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THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko) took the Chair at 11.00 am, and read prayers. 

PETITION • WESTRAIL, PENSIONER TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS 
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Op}X>sition) [11.03 amJ: 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 people of Western Australia object to the Court Government's decision to restrict pensioners from taking their one free Westrail trip over Christmas and New Year when family reunions are so im}X>rtant. We also object to the restrictions on free travel at Easter and during school holidays. We calIon the Government to immediately cancel the restrictions on this one free travel pass per year and to restore the choice to pensioners to travel at a time that suits them and their families. 
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 191 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 35.J 

PETITION • REGIONAL PARK SOUTH OF GUILDERTON ESTABLISHMENT TO PROTECT MOORE RIVER AND DUNES 
MR McNEE (Moore - Parliamentary Secretary) [11.04 amJ: 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 respectfully request that the Government establish a Regional Park immediately to the south of Guilderton in order to protect the mouth and lower reaches of the Moore River and the significant dunes and coastal heathland south of the mouth of the Moore River. 

We request that the Government take urgent action to acquire this land before it is further rezoned or developed, 

and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray. 
The petition bears 69 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 36.J 

ST A TEMENT • THE SPEAKER 
Budgel Speech, PhOlOgraphs in Chamber 

THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko): I advise members that I have given permission for photographers from the print media to take photographs during the budget speech tomorrow. The photographers have been directed not to intrude into the Chamber. 

STATEMENT • PREMIER 
Changes 10 Ministry 

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [11.09 amJ: I wish to inform members of the following changes to the Ministry which came into effect on 26 April due to the unfortunate resignation from Cabinet of Hon George Cash. Members would be aware that Mr Cash has been advised to reduce his workload on medical grounds. I wish him a speedy recovery and I hope that he will return to the front bench as soon as possible. 
The Minister for Labour Relations and Housing will now also be responsible for the Lands portfolio. The Minister for Works; Services; Disability Services; and Minister assisting the Minister for Justice will now also have responsibility for the Mines portfolio. For the information of members I table the Ministers' representation in the other House and the allocation of portfolios list, which has been updated following these changes. 

[See paper No 196.J 
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MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR FAIR TRADING 

Charitable Collections Advisory Committee 

MRS EDW ARDES (Kingsley - Minister for Fair Trading) [11.10 am]: Earlier this year, the Charitable 
Collections Advisory Committee produced a discussion paper on the future of the fundraising industry in 
Western Australia. 

Among its many recommendations was the introduction of a voluntary code of conduct Because of 
previous delays and the period of public comment for the discussion paper, I asked that the code of practice 
be drawn up immediately and set a deadline of yesterday. That deadline was met and the code of practice, 
covering public fundraising, raffles, commercial fundraising contractors and accountability, has now been 
developed by an industry group. 

The code of practice deals with many of the issues which have been concerning the community. 
Specifically, the five key principles under the heading of conducting public fundraising cover telling a 
prospective donor -

the specific aim of the fundraising campaign and the proposal to be funded; and 

how much of the funds raised will be used to meet fundraising costs. 

They also cover -

proper identification of all collectors and whether they are paid; 

clear public disclosure of organisational details and any use of commercial fundraising 
contractors; and 

procedures for handling complaints from the public. 

Funds raised by commercial contractors will be paid to the organisation - not passed through the contractor. 

The accountability provisions include public disclosure and audited annual reports. 

Organisations notifying the committee that they will adopt the code of practice may then use that 
compliance in their advertising and promotional material. This will provide the public with immediate 
knowledge about which organisations have complied with the code and, accordingly, those that have not. 

Members will also recall that I have already indicated that any offending organisations face the sanction of 
being named in Parliament. 

The code does not deal with minimum returns because the industry group did not want to pre-empt public 
submissions to the discussion paper which raised the issue. However, its key principles ensure that the 
public will be aware of all relevant details, including the cost component, before deciding whether to 
donate. 

The next step in the process of placing the industry on a sound footing is already taking place, with the 
period for public comment on the discussion paper. After that ends on 31 May, a submission will be 
prepared for Cabinet regarding future legislation. 

The voluntary code of practice will be distributed immediately to members and all interested organisations 
through Western Australia. I table the code of practice. 

[See paper No 195.] 

BILLS (5) - INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING 

l. Appropriation (Consolidated Fund) Bill (No 1) 

2. Appropriation (Consolidated Fund) Bill (No 2) 

3. Treasurer's Advance Authorization Bill 

Bills introduced, on motions by Mr Court (Treasurer), and read a first time. 

4. Vocational Education and Training Bill 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Tubby (parliamentary Secretary), and read a first time. 

5. Fruit Growing Industry (Trust Fund) Repeal Bill 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Cowan (Deputy Premier), and read a first time. 

MOTION - JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE COMMISSION ON 
GOVERNMENT 

Leave to Sit on Wednesday,} May 

MR C..J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House)[11.l8 am]: I move -

That this House grants leave for the Joint Standing Committee on the Commission on Government 
to meet during the sitting of the House on Wednesday, 1 May 1996. 
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MR RIPPER (Belmont) [11.19 am]: The Opposition supports this motion. We are not seeing sufficiently vigorous and expeditious action from this committee. I understand the committee has yet to finalise its work on the first report of the Commission on Government. The Commission on Government has already released three reports, so the standing committee is falling way behind the schedule that has been established by the Commission on Government. I do not know what is occurring within the committee; however, I am disappointed that we will see perhaps a delay in the Parliament's and the Government's consideration of the recommendations of the Commission on Government because this committee is not completing its task sufficiently quickly. 
I support the motion that the committee be allowed to meet during the sitting of the House today, and I hope that the meeting today will expedite the work of the committee which is proceeding too slowly. At this rate the committee will not have completed its consideration of the work of the Commission on Government by the year 2000. 
Question put and passed. 

