the members of the community who pay tax
while, simultaneously, wanting to increase the expenditure of Government. It is not a
formula which, as Treasurer, I can be responsible for overseeing. There have been criticisms
of debt levels, transport policy and rural policy.
The Government has taken a very clear line; that is, that in the current economic climate a
number of things need to be done. Firstly, as I indicated, there have been no increases in
taxes. In fact, there has been significant tax relief for the business community in land tax and
payroll tax. Secondly, there have been no new taxes. We are the only State in the country
which can say that. Indeed, the Grants Commission figures of 18 months ago showed that
Western Australia was second only to Queensland in the low level of its tax take from the
available tax base. I would not hesitate to say that after the analysis of this year's Budget the
result will be that Western Australia is now the lowest in terms of the available base and
what we rake from taxation. There is a limit to how far that can go, but this year the
Government has undertaken to keep the taxation burden on the community, business
particularly, to 2.2 per cent. That is where our revenue stays. It has not been without
considerable pain. We have had to reorganise priorities and ensure that education and health
are insulated from cuts in the public sector. The moves the Government took last year,
moves which were severely criticised by the Opposition, to reduce the size of the public
work force, have resulted in the Government's being able to pass on those savings this year,
and it will continue to do so in subsequent years.
In every financial year there is obviously a need to respond to growth. We have a formula in
the education system which determines the number of students per teacher and the number of
associated staff. We also have agreements in the health system which very much lock us into
a staffing formula. However, with these constraints we have kept well within the resources
available to the State. That has been possible partly because of the Government's decision
last year to introduce a voluntary redundancy scheme paid for, with criticism by the
Opposition, out of borrowings which are and will be more than paid for out of the recurrent
savings from this year's and subsequent years' Budgets.
The first principle is to keep taxes low and reduce the tax burden as a percentage of revenue
to the State and we have done that again in spite of the Opposition's views to the contrary. A
percentage of revenue from the consolidated revenue which is paid for debt repayment
purposes has not increased. Although the State's debt is significant, most of that debt
attaches to the statutory authorities and Government training enterprises. Indeed, a large
proportion of that is associated with the North West Shelf gas project.
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As part of the Budget process the Government outlined a debt management program which
will see the Government significantly reducing the level of debt, particularly as it applies to
those areas of government where the repayment of that debt falls upon consolidated revenue
as opposed to the charged supported level of the debt in our community.
I know that Western Australians are very much of the view that, in a time of economic
downturn, to cut capital works - as has been suggested by some - would be tantamount to
economic suicide. State Governments are limited in the extent to which they can affect the
so-called macroeconomic picture. One of the things we can do is to make sure that our
capital works expenditure is carefully targeted and is having an immediate effect.
In the area of housing the Government has significantly increased its capital expenditure and
hence the borrowings the State has undertaken. We have already had considerable success,
Recent figures show that not only have housing starts increased well above the rest of the
country, but also finance approvals have increased. Today I had evidence that people are
seeing this as a climate in which they can not only buy established homes, but also can start
from scratch to build new homes. Business collapses and problems have reduced
significantly. Today the number of businesses which have been wound up for various
reasons has halved from this time last year and we have seen significant improvements in
that area of the economy. If the Government were to withdraw its effort there would be a
return to the very soft economic figures we have seen in the last 18 months. The
Government makes no apology for a significant injection of capital funds at a time when the
economy is in dire need of stimulation.
The other element of Government policy in relation to the Budget is to provide significant
assistance to new industries in Western Australia. I have noted with interest, both in the
Parliament and elsewhere, that the Opposition specifically excludes that sont of support to the
industry. I make no apology for providing funds, for instance, for a feasibility study on the
Compact Steel proposal. The member for Swan Hills will certainly confirm it is a very
important industry for this State. If it comes to fruition, which I believe it will, the million
dollars the State has spent there will be a very great reward of some several billions of
dollars of investment, downstream processing of our assets and employment. There are other
examples where the Government has clearly indicated its intention to support local industry.
For instance, Delta West Ltd has been provided with Government assistance under that
program. It would otherwise have been unable to compete with the European and United
States markets for new pharmaceutical products. With Government assistance it has been
able to initiate products and product development that would otherwise have gone elsewhere.
We have provided assistance to other companies, including Western Mining Corporation Ltd
with whom we have had some quarrels and which has been able to start up the Nifty copper
project without any undue delay. Western Australia, through the Government, has been able
to initiate new projects, many of which have value beyond the simple quarry mentality. We
will pursue that line of keeping taxes down, making sure the debt is constrained but
nonetheless improving capital works funding, and providing specific incentives to industry.
The Government makes no apology for that. Associated with that will be very significant
injections of funds into our education and training programs. We recognise that in Western
Australia we cannot afford to stand back and assume the skills will be available. It rakes
specific effort and, in conjunction with the Commonwealth Government, we have
significantly increased funding for TAPE and job market programs which will make sure the
community is well placed as the economy recovers to provide the skills needed by industry.
In addition, the Government recognises the importance of our services sector, whether it is
tourism, education or health. Our future lies very clearly with the South East Asian region,
and significant funds have been applied in the Budget to ensure the promotion of the Stare
not only overseas, but also locally. A small but very important initiative I announced today,
together with the industry section of Western Australian, is the campaign to rejuvenate the
birthmark in Western Australia. I know members opposite had a part to play in that and I
commend them for it, particularly the member for Jandakot. It is a mechanism by which to
say to Western Australians that if they are prepared to recognise and purchase the local
product, it will have a very significant impact on Western Australia.
Mr Court: My mother used to purchase tinned peaches at the local shop, and if it did not
stock the brand with the birthmark on it, she would get upset with the manager until he
carried the local product in his stock.
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Dr LAWRENCE: For the most part my mother could not afford to go to the local shop; she
grew the produce in her back garden. Nonetheless, I approve of the Leader of the
Opposition's mother's sentiment and I hope Western Australians will respond to the
promotion, which is very well constructed. The Government does not expect consumers to
make a sacrifice on quality and price, but asks them to make surt the local product is
identified and purchased. flat is an important part of the program the Government has
initiated in the Budget. We ask people to think locally when it comes to purchase and to
think export when it comes to promotion of our product.
I know members opposite want to identify, and some have identified, specific programs and
projects in their electorates which they consider have been neglected by the Budget process.
However, I hope they also recognise that the key initiative of the Government has been to
keep Government expenditure within the boundaries of what is possible from the available
revenue. It has done that in three successive Budgets. It has been recognised not only by the
media throughout the country but also by economic commentators of various political
colours. Members opposite may want to say it is not a proper course of action, but they are
wrong. The borrowings undertaken by the Government can be afforded by the State, and
Western Australia is not a high borrowing State in terms of tax funded revenue. It is second
to Queensland in terms of tax funded debt. I refer the member for Applecross, who does not
demonstrate a great deal of knowledge of these matters, to other commentators who clearly
put Western Australia, with Queensland, ahead of the rest of the pack. We should not take
solace from the fact that the rest of the country is in dire straights, but we should recognise
that Western Australia, in having doubled its export performance in recent times -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: We cannot rely on the North West Shelf for our economic survival.
Western Australia is the premier export State in this country and makes the most significant
contribution to the gross domestic product, but it has failed to provide employment.
Members opposite have failed to understand that. It is the wealthiest State in resources,
exports and contribution to ODP, yet it has a high level of unemployment because the nature
of our industry is narrow. Agriculture, mining and the North West Shelf earn export dollars,
but they do not create jobs for Western Australians. That is why we are putting a great deal
of effort into ensuring that we have growth and development in downstream processing,
whether it is fused alumina, noodles to Japan or improving our fishing industry. They are all
on the Government's agenda and are being actively pursued rather than passively underlined
by the Opposition. The Government will not run a l960~s type policy in the 1990s. It will
aggressively promote Western Australian products in the Asian region, and will aggressively
promote the need far downstream processing, whether it is steel, fused alumina, or the
anchovies produced by people in Fremantle. It will aggressively pursue that but, as a State
Government, it will keep the cost to business at an absolute minimum.
Having heard the recommendations of Opposition members on Government expenditure, I
estimate that if they had their way the expenditure in the Budget would increase this year by
10 per cent. Where does that come from? It comes from taxes.
Mr Lewis: On what?
Dr LAWRENCE: Increased transport costs to the consumers of Western Australia. The
member for Applecross said the Opposition would increase the box take from Transperth.
Mr Lewis: I did not say that at all.
Dr LAWRENCE: I heard the member for Applecross say that. Othier members suggested
we should increase expenditure on the Department of Minerals and Energy, and on health
and education. That can only be done by increasing taxes, and the Government has not done
that. The Confederation of Western Australian Industry and others have recognised that we
should not do that. The economy is growing but the State's expenditure will not grow as fast
as the economy. If the economy grew by eight per cent next year, the Opposition would
spend it all. The Government would not do that and has not done that. In this current
financial year it expects the economy to grow by four per cent; that is a reasonable
proposition which has been endorsed by others. The State's revenue and expenditure will
grow by 2.2 per cent, and not four per cent. The Opposition is profligate in its decisions.
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The Opposition's proposals on spending, debt and revenue gathering are a joke. It would
have Dr Hewson cut five per cent off our revenue, it would abolish payroll tax and tie this
State to the Federal Government, and it would cut expenditure in the hospital system by our
share of $6 billion over a five year period. It would also increase the other areas of
expenditure. I have watched, listened and noted the Opposition's views. They axe totally
inconsistent, chaotic and ridiculous. I commend the Budget to the House because it is
sensible and prudent. The member for Jandakot is where he is because he could not get it
right. This Budget will see stimulation to the economy without the ridiculous profligacy the
Opposition would recommend.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