MOTION • PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND EXPENDITURE REVIEW 
COMMITTEE 

Leave to Sit on Thursday. 2 May 
On motion by Mr C,]. Barnett (Leader of the House), resolved -

That this House grants leave for the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee to meet during the sitting of the House on Thursday, 2 May 1996. 

Resumed from 2 November 1995. 

DOG AMENDMENT BILL 
Second Reading 

• 

MR MARLBOROUGH (peel) [11.20 am]: I will respond to the attempts by the Minister for Local Government to handle a very vexed situation in Western Australia, and rightly so, about the control of dogs. Although the Minister has brought down more draconian penalties rather than provisions that will assist when dogs are deemed to have been out of control or have been found wandering or have been attacking people or livestock, he has missed the main point. Two main groups are responsible for dog control: First, the dog owners; and second, local government authorities, with neither, unfortunately, knowing their job. 
Mr Strickland: What about the RSPCA? 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is not responsible other than for care of animals. These two groups are responsible for making sure, under the legislation, that certain fundamental parameters are set which will help to put in place the proper guidelines to look after these dogs. 
I suggest that the Minister has missed the point in this way: Presently the dog owners and local government authorities are responsible for the registration of dogs, but a vast majority of the public does not abide by that rule. First, many owners are not aware that the dogs must be registered; second, if local government authorities are aware of it, they are not carrying out their responsibility and ensuring dogs are registered. 

Let us start from the basic premise that the registration of dogs is not working. I am suggesting it is not and is dramatically out of kilter with the number of dogs owned in Western Australia. I presume the Minister agrees that the registration of dogs is either not being carried out by the owners or not being policed by the responsible bodies. If my premise is correct, how can guidelines to fix the problem be put in place when we rely on the same bodies to carry out these duties without any direction being given? The Minister is not putting in place any legislation to ensure local government authorities carry out those fundamental responsibilities. 
I refer to a body far more authoritative than Ion the dog problem in Western Australia. In 1991 Murdoch University carried out a study into dog attacks on livestock. I refer to some sections of the report on that research. It stated that almost all attacks can be prevented or, if they do occur, the dogs can be located. The techniques and knowledge are available to achieve both. However, the severity of the problem and the higher number of unsolved incidents are often due to those associated with attacks not making the necessary commitment to deal with them. They include dog owners, local authorities, welfare agencies and, in some cases, community groups needing to assess their roles and their actions. 
The report points out that over 90 per cent of the dogs involved in attacks on livestock have a home and an owner but many dog owners in semirural areas have a very casual attitude to dog ownership. The turnover of dogs is between 30 per cent and 40 per cent per annum and properties have no means of containing dogs, with few people abiding by any provisions of the Dog Act. 
I suggest that the situation in 1996 is no different from what it was in 1991 when the report from Murdoch University was put together. The report went on to say that local authorities are aware of the need to make an increasing commitment to dog control in the form of equipment, manpower and education. Revenue is 
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available from dog registration and infringements; yet often fewer than 50 per cent of dogs is licensed and 
in some councils very few fines are issued. Further, existing control laws are adequate, but unfortunately 
many dog owners show a blatant disregard for them and in some instances this is due to the councils' 
policy of not taking appropriate penal action against irresponsible dog owners. 

That highlights my earlier point that although the Minister is fiddling with the Dog Act, it will not work 
because the responsible bodies are not policing it. There is nothing in this Bill that will make those 
councils act any differently. 

In the second reading speech the Minister said that the intent of this Bill is to give local governments the 
legislative power to take action against irresponsible dog owners and to deal with dogs that have attacked 
or have displayed a tendency towards aggressive behaviour. Unfortunately the evidence shows that, 
regardless of the powers given to local government - it has had the power to register dogs ever since the 
Dog Act has been in place - it does not carry out its responsibilities in this area. This Act was last amended 
in 1976. Some councils do not even carry out their fundamental responsibility for registration; they have 
no commitment to do it Nothing in this Bill indicates that local authorities will treat greater powers any 
differently. The fundamental flaw in this approach is that on the one hand dog owners are irresponsible 
and on the other hand local authorities are not, for whatever reason, carrying out their duties under the 
present Act, and I do not see that changing. 

All other States in Australia have been faced with the same problem, as the Minister will be aware. He has 
been in touch with people in other States and is aware that councils elsewhere have been looking at ways to 
overcome problems that have arisen as a result of dog attacks. There is much evidence to show that 
Governments should be very concerned. Some statistics before me indicate that annually over one million 
dog attacks on people and livestock are reported to .the authorities. It is a major problem. People are 
concerned that in many instances they cannot even use their backyards. In many instances pregnant 
mothers and young families are afraid to go into their backyard because they fear attack from dogs behind a 
fence in their neighbour's property. For example, on 15 December 1994, when this issue was being 
debated, I received this letter from a constituent of the member for Floreat -

Dear Mr Marlborough 

I read with interest the article in yesterday'S The West Australian about the issue of savage attacks 
by pit bull terriers. I thought my point of view might add to the debate as I am in an unfortunate 
position of living in an inner suburb, yet having my life affected by 2 of these animals in the house 
next door. 