ESTIMATES MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
Report

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

That the report be adopted.
[See paper No 404.1

BILLS (2).- RETURNED
1. Iron Ore (Hamerslcy Range) Agreement Amendment Bill
2. Iron Ore (Wittenoom) Agreement Amendment Bill

Bills returned from the Council without amendment.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE - SPECIAL
On motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), resolved -

That the House at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 20 October at 2.00 pm.
House adjourned at 10 .40 pmn
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

REDUNDANCY PACKAGES - PUBLIC SERVANTS STATISTICS
Costs

180. Mr STRICKLAND to the Premier:
(21) With respect to the Government's redundancy package as announced during

the 1991-92 Budget speech how many public servants have been offered the
package to date?

(2) What are the respective numbers from Government departments funded under
Consolidated Revenue Fund and other Government agencies?

(3) What is the total cost of the program to date?
(4) (a) Are any further redundancy packages anticipated in this year's

Budget;,
(b) if so how many;
(c) at whatccost?

(5) How much of the cost is to be met by loan funding?
(6) (a) What are the loan terms under which this is to be funded and, in

particular, the details for determining interest rates to apply,
(b) what are the annual principle, repayment requirements?

(7) What will be the -
(a) principal repayment and interest costs for the 199 1-92 Budget year;
(b) estimated costs for the 1992-93 Budget year?

(8) How many workers who have taken the package are -

(a) 55 years or over;
(b) between 50 and 55 years of age;
(c) under 50 years of age?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) It is presumed that the informnation sought is for all Government officers

rather than only those employed under the Public Service Act 1978 (i.e. public
servants). A total of 2 415 applications from Government officers were
approved and 2 380 people have taken voluntary serverance. No separate
statistics were maintained for public servants.

(2) Consolidated Revenue Fund 1 986
Non-Consolidated Revenue Fund 394

(3) In addition to the normal accumulated leave and superannuation entitlements,
the Cost Of the program was approximately $4 million.

(4) (a)-(c)
Not applicable.

(5) $102.816 million
(6) Borrowings for the State are raised thmough the Western Australian Treasury

Corporation, the State's central borrowing authority, and will attract market
interest rates prevailing at the time of drawdown. Generally, redemption of
these borrowings is on the basis of three per cent annually paid quarterly in
arrears.

(7) (a) Nil, as borrowings will not be drawn down until the latter part of the
financial year.

(b) Roundly $9.7 million based on normal debt repayment arrangements.
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(8) Statistics were not maintained in the format sought by the member. However
the following information which was prepared may be of assistance.
Percentage of severance by age%
(a) 55 years and over 47.5
(b) Between 45 and 54 years 18.7
(c) Under 45 years 33.8

TOTAL 100.0
These percentages are based on the approvals granted and there may be some
minor variations according to the number of persons who actually took the
voluntary severance.

BUDGET - CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND
Balanced Budget - $70 million Borrowings for Redundancy Packages

204. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:
(1) Can the Treasurer confirm her statement to the media that the Government

anticipates being able to balance the Consolidated Revenue Fund Budget for
199 1-92 with the assistance of about $70 million worth of borrowings to fund
the Treasurer's redundancy payouts program?

(2) As the CRF Budget is only supposed to measure current revenues and current
expenditures, and as this borrowed $70 million can under no circumstances be
claimed as current revenues, how can the Treasurer justify using such an
accounting sleight of hand in order to be able to claim that she has balanced
the Budget?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) The 1991-92 Consolidated Revenue Fund Estimates were framed on the basis

of borrowing $50 million to meet the estimated cost of the voluntary
severance scheme to agencies primarily funded from CRF. As I have
mentioned previously, the scope of the scheme was subsequently extended to
meet the higher than expected number of applications, thereby adding to the
initial cost but leading to greater long term savings to the taxpayer. The direct
salary and wage cost component is now estimated at $48 million and is more
than offset by annual ongoing CRF savings in the salaries and wages area
alone of about $50 million. In addition, and in framing the cost estimate for
the voluntary severance scheme, it was difficult to accurately predict the
currently estimated $19.2 million cost of accrued leave entitlements and the
estimated $35.7 million of accelerated lump sum superannuation payments
due to the take-up of redundancy by those persons aged 55 arid over. The
total level of borrowings used to fund the scheme is $102.816 million.