The situation with these savage dogs affects my life every day. They terrify me and they literally 
put the lives of my 2 daughters and my own pets in danger. Fortunately, my neighbour, the dogs 
owner, is approachable and has done what he can with higher fences and very secure gates. But 
his assurances that the dogs are all right do nothing to quell my fears. Attacks such as those which 
have happened this week add to my fears. I have approached various people to help, but it 
appears that help will only be forthcoming if there is an actual attack. 

I truly believe that these animals have no place in society. The breeding and import of them 
should be banned imme<ii3tely; existing dogs must be muzzled. I realise this is a complex issue, 
but the fact that the problem may arise, such as when categorising, cannot and must not stop 
action being taken immediately. The RSPCA's point of view that owners must properly train their 
dogs is nothing but feeble. 

Letters of that nature come across my desk every time we debate amendments to the Dog Act and when the 
media reports a dog attack on a person walking the streets. I have referred to that letter to highlight the fact 
that such letters are being written to members of Parliament all over Australia. Surely in the cauldron of 
dog problems in this State the Minister might have had more vision than he has shown with these 
amendments to the Act. 

Many of the other States have acknowledged that it is no use passing more draconian legislation to control 
dogs if the bodies responsible; that is, the public and local governments, are not carrying out their part of 
the bargain. South Australia has probably come to grips with this far more progressively than any other 
State. That Government has recognised the fundamental problems by increasing penalties, giving councils 
greater ability to enter property, and clearer definitions of what is a savage dog and a dog harassing people. 
The local government mix in South Australia is not dissimilar to that in Western Australia. In Western 
Australia a large population is centred in the metropolitan area surrounded by a vast expanse of rural 
properties which must be policed. Within that system there are 142 local government authorities. That is 
part of the fundamental problem. In Western Australia 142 authorities are spread throughout a third of the 
continent with 142 ideas about how they should police this problem, with no watchdog - excuse the pun -
to ensure the problems are being policed. Research shows that councils have never policed the problem; 
unfortunately many attacks brought to local government authorities, whether they be on livestock or 
people, have not even been logged. Many councils will log a dog attack that is brought to their attention 
only if they are able to prosecute. I am told by experts that most of the statistics the Minister has seen on 
registered dog attacks either on people or livestock are out of kilter with the real picture. 

Approximately 20000 dog attacks of one kind or another occurred in this State last year, of which I think 
only one-third were registered through local government authorities. South Australia, recognising that was 
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a fundamental problem, decided the best way to deal with the issue was to not take away from local government the daily policing of the Dog Act, but to put in place a board to which local governments would be responsible in ensuring they carried out their duties. That Dog and Cat Management Board of South Australia was established in 1995. That title reminds me of the other opportunity the Minister should have taken up when addressing this problem; that is, the problem of cats. Again, the rest of Australia acknowledges what damaging predators are cats. I would get rid of every cat. 
Mr C.J. Barnett This will win you many votes. Say that louder. Great policy! 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I have arguments with my mum. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Headline tomorrow: "Labor Party opposes cats". 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It can be made clear that the member for Peel opposes cats. With foxes, cats have been the greatest destroyer of our natural habitat in this nation. 
Mr Pendal: You know that you must tell the truth here. You said you had a mother - that is on the record! 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I did not mention anything about my dad though. They say it is a good man who knows his father and I am sure that may apply to the member for South Perth. Cats are a real problem and I think the Minister could have been dealing with that issue in this legislation. South Australia has already examined the situation and so has a number of other States. Although my attitude towards cats is very strong - I would get rid of them all - I realise that is not achievable. We must therefore consider putting in place appropriate measures to ensure that people are responsible who keep these murderous little furry things as pets. The Minister should appreciate that when -
Mr Pendal interjected. 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Those words are not too strong considering the percentage of mammals lost to this continent as a direct result of cats and foxes. We have a major crisis on our hands and we stfould be handling it in that way. We should be using strong language, because it seems to me it may be the only language that people understand when they start looking at the responsioility they have as a cat owner or breeder. Nothing else has worked until now. These animals simply go around day and night catching anything that stands still for a second and anything that cannot outrun them. 
Mr Omodei: That has nothing to do with this legislation. 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is what I am saying. The point is that the Minister had a unique opportunity to do as South Australia has done and handle the key problem. I want to make the point strongly: I make it quite clear that when we are returned to Government we will look very closely at the problem of cats and cat management, and we will introduce appropriate legislation. 
Mr Bloffwitch: I agree with what you are saying. This problem has been here for years and years. You would have to accept that a lot of people dearly love their cats. I do not have a lot of time for them, but it is an emotional issue to the cat lover. 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Absolutely. I am saying that we debated changes to the Dog Act in the 10 years when we were in government, and we have been debating it for the three years the coalition has been in government. We have done very little about it. In that scenario we should have been looking at the broader issue. Cats are part of the general problem we should be looking at. Getting back to this Bill, any changes in the legislation over the last 13 years have had no effect. The policing authorities have not done their job. I will bring to this House in due course, when I get the opportunity, evidence that will show that they have not done their job and that their priorities have been elsewhere. The most unpopular person a local council authority can employ is a ranger for catching dogs. 
Mr Omodei: Could it be that the legislation is not adequate? 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: No. The. Minister is missing the point. There is adequate legislation under the present Dog Act for the council to carry out its duty to ensure that every dog in the municipality is registered. It neither carries out that duty nor educates the community. Under the present act it has those roles. The Minister and I beg to differ from the start. I have said all along that local government authorities were not the appropriate bodies to be looking after this Dog Act in the 1990s. They have never shown any ability to manage what they have now nor ever will. Some councils are better than others, but it changes from election to election. There is no policing by the department, nor standard or benchmark that councils have to meet. There is no annual reporting to the Minister for Local Government as to whether they have met certain criteria in registration, prosecution and recording. The Minister for Local Government knows that the Department of Local Government has no mechanism in place by which it requires any local government authority to advise it of the number and types of attacks that have occurred, the number of registrations, the number of dogs it thinks it has or the number of rangers working on dog problems. This Bill does not change that at all. I have some amendments when we reach the Committee stage which I believe will address the problems and I hope the Minister will accept. 
Mr Omodei: Are they on the Notice Paper? 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am not sure. They should have been late last year, but I will check that. Other States have been through this debate, and this is not an argument but a debate. We can easily score points off others. However, I want to achieve for the 1990s an Act that will work and will show that government 
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is responsible for putting in place the appropriate steps that will minimise the problem. It will. not stop 
entirely, because while we have dogs and people we will have attacks. However, we cannot allow the 
situation, as experts tell me, that last year some 20 000 attacks took place, even though the recognised 
figure was less than that at 7 000 or 8 000 attacks on people and livestock. The appropriate mechanisms 
must be put in place. They are lacking in what the Minister is doing. As I said earlier, the best way of 
attacking this problem is to be found in the South Australian Act of 1992. For the Minister's edification, I 
will read the areas of responsibility given to the board in that Act One quite clearly sees from the areas of 
responsibility given to the Dog and Cat Management Board why they are there, and the weaknesses that 
existed in the process in South Australia when it was left entirely to local government authorities to do it. 
Under the heading "Operations of Board" for dogs and cats in South Australia it states -

The Board has the following functions: 

(a) to plan for, promote and provide advice about, the effective management of dogs ... 

I do not know of any local authority that is doing that. Groups such as AMREX are running education 
programs with local government, but it is not enough. There is no broad brush approach to fixing this 
problem across the State. The board in South Australia has an educative role. The Act continues -

(b) to oversee the administration and enforcement of the provisions of this Act relating to 
dogs ... 

The South Australian Government therefore recognised that the system left to local government simply was 
not working and that this board must have the authority to administer and enforce the provisions of the Act. 
Nothing in this Minister's Bill intends to change anything. It allows the present system to stay as it is. The 
South Australian Act provides for the following -

(i) monitoring the administration and enforcement of this Act by councils; and 

(A) planning for the effective management of dogs; 

(B) training for dog management officers; 

They are not rangers. In South Australia they have recognised the seriousness of the problem and that the 
community wants answers. They have put in place trained local government authority dog management 
officers. We know that many rangers are not trained in dog handling. They do not profess to be experts. 
A ranger's job under the Local Government Act covers a wide range of responsibilities of which dog 
control is simply a part. In South Australia -

Mr Omodei: They do not call them rangers; they call them what? 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Dog management officers. 

Mr Omodei: What is the difference? It is a glorified name for a ranger. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I do not think so, not when one adc,ls that the Dog and Cat Management Board is 
responsible for training dog management officers. What they are doing in South Australia is what we 
should be doing here. We should leave the daily policing in the hands of the local authority but we should 
bring it under an umbrella organisr.tion which is responsible for ensuring appropriate standards of policing 
and the appropriate education process of community and council, and that appropriately trained dog 
officers are handling the problem. 

Mr Omodei: What are the penalties if local authorities do not do that? 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The South Australian legislation states that local authorities are responsible for the 
appropriate level of administration and enforcement in the circumstances prevailing in the area. At the end 
of the year the board is responsible for informing the Minister that certain councils are not doing the right 
thing. This Bill contains nothing to indicate any feedback to the Minister. 

Mr Omodei: The Minister never had control. Ministers in other States are unable to correct local 
authorities on any matter unless they are in breach of the Act. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Let us not get bogged down in that argument. This shows that South Australia 
treats seriously the public's fears of being attacked in the street or in their backyard by an out of control 
dog. The bottom line is that we are talking about people who are injured or, at the worst end of the scale, 
can be killed. At least three such incidents have occurred in Australia in the past six or seven months, one 
of them in Western Australia. At the other end of the scale, one can go to Princess Margaret Hospital for 
Children any week of the year and see a young child who has been savaged by a dog. My sister-in-law, a 
mother of six, went to landakot to conduct an interview as part of her duties for a federal government 
department Under the relevant Act she was required to give a week's notice of her visit. As she was 
getting out of her car she was bowled over by a German shepherd that ran down the driveway and ripped 
open her stomach and legs. She was in Fremantle Hospital for three weeks undergoing microsurgery, and 
is still suffering the effects of that attack that occurred six years ago. The local government authority, 
Cockburn council, did not prosecute the dog owner. This Bill would not require it to prosecute. 