(2) 1 refer the member to page 7 of the Consolidated Revenue Fund Estimates
which clearly identifies separately recurrent revenue and chose amounts
transferred from the Revenue Equalisation Account and the General Loan and
Capital Works Fund. It is also relevant that borrowings must be serviced from
future revenues and, in view of the ongoing annual savings as a result of the
voluntary severance scheme, debt charges equate to less than 25 per cent of
future savings. In view of the net future cash savings, the Consolidated
Revenue Fund borrowings are justified on the grounds of the ongoing and
long term nature of these savings that special accelerated debt repayment
arrangements will be considered.

REDUNDANCY PACKAGES - PUBLIC SERVICE
Success Judgm en:

278. Mr COURT to the Premier:
(1) Has the Government judged the recent redundancy program organised in the

Public Service as a success?
(2) If so, how many people took advantage of this program?
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(3) What was the cost of the payouts made?
(4) Had any of the people who received redundancy payouts previously received

redundancy packages either from the private or the public sector?
(5) If so, how many people were involved?
(6) Were any people offered redundancy packages who at the time were working

outside of the Public Set-vice on some form of secondment?
(7) If so, how many people were involved in this category?
(8) Who was responsible for overseeing the applications and deciding as to who

,would receive the redundancy package?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) The special voluntary severance scheme organised in the public sector has

been judged as a success by the Government. Approximately 5 500
applications were received . The severance scheme-

allowed for a reduction in the overall employment level in
Government;
allowed for 300 school leavers to be employed, a proportion of whom
were school leavers with disabilities;
allowed for 100 long term redeployces to take severance and many
others to be placed in substantive positions.

(2) A total of 2 415 applications were approved and 2 380 people have taken
voluntary severance

(3) Estimated termination payments by agencies primarily funded from the
Consolidated Revenue Fund amount to roundly $67.2 million, including
$19.2 million for leave entitlements. In addition, lump sum superannuation
payments amount to an estimated $35.7 million.

(4) As the primary consideration was to identify permanent positions that would
be abolished, this information was not collected or considered

(5) Not applicable.
(6) As the primary consideration was to identify permanent positions that would

be abolished, this information was not collected or considered.
(7) Not applicable.
(8) The administration of the voluntary severance scheme initiative was

undertaken by a specially created voluntary severance scheme task force,
chaired by Mr Dighy Blight, Director General, Ministry of the Premier and
Cabinet.
The task force comprised a committee of senior officers from the Ministry of
the Premier and Cabinet, the Public Service Commission, Treasury,
Government Employees Superannuation Board and the Department of
Productivity and Labour Relations. The task force, which considered
applications on the basis of recommendations from the chief executive
officers of the agencies concerned, was supported in the examination and
processing of over 5 000 applications by the full time secondment of an
executive director, Ms Brenda Robbins, and supporting secretariat, on an as
required basis for the life of the scheme.

REDUNDANCY PACKAGES - PUBLIC SERVICE
Finalisation

627. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:
(1) Have the recently advertised Public Service redundancies under the special

voluntary severance scheme been finalised?
(2) If so -
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(a) how many persons have received redundancy packages;
(b) how many applications have been received for this redundancy

scheme;
(c) what is the total amount committed to be paid out to date?

(3) How much will be borrowed by the Scare to fund these redundancies?
(4) What is the source of the borrowing?
(5) What is the rate of interest on the borrowings?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) (a) 2 415 applications were approved and 2 380 people have taken

voluntary severance.
(b) approximately 5 500.
(c) $102.816 million comprising $48 million for the redundancy scheme,

$19.2 million for accrued leave entitlements and $35.7 million for
superannuation payouts.

(3) $102,816 million.
(4) Western Australian Treasury Corporation.
(5) An average rate of 9.34 per cent is expected.

SOCIAL ADVANTAGE - COMMUNITY PLANNING ANT) DEVELOPMENT
GRANTS

Recipients and Locations
736. Mr COWAN to the Premier:

(1) With respect to the Social Advantage package and the $ 100 000 allocation for
community planning and development rants (p 37), has the Government
already decided which communities are to receive the grants?

(2) If so, which ones?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1 )-(2) Locations will be determined based on advice from the new Department of

Community. Family and Children's Services.
SOUTH WEST AREA TRANSIT (SWAT) - FREMANTLE-ROCKINGHAM

SECTION BUILDING PROPOSAL
Cost Benefit Analysis

1009. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Transport:
(1) Has there been any cost benefit analysis of the Government's proposal to

build the Fremantle to Rockingham section of the south-west area transit
(SWAT) by 1996?

(2) If yes, will the Government make available to the Parliament the findings of
that analysis?

(3) If not, on what basis has the Government taken its decision to build such a
transit system by 1996?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) Yes, using preliminary data, in 1990.
(2) No, because it is now superseded by the comprehensive technical information

pack released for public information in July this year.
(3) The land use and settlement vision for the south west area indicates that it will

be the fastest growing region over the next 30 years. The construction, in the
near future, of a rail transit system, when coupled with other State and local
government initiatives, may be expected to both attract and shape
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development - thus making a major contribution to the seif-suntainability of
this unique region. In its preparedness to commit to a key infrastructure
development, such as the south west area transit, the Government is raking a
unique opportunity to design, in a consultative fashion, the future rather than
to just "let it happen".

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - QUESTION ON NOTICE
1865, (1991)

Actual Races, Charges, Levies, and Fees Details
1136. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Transport; Racing and Gaming; Tourism:

In relation to the answer to question on notice 1865 of 1991 as the 1991-92
and 1982-83 Budget papers and annual reports only contain totals of
estimated receipts for departmental revenue, would the Minister provide
details of all the actual rates, charges, levies, and fees which were imposed
under the Minister's portfolio responsibilities in those financial years?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
See Premier's response to question 1133.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON LAND CONSERVATION - FINAL REPORT
RECOMMENDATIONS

Governent Action
1197. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:

What action does the Government intend to take in relation to the
recommendations contained in the final report of the Select Committee on
Land Conservation?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
Ministers nominated in the report are responding to recommendations relating
to their portfolio areas.
RAILWAYS - POINT MELVILLE SHUNTING FACILITY

Upgrading Contract
12 10. Mr WATT to the Minister for Transport:

(1) On what date was the contract signed for upgrading the Point Melville
shunting facility in the Albany Woolstores area?

(2) What was the cost of the alterations to sidings such as Total West-Quality
Carriers, Pioneer Concrete and Brambles?

(3) What was the total cost, including alterations etc, to the main great southern
line in the vicinity?