We are not talking about smart comments from the Minister to me across the Chamber; we are talking 
about a Government elsewhere in Australia that' recognised the seriousness of this legislation. 
Unfortunately Governments across the political spectrum have not recognised how serious their 
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responsibility is to ensure that people can go about their everyday life without the fear of being attacked by an out of control dog. We put police officers on the street to protect us from attacks from other humans, in the main. However, when we consider protecting people from animals, we have an ad hoc arrangement where 142 councils have 142 ideas on what is savage or out of control, whether the dog should be registered, whether it should be recorded in a logbook when a complaint is made, and whether they should prosecute. It is a nonsense. AIl this Bill does is give greater powers to the same group of ~Ie. However, it does not give them any incentive to handle those greater powers with any greater responsibdity than at present 
Governments elsewhere, particularly in South Australia - it has the best model - recognise that. They have recognised that logistically they can leave the daily policing in the hands of local government authorities, but that they must get the standards right. Let us get policing mechanisms in place for them; let us see whether they are meeting their obligations. After all, this Bill, which will be enacted in this Parliament, hands over basically all the powers in this Bill to local government. It is recognised elsewhere that local authorities, for reasons. best known to themselves, have prioritised things in such a way that that matter receives hardly any attention. To find the fundamental evidence of its not geuing any attention we need go no further than the registration of dogs. The Murdoch report in 1991 said that in many instances less than 50 per cent of dogs covered by municipal boundaries were registered. There is no evidence to indicate that anything has changed. In fact, many people would argue that it has become worse. In the past 10 years there has been a proliferation of bigger, more savage dogs. As we have driven society by two minute grabs on the news or by headlines in the newspaper - headlines that exist mainly to sell newspapers rather than to come to grips with facts - we have created a society that is increasingly concerned about what it needs to do to protect itself. In any daily newspaper around Australia private security firms offer their wares; guns are offered for sale for protection; mustard gas repelIents are for sale; and dogs are advertised to protect people and their property. Unfortunately in the past 10 years many people have switched to dogs for security, away from the traditional view that they are pets. 

• Mr Lewis: They have always been part of that. 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I know the Minister comes from the Roman era. I think in a past life he may have been one of those dogs in that era. 
All the experts recognise that in the past 10 years there has been a proliferation of certain breeds of dogs in this country that one battles to argue are bred simply because they are cuddly pets. I would be fearful of walking out my back door and leaving a Rottweiler or a pit bull terrier in my living room with a two month old baby. They are not companion dogs. In many instances those breeds are bred and sold with the intention of being guard dogs; they can protect people from the invader. A market niche has been created in dog breeding. 
Mr Omodei: Are you saying that the majority of them are being sold for protection rather than as companion animals? 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I have not said that. I have said that in the past 10 years there has been a proliferation of breeders of bigger and more savage dogs for the purpose of guarding people if they want them. I suggest that prior to about 10 years ago, although some dogs were used for guard purposes - many by professional people - the situation was not as it is today. We can see numerous magazines advertising these dogs for sale. They usually show a picture of a German shepherd's head with its mouth open and its lips curled back and the caption states, "German shepherds for sale, offering the protection you desire." 
Mr Omodei: Where do you see those pictures? 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I see them in many dog breeder magazines, in the Sunday Times, and in a number of other magazines and daily newspapers. It is only part of the scenario. Is the Minister indicating by bis body language that there has not been a proliferation in the sale of dogs specifically to guard people? 
Mr Omodei: You are talking about dogs with their mouths open. I read newspapers, but I have not seen any such pictures. Obviously you read different newspapers from those I read. 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I do not know whether the Minister reads the newspapers. Some of his colleagues suggest that that would be difficult for him to do. The South Australian Government has recognised the shortcomings of local government authorities policing this area and has put in place a dog and cat board so there is a central mechanism. That is what must occur here. It is no use having these extra penalties with 142 bodies responsible for them. Extra penalties should be attached to a central control mechanism to make sure that the standards are met and people are properly protected from this problem. The functions of the board under the South Australian Act continue -

(0) the issuing of orders or related directions under this Act; 
(E) the standard of facilities used for the detention of dogs under this Act; 
(F) the keeping of registers under this Act and the issuing of certificates of registration and registration discs; 
(G) any other matters related to the admInistration or enforcement of the provisions of this Act relating to dogs; and 

(c) to inquire into and consider all proposed by-laws referred to it under this Act, with a view 
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to promoting the effective management of dogs and, to the extent that the Board 
considers it appropriate, the consistent application of by-laws ... 

In other words, the board has a policing and educative role. Where in this Bill is the Minister proposing to 
do that? 

Mr Omodei: That is the thrust of the Bill. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Perhaps the Minister will explain it to me. 

Mr Omodei: I cannot refer to the specific clause. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Minister cannot do that because there is not one. The Minister said that the 
whole thrust of the Bill is policing of the legislation, but when he is asked to indicate where that is outlined 
in the Bill, he cannot do that. The reason he cannot do that is because it does not exist in the Bill. He has 
simply increased the penalties which local government authorities can impose even though they do not 
adequately police the present penalties. 