(4) When was the facility officially declared ready for use?
(5) At the date of completing the Point Melville shunting facility, was it then

known that Westrail was to discontinue general freight operations to Albany?
(6) If so, why was workC on the facility continued?
(7) Will the Point Melville facility ever be used to the capacity it was designed

for?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) Upgrading of the Melville freight area was undertaken by a series of contracts

and day labour spread over the period of construction, rather than one major
contract. Work commenced with the purchase of a shed from Albany
Wools tores for the relocation of Total West and Coca Cola in July 1988. The
largest contract on the site was let to Waters Enterprises on 20 January 1989
for structural modifications to the shed.

The total cost of all works at the Melville Freight Centre was $1 154 289
which included $136 281 for alterations to trackworks for the sidings. It is not
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possible to extract the main line component but this was only a small
percentage of the siding costs.

(4) August 1990.
(5) No.
(6) Not applicable.
(7) No; when the Point Melville rail facility was being designed it was not

anticipated that wool and general rail freight would decline in competition
with road transport to the point where it becamne uneconomical for Westrail to
handle the business. In regard to the land and sheds it should be pointed out
that these are fully utilised and commercial rents are now being received.

BUDGET - CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND
Crown Grants - Property Sales - Asset Management Task Force; Special Sales; Surplus

Sales
1213. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:

Will the Treasurer list the detail of properties said that make up the income as
listed in the Consolidated Revenue Fund Budget for year ended 30 June 1993
under the headings Crown Grants -

(a) Asset Management Task Force $35 038 000;
(b) Special Sales $15 280 000;
(c) Surplus Sales $ 6 461 000?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
[See paper No 401.1

ENERGY BOARD OF REVIEW - EXPENDITURE DETAILS
1220. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:

Will the Treasurer provide details of -

(a) the $50 690 expended to 30 June 1993 on the Energy Board of
Review;

(b) a breakdown of the proposed $3 900 to be spent on the Energy Board
of Review during the year ended 30 June 1993?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(a) Expenditure to 30 June 1992: $

Board members fees and expenses 45 000
Travel and accommodation 5 690

50690
(b) Estimated expenditure for the year ending 30 June 1993:

Board members fees and expenses 300 000
Consulting fees and reimbursable expenses 3 150 000
Travel and accommodation 50000
Office expenses including salaries, rent and
equipment 400 000

3900000

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TOURISM COMMISSION - ASIA, NEW OFFICES
1222. Mr MacKZNNON to the Tourism:

Where and when will the new Tourism Commission Offices be established to
honour the commitment given in the Western Australian 1992-93 Budget
Highlights to "increasing the number of offices and general sales agents in
Asia to exploit the substantial increase in visitors from the region"?
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Mrs BEGGS replied:
The Western Australian Tourism Commission intends to open the following
offices and general sales agent offices during the 1992-93 fiscal year.
Offices:

Osaka - Japan 2nd quarter
General Sales Agents:

Seoul - Korea 3rd quarter
Bandar Seri Begawan - Brunei 4th quarter

SOUTH WEST MINISTRY - CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND
$234 000 Expenditure Details

1223. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:
Will the Treasurer detail the $234 000 expended during the year ended 30
June 1992 on the South West Ministry as listed in the Consolidated Revenue
Fund Budget for the year ended 30 June 1993?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
Salaries, wages and allowances $148 003
Other staffing costs $1515
Communications $20 942
Services and contracts $12 302
Consumable supplies $22 611
Maintenance of assets $6 192
Purchase of assets $22 712*

$234 277
*This includes $17 938 for a vehicle routinely replaced when it reached
40 000kin.

CONSTITUTIONAL CENTENARY FOUNDATION - $25 000 BUDGET
ALLOCATION

Western Australian Representatives; Activities
1225. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:

(1) On what basis was the $25 000 contribution to the Constitutional Centenary
Foundation made?

(2) Who are the Western Australian representatives on the foundation?
(3) What activities within Western Australia are planned by the foundation during

the year ended 30 June 1993?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) The foundation is funded by Government grants, corporate sponsors and

members' subscriptions. The State Government's contribuiont of $25 000 is
in accordance with agreed Commonwealth/State cost sharing arrangements
whereby the Commonwealth contributed $250 000 for 1992-93 and the States
and Territories an equivalent amnount, broadly on the basis of population.

(2) Membership of the foundation is open to all. So far, it has 300 financial
members, 16 of whom are Western Australians. The foundation council
(which has 57 members) includes four Western Australians - The Hon Justice
flit Malcolm, Professor Fay Gale, Ms Marcelic Anderson and Mr W.G.
Bowe. Mr Bowe is also a member of the foundation board.

(3) A wide ranging work program is planned for the foundation in 1992-93 but
precise details of all projects and activities have yet to be finally determined.
However, I have arranged for the foundation to provide separate details of the
projects and activities currently under consideration.
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COMMONWEALTH PARLIAMENTARY ASSOCIATION - BUDGET
ALLOCATION INCREASE

1226. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:
Why has the allocation to the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association in
the 1992-93 Budget increased to $110 000 from the $48 070 allocation made
in 1991-92?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
In 1991-92, provision was made for a grant of $65 000 to the association
against which only $48 070 was claimed. The 199 1-92 and 1992-93
provisions can be compared as follows -

1991-92 1992-93

Expenses of Hon Clive Griffiths,
as Chairman of the International
Executive Committee 25 000 35 000
Regional and local conferences
and seminars 25 500 41 000
Contribution towards Hobart
Seminar -20 000
Annual subscription to General
Council 14500 14000
TOTAL 65000 110000

NATURAL DISASTERS - OTHER RELIEF MEASURES
$5 178 200 Budget Expenditure Breakdown

1227. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:
Will the Treasurer provide a breakdown of the $5 178 200 expended during
the year ended 30 June 1992 on natural disaster payments and other relief
measures?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
1991-92 expenditure on natural disaster payments and other relief measures
consists of the following

1987-98 Drought
Water cartage subsidies 497 671.26

1989 State Floods
Restoration State assets - roads, rail 112 585.39
Restoration shire roads 1 207 360.00

1990 South West Floods
Restoration State Assets - roads, rail 1 484 672.04
Restoration local authority assets

-Roads 1 749 387.00
-Other 76 524.62

Cyclone Herbie
Loans - pastoralists 49999.97

TOTAL 5 178 200.28
WESTERN AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT HOLDINGS LTD - BUDGET

ALLOCATION
Legal and Other Expenses Breakdown - Share Capital Payment Basis

1228. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:
(1) Will the Treasurer list the legal and other expenses totalling $24 655 864 paid
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on behalf of Western Australian Government Holdings Ltd during the year
ended 30 June 1992?

(2) What is the breakdown of the estimated $5 580 000 to be expended on this
same item during the year ended 30 June 1993?