Mr Omodei: Every clause of the Bill is about the control of dogs. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Of course the Bill is about the control of dogs. It is about penalties and it is about 
giving rangers permission to enter people's properties. Under this Bill rangers will have a better definition 
of what is a savage and out of control dog. In spite of that, there is no mechanism in the Bill which will 
change the attitude of local authorities to policing the legislation. 

Mr Omodei: Have you read the Dog Act and the Bill? 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I have read the Dog Act and it is similar to the Act which applied in every State of 
Australia until the 1990s. Every Australian State has been faced with this problem. Traditionally, it has 
been the role of local authorities to manage the Dog Act and State Governments have recognised that they 
are no longer the appropriate bodies to manage it. They do not have the wherewithal or the commitment to 
do that. It simply does not work. The bottom line should not be to pander to local government, which is 
not treating this issue properly, but to outline how the State Government will protect people from being 
savaged in the street, their backyards or while they are going about their recreational pursuits. I do not 
want to drag the responsibility away from local government. The Minister should recognise what the other 
States have done about the problem and address the issue. The best model is in South Australia and if the 
Minister has not looked at its legislation, I suggest he do so. 

Mr Omodei: If you spent as much time looking at the Western Australian Act and the Bill as you spent 
looking at the South Australian Act, you would be far better informed. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am happy with my information. Why did the South Australian Government put 
in place a dog and cat board in 1992? 

Mr Omodei: A number of States have similar legislation. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Why does the Minister think that South Australia established a board to which 
local government was answerable? 

Mr Omodei: I do not know why. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Minister does not know because he has not bothered to look elsewhere for the 
best model. Every State is looking at this problem and is putting in place a model which all States should 
be looking at as a guideline, but the Minister has not bothered to consider it. The Minister is not aware of 
why the board was established in South Australia. It was established for exactly the same reason that 
Western Australia should establish a board. 

This Parliament does not create a police Act and give it to 142 authorities to administer. This legislation is 
left to the imagination of the local authorities as to whether they should pursue the registration of dogs. 
The Murdoch University report of 1991 quite clearly states that over 50 per cent of dogs are not registered. 

Mr Omodei: Is there a management board for the police? 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The same principles apply. Why give the Dog Act to 142 authorities that are 
incapable of managing it? It is one of the reasons for introducing new legislation. When considering a 
change to the legislation it was found that the bodies responsible for administering it were not carrying out 
their job. Western Australia needs a board which is similar to the board which has been put in place in 
other States. 

Mr Omodei: There is some agreement between you and me because that is why the amending Bill is in the 
Parliament. If the previous Government had the information which is in the Murdoch University report, 
why did it not move on it? 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Like this Government, the previous Government did not consider it as seriously as 
it should have. We are a few months out from an election and there is still not a new Bill before the 
Parliament. 

Mr Omodei: This Government has achieved a lot of reform in local government since it has been in 
government. 
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Mr MARLBOROUGH: I do not think the Government has achieved anything. This matter should have been before the Parliament at least two years ago. The Government has shown the Opposition that it acts no differently from what has happened in the past It is not a major priority of this Government. I am not criticising the Government 
Mr Omodei: You have a strange way of saying things. 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I said that when the Opposition was in government it did not act any differently. The tragedy is that when it comes to this type of BiII, members do not realise how seriously they should take them. In fact, these sorts of Bills are put at the bottom of the Notice Paper to allow other Bills to be debated. That is what has happened with this Bill. 
Mr Omodei: That is not true. The legislation is in the Parliament being debated now. 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Three and a half years into the Government's term in office! 
I come back to the model which has been set up in South Australia. Under the South Australian Act the powers of the board are as follows -

(1) The Board has the powers necessary or incidental to the performance of its functions. 
(2) The Board may, for example-

(a) enter into any form of contract or arrangement; and 
(b) acquire, hold, deal with and dispose of real and personal property; and 
(c) employ staff or make use of the services of staff employed in the public or private sector; and 
(d) engage consultants or other contractors; and • 
(e) establish committees (consisting of members, other persons or a combination of members and others) and assign to the committees advisory functions; and 
(f) require councils to provide information relating to the administration or enforcement of this Act. 

Where in this Bill is the Minister requiring councils to provide information relating to the administration or enforcement of the legislation? 
Mr Omodei: It does not need it there. The council must respond to its community. 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I have nearly reached the stage of acknowledging that it is a waste of my time trying to educate this Minister. Even though he has been given the facts he is arguing that if I knew as much about the provisions in this Bill as I do about the South Australian provisions, we would be better off. I asked him to point out to me where he has set out to change a fundamental problem; that is, the administration of the present Act. I said at the outset that I have no difficulty with the extra penalties proposed in the legislation because it is a move in the right direction. The problem is that there is no mechanism to improve the policing of it. That has been the great problem with the Dog Act in this State. When I ask the Minister to indicate where in his new Bill he has included a simple but fundamental provision requiring councils to provide information relating to administration or enforcement, he says that it is not necessary. 
Mr Omodei: I can do it any time I like. 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: He says that councils are responsible to their constituency. That is pan of the problem with this Bill and it raises the question of whether we will ever come to grips with reducing the level of attacks, better policing mechanisms, dog registration or improving the education of both owners and council authorities. Quite clearly, this Bill contains no provisions that will encourage any of those goals to be achieved in the way they should be. 
I wish to make one final reference to the setting up of the board in South Australia and, in particular, its funding. The board is funded out of the dog registration fees; it is a self-funding body. In metropolitan South Australia, 20 per cent of the registration fee is allocated to the board and in the rural areas the figure is 10 per cent. South Australia was experiencing a problem similar to ours - more than 50 per cent of all dogs were not registered. Because there is now this central body responsible for policing there has been a massive improvement in the rate of dog registration. South Australia now has a body driving the process and requiring local government to report to it on an annual basis what mechanisms have been put in place. The Dog Management Fund is the entity used by the board. The funds are kept and administered by the board and the fund consists of money required to be paid into the fund under the Act, any other money received by the board, and interest accruing from investment of the fund. The fund may be applied by the board in making payments - and these are the important elements - toward the cost of establishing or maintaining facilities used for the detention of dogs under the legislation. This funding goes back to the local community where the facilities are required to detain the dogs. The fund may also be used to make payments towards the cost of research or educational programs relating to dog management. 

The board does require some staff, but the services are put back into the community and education programs are undertaken so that we have better dog owners, better local government authorities managing 
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the dogs within their municipalities and greater knowledge in the general community of what dogs are and 
what is their purpose. The board may also use the funds for administrative expenses associated with its 
operations and for any other purpose in furtherance of the objects of the legislation. The fund may be 
invested as approved by the Treasurer and the board must keep proper accounts, and so on. 

I have spent some time on the issue of the setting up of a board in South Australia because, as the Leader of 
the National Party knows, it takes some time to get through to members on his side of the Chamber, 
especially him. The leader smiles as he leaves the Chamber, having been convinced. 

Mr Cowan interjected. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: He is now back for a second round. It was important to spend some time on this 
issue because it indicates where we on this side of the House disagree with this legislation. It is 
fundamentally flawed because it does not change the basic principles. It does not introduce a central 
authority that can set standards of policing and education for the community. 

Let us look at the basis of this Bill. We do not have in place in this State a proper database on which the 
Government can rely in relation to dog ownership, dog attacks, and so on. 

Mr Omodei: What good would that do? 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is our fundamental problem with this Minister. The Minister asks what is the 
point of having statistics about the num ber of dogs, dog attacks, the number of owners and their locations. 

Mr Omodei interjected. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is absolutely fundamental to put in place a proper mechanism for running such a 
system. Thank God this Minister is not Minister for Education. He would be asking why we needed to 
know how many children lived in a particular area in order to build a school. He would question why we 
needed to know their educational requirements and why we needed information about what they should 
learn. The Minister wants to know why we need a mechanism by which we can collect statistics. The 
Minister's interjection highlights the difficulty of making this Government see that it has an opportunity, 
with the assistance of this side of the House, to put in place legislation which will work. We have an 
opportunity to convince the public of Western Australia - the dog lovers and owners - that they can be safe 
in their home environment, when they walk down the street, when they walk on the beach and when they 
are involved in other recreational pursuits. We are trying, as best we can, to protect them from dog attack. 
Simply increasing the penalties is pointless if we do not have the policing mechanisms right. Why would a 
council, which now looks over its left shoulder at each by-election, want to upset someone in the street 
when, in many instances, fewer than 5 per cent of the eligible voters bother to vote at local government 
elections? Why would counci11ors want to be confronted by a person whose dog has been taken away and, 
worse still, put down? 

Mr Omodei: You were going to kill all the cats. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I would not have any trouble looking over my left shoulder. 

Mr Omodei: But you are an elected person and you are going to knock off aU the cats. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Thanklully at the moment I am elected through a process that involves 
compulsory voting. Local government does not and fewer than 5 per cent of the population bothers to vote 
at local government elections. 

Mr Omodei: That is not true. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is absolutely true. 

Mr Omodei: That shows how much you know about local government. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Minister knows a lot. Unfortunately, it is part of the problem that exists in 
the minds of councillors when they determine whether to pursue this issue vigorously. 

We will take the opportunity during Committee to continue to emphasise our problems with this Bill and to 
let the Minister and the community at large know that we are not happy with this Bill. It does not meet the 
needs of the public of Western Australia and when we get the opportunity to make major changes to this 
legislation, I hope during Committee, we will do so. If we do not achieve that during Committee we will 
attempt to do so at an appropriate later date when we can put in place a Bill that will meet the needs of the 
people of Western Australia. 

MR RIEBELING (Ashburton) [12.20 pm]: Madam Acting Speaker

Mr Bloffwitch: What is your view about cats? 

Mr RIEBELING: My view is similar to that of the member for Peel. The reason that this Government has 
chosen to avoid the issue of cat control is that I do not think this Minister or this Government has the 
stomach to take it on. It is clear to those who are interested in the control of dogs and cats that although 
this legislation is welcomed by members on this side of the House because it increases the penalties and it 
tackles a number of other important issues, it is very disappointing that it has missed the mark in a number 
of serious areas. As the member for Peel has stated, this Bill leaves the control of dogs in the hands of 
local councils around the State. 
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Mr Bloffwitch: Do you want to have an independent board as well? 

Mr RIEBELING: There should be an overriding authority which forces councils to carry out their 
responsibilities. 

Mr Omodei: What will be the penalties? 

Mr RIEBELING: The Government can determine whether to impose financial or other penalties upon 
local governments which do not do their job properly. 