(3) On what basis was the amount of $1 290 000 estimated to be paid as share
capital to Western Australian Government Holdings Ltd during the year ended
30 June 1993?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) During the year ended 30 June 1992. $49 298 352 was paid out of the

Consolidated Revenue Fund to WA Government Holdings Ltd to enable it to
discharge the following -

Legal fees 1 108971
Interest paid on debentures 7 129 663
Stamp duty on replacement loan facility 699 949
Interest and charges on the loan facility 15359u769

24 298 352
Principal reduction in loan facility2

49 298 352
(2) During 1992-93, WAGH expects to incur the

following payment obligations which it will
require support to discharge -

Legal fees 3 000000
Interest and charges on the loan facility 10L 5WXX

13500000

This support is to be provided as follows -

GRE appropriation for WAGH 5 580 000
Payment of a call to be made by WAGH of
all its unpaid share capital 7Z920JX)

13500000
(3) The Treasurer, for and on behalf of the State of Western Australia, is the sole

beneficial shareholder of WAGH. Part of this WAGH shareholding is
8 000 000 ordinary shares of $1 each paid to to. The uncalled WAGH capital
of $7 920 000 is a contingent liability for the State and is reported as such in
the Treasurer's annual statements. As WAGH is almost wholly dependent on
the State for funding to discharge its payment obligations when they fall due,
it was decided, on legal advice, that WAGH could raise a portion of funds
required for 1992-93 by calling up the unpaid share capital. Accordingly, the
1992-93 Budget proposes to appmopriate the GRE to provide the Treasurer
with the funds required to meet a call by WAGH for payment of its unpaid
capital.

BUDGET - CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND
Redundancy Parymnents, $102 816 000

1233. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:
(1) Was all of the $102 816 000 included in the Consolidated Revenue Fund

Budget as being received from the General Loan and Capital Works Fund
paid to Government employees as redundancy payments?

(2) If not, what was the detail of this amount?
08278-IS
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Not applicable.

SWAN BREWERY SITE - CAPITAL WORKS PROCGRAM $286 000
EXPENDITURE DETAILS

1254. Mr MacKINNON to dhe Minister for Construction:
Would the Minister list the derail of expenditure totalling $286 000 on the old
Swan Brewery development, as outlined in the Capital Works Program for the
year ending 30 June 1993?

Mr McGINTY replied:

Security 182 794
Hire site equipment 16 162
Insurance 12 611
Purchase site equipment 55 391
Heritage and structural assessment 11 408
Utilities 3 479
Other 37
199 1-92 Expenditure $285 622
DAWESVILLE CUT - SAND BY-PASS SYSTEM COSTS

Mandurah Ocean Entrance - Maintenance Commitment
1259. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Transport:

(1) In respect of the Dawesville Cut which is currently under construction -

(a) what is the expected cost of the sand by-pass system to be installed;
(b) what is the anticipated maintenance cost of and the sand by-pass

system annually;
(c) what is the anticipated quality of sand which will impact on the

channel each year;
(d) who will meet the cost of the installation of the sand by-pass system;
(e) who will be responsible for the ongoing maintenance costs;
(f) has any maintenance agreement been reached and if so who with and

for what amount?
(2) In respect of the Mandurah entrance -

(a) has the Government given any commitment to keep the entrance open
all year;

(b,) if so, when;
(c) if not, why not;
(d) who does the Government see as responsible for the maintenance cost

of the Mandurah entrance?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) (a) The expected cost of the sand by-pass system to be installed is

$5790000.
(b) The anticipated operating cost of the sand by-pass system is $100 000

per annum.
(c) Assuming that the question relates to "quantity"~ rather than "quality"

of sand, then the anticipated quantity is 80 OO0m3 per annum.
(d) The State Government will meet the cost of installing the sand by-pass

system.
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(e)-(f)
The State Government has accepted responsibility for the ongoing
maintenance costs in the absence of any other negotiated arrangement.

(2) (a) No.
(b) Not applicable.
(c) The Government has increased the funding schedule for maintenance

dredging of the Mandurab entrance channel from $90 000 in 1991-92
to $187 000 in 1992-93. An amount in excess of $300 000 annually
would be needed to maintain an all year channel. The Government
has been unable to justify making a commitment to this higher level of
expenditure.

(d) The people of Western Australia. are ultimately responsible for
covering rhe cost of maintaining the Mandurab entrance channel. It
can be argued that the local community and businesses benefit from
the channel being navigable, more than people who do not live in the
region. It is the Government's objective to negotiate a funding
arrangement whe 'reby the cost of maintaining this facility is shared by
the users in an equitable manner.

BUSES - PERTH CITY BUSPORT
Advertising Promotion Campaign - Reason

1262. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Transport:
What is the reason for the current extensive advertising campaign to promote
the city bus port in Adelaide Terrace?

Mrs BEG3GS replied:
The City Busport is not located in Adelaide Terrace. It is located in Mounts
Bay Road. The purpose of the City Busport advertising campaign is to
provide the public with information on the role of the City Buspomt the
facilities it provides and to improve the perception of the location.
Recent research has found that of the people who use the City Busport, most
are very pleased with the service that it provides. However, public awareness
of specific facilities, accessways to the City Busport and what connections are
available, needs to be increased. The purpose of the campaign is to present
the facts to the public so that they understand the benefits of the City lu sport
and how to maximise the use of it to their advantage.

BUSES - PERTH CITY BUSPORT
Advertising Promotion Campaign - Cost

1263. Mr LEWIS to the Minister for Transport:
(1) What was the cost of production and publication of the full colour page

advertisements for the Perth city bus port as appeared in The West Australian
newspaper on Saturday 5 September 1992?

(2) What is the total amount of monies allocated for the current bus port
promotion campaign?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1) The cost of the double page City Busport advertisement which appeared in

The West Australian on Saturday, 5 September 1992 was $19 052. This
includes an agency service fee and is broken down as follows -
Media cost $14 644.72
Production cost $4 100.00
Agency service fee $307.28

(2) The total budget for the City Busport. campaign is $165 000;'
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HOMESWEST - ALBANY
New Housing Construction Program - New Units Pant of Lockyer Redevelopment

1304. Mr WATT to the Minister for Housing:
(1) Will the Minister provide details of the new construction of housing program

for Albany in the current budget?
(2) (a) How many of the new units will be part of the Lockyer

redevelopment;
(b) at what cost?

(3) How many existing units will be demolished to make way for the new units?
Mr McGINTY replied:
(1) Type Pensioner Family Single Total

Bedroom No l BR 2BR 2BR 3BR 4BR 1BR
No ofUnits 3 1 4 7 1 4 20

WiseChokce Units 10
Community housing units -

Crisis accommodation
program I x 5 bedroom refuge
Local government and
community housing program 8 x I bedroom units

(2) Type Pensioner Family Single Total
Bedroom No l BR 2BR 2BR 3BR lBR
No of Units 3 1 2 2 8 $500000

(3) Four family single dwelling houses - i.e. 2 x 3br, 2 x 2 hr.
BUIILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRAINING FUND - BUSINESS

COMMUNITY DISSATISFACTION
Legislation Review: Moratorium, Agricultural and Mineral Resources Industries; Revenue

1335. Mrf COURT to the Minister representing the Minister for Training:
(I) Is there a high level of dissatisfaction with the Building and Construction

Industry Training Fund which is considered by the business community as an
unreasonable tax on development?

(2) Will the Minister review the legislation with a view to addressing these
concerns?

(3) Will the Minister confirm that a moratorium on the collection of the Fund has
been granted to the agricultural and mineral resources industries?

(4) What revenue has been collected by the Fund to date?
(5) How have these funds been used?
Dr GALLOP replied:

The member is referred to the answer provided to question 1273.
UNIVERSITIES - LAND ENDOWMENT

Notification Date
1340. Mr HOUSE to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:

(1) On what date were each of the Western Australian universities informed of
the endowment land grant announced by the Minister last week?
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(2) Who did the Minister inform of her decision in each of the above universities?
Dr GALLOP replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) l5SSeptemberl1992
(2) The Vice-Chancellors of Edit Cowan and Note Dame Universities,

the Acting Vice-Chancellors of the University of Western Australia
and Curtin University of Technology and the pro-Vice-Chancellor of
Murdoch University.

MIDLAND SALEYARDS - LOT 3 GREAT NORTHERN HIGHWAY, UPPER SWAN
Possible Site Consideration

1345. Mr GRAYDEN to the Minister for Agriculture:
(1) Is Lot 3 Great Northern Highway, Upper Swan under consideration as a

possible site for the saleyards that are to be relocated from Midland?
(2) If so, has a decision been made in respect of the site?
Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.

UNIVERSITIES - NEERABUP LAND ENDOWMENT
First Formal Nod (fcation

1356. Mr COWAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:
On what dare the Government first formally notify each of the five
universities of the Neerabup land endowment?

Dr GALLOP replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply-
15 September 1992-

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

ROCK LOBSTER INDUSTRY - MANAGEMENT PLAN
Conflict with Industry and Scientific Advice

366. Mr CiJ. BARNETT to the Minister for Fisheries:
(1) Is it a fact that the management guidelines for the rock lobster industry which

the Minister announced today, conflict with the advice he has received from
the Rock Lobster Industry Advisory Committee, and the scientific advice
provided by technical experts in his department?

(2) Why does the Minister continue to impose his personal standards on the rock
lobster industry, contrary to scientific advice?

(3) Is the Minister concerned at the intention of many members of the rock
lobster industry in Western Australia to conduct a campaign calling for him to
resign as Minister for Fisheries because he continues to refuse to listen to
professional advice from the rock lobster industry?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(l)-(3)

The suggestion by the member that I am putting my personal stamp on the
rock lobster industry and the management plan is far from the truth. In fact,
he has alleged that I am not listening to the advice of scientists or the Rock
Lobster Industry Advisory Committee. if he had bothered to check, he would
know that over t past two years I have consulted almost every rock lobster
fisherman in Western Australia, and I have also consulted -scientists from the
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Fisheries Department ad nauseam and scientists from overseas. In chat
process I have held many public meetings at Fremantle, Lancelin, Jurien Bay,
Dongara and Geraldxon. In fact, I have held several public meetings at
Geraidron, and on each occasion more than 200 fishermen attended. The
member may suggest that my views are out of step with the views of the
industry. However, the management plan and the views I have adopted are
very much in tune with the majority views of the industry. There will never
be total agreement on the issues that have been adopted One could not
expect it, and I went into this process knowing full well that that would be the
case. I understood that there would always be people who did not agree with
the management pian. Quite often people put their own positions forward and
look at the management plan in terms of how it will impinge on their own
fishing techniques and catch. I have tried to meet the objectives of the
Fisheries Department and the scientists in that department, and that objective
is to have 200 tonnes of breeding females added to the breed stock this year
and in subsequent years. The original advice I received from the Rock
Lobster Industry Advisory Committee fell far short of that. In fact, the major
focus of that advice related to a pot reduction. Notwithstanding some support
for that approach, it still fell far short of what scientists in the Fisheries
Department were hoping to achieve.
It was expected chat only three quarters of the objective would be met with the
RL.IAC package. The Western Australian Fishing Industry Council put
forward a proposal which also fell far short of the objectives of scientists. It
was at about the same as the submission from the Rock Lobster Industry
Advisory Committee. Scientists have advised me that my management
package announced in August this year meets the objectives they have set. I
have consulted scientists from overseas who were brought here by the
Fisheries Department on three occasions. I consulted at length with scientists,
the Fisheries Department and the industry. As a result we reached this
management plan.

Mr Cowan: I would like -

Mr GORDON HILL: I will let the Leader of the National Party ask his question.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Minister should draw his present answer to a

conclusion.
Mr GORDON HILL: I have given a rather detailed answer to a lengthy question. I

make the point to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that I expect some
opposition to the management techniques which will be put in place. The
Government is not ineffective like the Opposition and wishes to ensure that
this important fishery for Western Australia is maintained well into the future.
In order to do that a set of effective management guidelines must be in place.

Mr Taylor: The Opposition would make the decision to sell out the industry.
Mr GORDON HILL: Exactly! It would be easy to walk away, but I have not done

that because I am prepared to make the hard decisions on this matter. It is
interesting that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, who does not have rock
lobster fishermen in his constituency, is making noises on this issue instead of
the member for Geraidton, who has not spoken at all on it.

Point of Order
Mr MacKINNON: I believe that after eight minutes it is time the Minister drew his

answer to a conclusion, and promptly.
The SPEAKER: I am absolutely certain I could hear the Minister in his last, or at

least penultimate, sentence.
Questions without notice resumed

Mr GORDON H4ILL: The member for Geraldton has not spoken on this issue and I
am cwious to know why. He has not been reported in the newspapers as
having said anything on this issue. The Opposition spokesman in the other
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place on fisheries matters has taken two different positions in a week on this
matter. I am curious to know the position of the Opposition an this subject.

HOSPITALS - HOLLYWOOD
Government Takeover, Shadow Minister for Health's Statements

367. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for Health:
Is the Moinister aware of statements which appeared in The West Australian
attributed to the shadow Minister for Health urging the State Government to
take over the Hollywood Repatriation General Hospital?

Mr WILSON replied:
I have had drawn to my attention the fact that the Opposition spokesman on
health has made a statement urging that course of action. I am unsure whether
that represents his real view, It should be understood, as I understand, thac the
health care and other needs of veterans in Australia is a longstanding and
continuing responsibility of the Commonwealth Government to which it has a
prime commitment.

Mr Bradshaw: That is what we 'were told when it brought in Medicare too, and look
at the waiting list now!

Mr WILSON: I am not telling members what the Commonwealth Government told
me. I amt telling members what is the case. As far as I know, it has always
been acknowledged by successive Federal Governments that they have the
prime and only responsibility for maintaining a strong commitment to the
health care and other needs of veterans in Australia. The Federal Government
must be held to that commitment, and this Government intends to hold it to
that commitment, whatever may be the case about its wishes. That should be
acknowledged by members on all sides of the House as the primary position
in respect of the needs of veterans in Western Australia.
The Commonwealth has made it absolutely clear that it does not intend to
continue with dedicated repatriation hospitals, and, in its usual way, it
therefore has sought to pass on to the States the responsibility for maintaining
those hospitals. A far as I know, only one State, the smallest State in
Australia, has agreed to that course. The Opposition's colleagues in New
South Wales put their fingers into the situation and quickly withdrew diem,
the Commonwealth having made them a very poor offer.
The Commonwealth has negotiated with the Returned Services League and
other representatives of returned service personnel an alternative means of
providing for die health care of veterans. This will involve the
Commonwealth's continuing to fund the health care requirements of veterans,
which will be provided through the public and private hospital system and
paid for by the Commonwealth Department of Veterans Affairs, in line with
its commitment to veterans throughout Australia. It is important to note that
this new arrangement has been agreed to by the representatives of veterans
throughout Australia, following extensive negotiation.
Throughout that process, the RSL and its kindred organisations in Western
Australia have had the full and acknowledged support of the State
Government. In this regard, I have maintained regular contact with the State
President of the Returned Services League, Mr Jim Hall, to ensure that its
differences with the Commonwealth Government were resolved before the
State entered into any discussion with the Commonwealth about the future of
Hollywood Repatriation General Hospital. I understand that the RSL is
satisfied with the arrangements that have been made.
In regard to the member's comments about the possible loss of access to that
hospital by public patients, clear arrangements have been entered into with the
Department of Veterans Affairs to ensure that the 50 beds used by community
patients at HRGH will be preserved in any future arrangements for the
disposal of that hospital to other interests. Therefore, that W'ill not be at risk.
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Hollywood Repatriation General Hospital is a 338 bed hospital. It is no' the
type of hospital that our State health system needs in that location. We will
have an arrangement over five years to preserve access for public patients to
orthopaedic and urological beds at that hospital. The medical staff of the
hospital have been consulted and axe satisfied fully with that arrangement.

Mr CiJ. Barnett: They are not.
Mr WILSON: They had a meeting with the Commissioner of Health yesterday and

made clear to him that they were perfectly happy with the commitment that
had been made to them. T7herefore, the member who is shaking his head
should update his information in that regard.
Our position has been made well and clearly to the Commonwealth, to the
veterans' organisations, and to the medical staff. We are dealing with this
situation in the best and most responsible manner, in the interests of Western
Australia and of veterans.

NATIONAL RAIL CORPORATION AGREEMENT - REVIEW OF ADVERSE
IMPACTS ON RURAL TOWNS BY WORK FORCE CHANGES

368. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Transport:
The Minister will recall that with reference to the National Rail Corporation
agreement she undertook to have a review of any adverse impacts on country
towns by changes to the work force arising from the implementation of the
agreement.
(1) Can the Minister advise whether she has instructed Westrail or any

other Government instrumentality to begin that review?
(2) Can she also advise if the findings of the review are likely to be made

public?
Mrs BEGGS replied:
(1)-(2)

I am at one with the member in his concern for individuals that might be
affected by the introduction of the National Rail Corporation. I understand
his concern about any impact on or dislocation of any individuals at towns
along the national freight route. As to the review, I am waiting until the
legislation is passed through this House to the ocher place so that I will have
some idea whether it will be passed by the Parliament. However, I have
spoken to the Commissioner of Railways and to the people connected with the
National Rail Corporation about the numbers that they see will be required if
and when the national freight pass begins in Western Australia. At that stage,
we will conduct the review, I have also said to the Leader of the National
Party previously that it is very difficult to determine exactly what the impact
will be and whether any Governiment can do anything when Government
agencies change the structure of their work force in any country town.

Mr Lewis: Don't pass the legislation; that is the easy way.
Mrs BEGGS: The Deputy Premier has raised his concern about the impact in

Kalgoorlie. We are now trying to determine, with the advice of the National
Rail Corporation, the numbers that will be required; then we will be able to
assess the impact on the various towns along the route. I am still committed
to conducting the review, as I am committed to ensuring that the individuals
affected will be looked after. There will be no forced retrenchments. If the
people not chosen to go into the National Rail Corporation want to stay in the
Westrail system, and need to be relocated, they will be well and truly looked
after. We will offer a very generous relocation package.

Mr Lewis: Do the unions support you on this?
Mrs BEGGS: Most unions do. The member may have noticed the unions did not

march on Parliament House on Tuesday, as he had hoped, and as he
encouraged them to do.
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The loco drivers are concerned about this matter. They have more than two or
three concerns apart from the introduction of the National Rail Corporation.
They have other concerns regarding the amalgamation of their union across
Australia. I am concerned about those 800 people, and I will be addressing
those concerns on a regular basis to minimise the impact not only on the union
but also on any individual. As to the country towns which might be affected
we must manage the situation sensitively and encourage the National Rail
Corporation to take up as many of those people as possible.

HOSPITALS - QUEEN ELIZABETH II MEDICAL CENTRE
Asbestos Disease Research Centre, Leader of the Opposition's Visit

369. Mrs WATKINS to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations:
Is the Minister aware of a visit to the Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre by
the Leader of the Opposition on Monday to inspect the asbestos disease
research work being done there?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:
I am aware that the Leader of the Opposition visited the Queen Elizabeth 11
Medical Centre on Monday to look at the research centre. I am aware also
that as a result of information given by the head of the unit -

An Opposition member interjected.
Mrs HENDERSON: I guess members opposite are sensitive about this and would not

want to hear it. It is another gaffe by the Leader of the Opposition. He put
out a Press statement saying that the research was in jeopardy, and that it was
likely to be terminated because the unit had not received sufficient
Government money. He also said that the team was on the brink of a
breakthrough in discovering a cure for mesotheliorna. When the Leader of the
Opposition went down to the research unit, he found that this was not true.
The head of the unit said that they were not on the brink of a breakthrough in
the cure for mesothelioma, and that the research unit would not be closed
down if it did not get more Government money.

Several members interjected.
Mrs HENDERSON: The Leader of the Opposition then had to put out a second Press

release and to send his Press secretary around collecting copies of the first
one. I have the two copies with me.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Unless members of this House pay attention to my

reasonable requests for order, we will simply curtail question time. I would
rather not do that because we have not made much progress today. If
members help me, I will help them and progress will be made.

Mrs HENDERSON: The Leader of the Opposition had to retract his first Press
release, and the second was more restrained in its comments.
Nothing is more tragic than a group of people suffering from an incurable
cancer. For the Leader of the Opposition to try to score cheap political points
by visiting a research unit and then issuing a Press release containing false
information, and subsequently having to retract the statement because it was
wrong, yet again, was very low. The Government has provided over
$700 000 for this research, and continues to fund that research. For the
Leader of the Opposition to visit the research unit and to provide comfort to
people down there trough a promise of $1.25 million, at the expense of
people who axe tragically ill, is the lowest of the low!

COMPACT STEEL PROJECT - BUNBURY PORT SITE
370. Mr COURT to the Minister for Planning:

(1) Did te Minister inform the proponents of the Compact Steel project, prior to
the commencement of the feasibility study to establish a steel industry in
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Western Australia, that he would not support planning approval for the
Bunbury Port site?

(2) Does he believe that a steel mill at the Bunbury Pant site is compatible with
the adjacent tourist resort of Pelican Point, which was recently approved?

Mr D.L. SMITH replied:
(1) No.
(2) Pelican Point is no more incompatible with a steel mill than the cownsite of

Eaton, the rownsite of Glen Iris, or the town sire of Rathmines in East
Bunbury.

NORTH WEST SHELF GAS PROJECT' - CONTRACTS NEGOTIATION
Deputy Leader of the Opposition's Statements

371. Mr LEAH-Y to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:
Can he shed any light on the statements made on radio by the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition in regard to the negotiation of the North West Shelf gas
con tracts?

Dr GALLOP replied:
The member raises an interesting question which I will do my best to answer.
It must be to the everlasting annoyance of members opposite - and the Liberal
Leader in particular - that the whole question of the North West Shelf
contracts remains in vogue. This time the contracts ate back in the news as a
result of the recent release of the Carnegie discussion paper on energy in
Western Australia. Looking at generating fuel costs, the findings of Sir
Roderick Carnegie and the Energy Board of Review have highlighted the
importance of the Government's current efforts to renegotiate the North West
Shelf gas contracts, which are a legacy of the Court Liberal Government. The
simple fact is that the State Energy Commission of Western Australia's gas
business continues to make losses as a result of the take-or-pay contracts.
Last year's SEC WA annual report indicated a loss of more than $83 million in
this area, and similar losses are forecast in years to come. Electricity
consumers in this State continue to pay for these losses.
I congratulate the member for Northern Rivers on his astuteness as he is
obviously aware that on Monday on ABC radio the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition said that the gas contracts were entered into 'niot under political
pressure but freely by SECWA as being in the State's interest". I repeat -
entered into "freely by SECWA".
What a terrible denigration of the former Government led by Sir Charles
Court. So surprised was I by that comment that I checked up on what Sir
Charles Court had to say on this matter. In a letter written to the independent
Monthly in its December/January edition in 1989-90 in reply to a lengthy
article written by my good friend, Senator Peter Walsh, among other things
Sir Charles mentioned that the take or pay contracts were negotiated by the
Government he led, and almost as an afterthought, by SECWA. I repeat that
Sir Charles Court's comment was that the contracts were negotiated by the
Government and SECWA. I wonder why it is that the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition is trying to rewrite history on this point. The big difference
between the Government and the Opposition on the North West Shelf is that
the Government sees not only the benefit of the North West Shelf project, but
also the costs- On the other side, the Opposition has a blind spot which means
that it will not be able to conduct energy policy in this State in a manner that
is in the interests of the taxpayers.

Mr Court: The North West Shelf is the greatest single resource project in this country
and the Minister for Fuel and Energy is still knocking it.

Dr GALLOP: There are great co-generation opportunities opposite. We need a
Liberal whinge-fired power station! A lot of it is flying around. We could
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almost battle it and put it into the system. The Opposition's blind spot is that
it cannot recognise what the costs of those contracts mean to the taxpayers
and electricity consumers of ibis State.

DARDANUP PINE LOG SAWMILL AGREEMENT BiLL - PINE LOG PRICE
FORMULA

372. Mr BLAIKIE to the Minister for State Development:
(1) Will the Minister explain why the Dardanup Pine Log Sawmill Agreement

Bill introduced into this House in June 1992 provides only for the price of the
State's pine saw logs to the company - as indicated on page 18 of the Bill - to
be determined "at rates and upon reasonable and commercial terms and
conditions to be agreed between the Executive Director and the Company"?

(2) Does the Minister recognise that this sale provision does not provide any
guarantee of an adequate return on pine growing costs to the State's
taxpayers, and does he propose any action?

(3) Will the Minister undertake to have a base price formula as a criteria for the
sale of the State's pine log resource included in this agreement and, if not,
why not?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1)-(3)

The agreement Bill centainly contains what I consider to be a fair and
reasonable pricing formula for those pine logs.

Mr Blailcie: What is it?
Mr TAYLOR: It is clear if one reads the agreement Bill. The member for Vasse

should debate the issue in this House in three weeks' time. The Dardanup
project is a proposal for a world competitive pine sawmill, one that will have
to compete with the new mills coming on stream in this decade in New
Zealand in particular. This Opposition is notable in its unenthusiastic support
for this project. Does the member for Wellington support the proposition
underlying the question asked by the member for Vasse?

Mr Court: Will the Minister for State Development be handling this agreement Bill?
Mr TAYLOR: I will be handling it. The Leader of the Opposition should have a chat

with his members about their attitude towards development projects, in
particular to some of his colleagues in the upper House who are prepared to
let sit in a committee the Port Kennedy Bill that will provide for about
$200 million worth of development, and associated jobs, in Western
Australia.

Mr Court: If it is so urgent why has it taken six years to get here? You have no
credibility.

Mr TAYLOR: The Leader of the Opposition is supposed to be the Leader of the
Liberal Party in Western Australia. He has let members of his team stand on
the hose in this development and as a result of that has reduced the progress of
the development of the Swan Brewery on the foreshore. The leader of the
Liberal Party knows full well that on the Pan Kennedy development, the old
Swan Brewery development and the project referred to by the member for
Vasse he does not have the courage to pull his members into line and tell them
these issues are about jobs.

PORT KENNEDY PROJECT - LOT 605 SALE, SECRECY CLAIMS
373. Mr MARLBOROUGH to the Deputy Premier:

Can the Deputy Premier explain the claims of secrecy surrounding the sale of
lot 605 next to the Port Kennedy development?

Mr TAYLOR replied:
If Opposition members had done their job properly they would have referred
to the Western Australian Development Corporation's annual report and
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accounts for 1991 which were tabled in this House. It would have provided
the information they wanted.

YORK JOCKEY CLUB- HERITAGE VALUE
374. Mr TRENORDEN to the Minister for Heritage:

Does die Minister believe the history of the York Jockey Club, as Austiralia's
oldest operating provincial rac club, gives it a heritage value?

Mr McOINTY replied:
This maiter would be appropriately referred to the Heritage Council of
Western Australia. It appears that it should be recognised because of its
history. The register consists of a very diverse range of places, from the
houses of the rich and famous to prisons, police stations and various other
monuments and sites. More than $600 000 has been allocated in this year's
Budget to provide for the addition of approximately 300 heritage places on the
register. That will add to the 175 already on the register so far this year.
Without knowing too much about the York Jockey Club, I will undertake to
refer the matter to the Heritage Council with a view to its pursuing the
question of registration.