Mr Omodei: Obviously your amendments to this legislation will define those penalties. 

Mr RIEBELING: There should be a financial incentive for local governments to do their job properly. 
This legislation does not contain any financial incentive to encourage local governments to change what 
they have been doing very badly for many years. The councils in this State do not do a very good job in 
policing the control of dogs. We as politicians get to know and we get bitten by more dogs than does the 
average person on the street. During the last election campaign in which I was involved, I was bitten four 
times, and they were very painful experiences. The only good thing about it was that those dogs bit me and 
not some little kid. The dogs that bit me were not controlled and no action was taken about those dogs, and 
to my knowledge they are still roaming around and biting other people. This legislation does not address 
dog control to the point that we believe it should. 

Mr Omodei: Have you read the Dog Act? 

Mr RIEBELING: Yes, I have. Has the Minister read it? 

Mr Omodei: Yes. 

Mr RIEBELING: That surprises me. 

Mr Omodei: Section 9 refers to the administration of the Act. • 

Mr RIEBELING: The number of dog attacks which this State is currently enduring indicates that there is a 
problem with dogs, and that problem is not being addressed. I presume that is why the Government 
introduced this legislation. However, the Government has missed the mark. Recently, I heard that a rabid 
rottweiler is roaming around within the Minister's party and is savaging people. That may indicate why the 
Government does not have in place proper controls. It is a fact that politicians, because of the way in 
which I believe we should operate, come into contact with savage dogs and appreciate the importance of 
dog control. 

Mr Wiese: Physically. I have got the scars to prove it. 

Mr RIEBELING: Too right! 

Irresponsible dog owners have caused many a politician to have a painful backside. We as politicians 
should be more sensitive than are most people about the importance of dog control. As a person who 
represents a non-metropolitan seat, I am very disappointed that the Minister did not bite the bullet and 
include cat control within this legislation. The Minister may say that is another issue. However, cats cause 
a huge amount of damage in country areas. The problem with feral cats is probably not as great in my area 
as it is in the south west, where feral cats can probably survive in greater numbers, but in the Pilbara the 
feral cat population has caused such damage that certain species of animals that used to exist no longer 
exist. The Minister should start to get tough in regard to cat control. I, like the member for Peel, do not 
particularly like cats because I have seen the damage that these little creatures can do. Severe restrictions 
should be placed on cat owners so that they ensure that their cats do not wander around at night and eat 
everything that comes across their path. The cats in the Pilbara eat lizards, birds, and other native creatures 
that wander past them. I can understand how politically sensitive an attack on cat owners may be, and I am 
sure that is why cat control legislation is not before us, but the Minister should look at not what is popular 
but what is best for the long term future of this State. If the Minister did that correctly, he would introduce 
legislation to force local authorities to bite the bullet and do something about cat control. I admit that 
previous Labor administrations have not tackled the cat problem and that has caused the problem to be 
more severe now than it was five or 10 years ago. 

Mr Omodei: Are you aware that a task force has looked at the cat issue and produced a report? 

Mr RIEBELING: I have seen a number of reports on cat control. In my view, many of the 
recommendations in the reports that I have seen are very sensible. 

Mr Omodei: Only one task force has been established by this Government while I have been the Minister 
responsible. 

Mr RIEBELING: Believe it or not, more people than just the Minister have looked at this matter. There 
are a number of reports on cats and the damage that they do to our native animal population. The Minister 
is not the first person to look at this issue, but he is one of the persons who has failed to do anything about 
it The Minister is the person responsible at the moment and he is the person whom people expect to 
introduce legislation to deal with this matter. The Minister does not want to take on the cat issue because 
we are approaching an election and all the cat owners in Perth would regard that adversely. 

Mr Omodei: That is not correct. As of 1 July, local governments across Western Australia will be able to 
make local laws to control cats. 
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Mr RIEBELING: The Minister should make the decisions and should stop saying to local governments, 
"Here we go; we will give you the power to make the tough decisions." Why not come out and say what 
the Government thinks should happen with cat control? 

Me Omodei: I have no problem with that. 

Me RIEBELING: Why not do it? 

Mr Omodei: We are dealing with dogs, and we have just dealt with the powers of local government. 
Members opposite did not deal with those things when in government, but we have resolved them. 

Me RIEBELING: This is the Minister's big opportunity in life. The Dog Act has been in existence for 20-
odd years. This Bill is the conservative parties' attempt to fix all of the problems that we did not fix. The 
Government has tackled a number of problems in regard to penalties. That is it. That is basically what the 
Government has done in this legislation. 

Mr Omodei: There was another amendment Bill in 1987. 

Mr RIEBELING: The Minister did not really have anything to do with that. This is aU the Minister's. 

Mr Omodei: Why were these problems not addressed then? 

Mr RIEBELING: Problems that exist now existed in those days and were not correctly addressed. That 
does not mean to say that this Government should not address them. Is the member interjecting not the 
Minister in charge of this legislation? 

Mr Omodei: I think you will find that most of the problems with dogs have been addressed in this Bill. 

Mr RIEBELING: Some of the problems have been addressed. However, the tough ones have been missed 
out because they are a bit hard. 

Mr Omodei: I am sure you will have amendments on the Notice Paper by the end of the day. Let us have 
those amendments on the Notice Paper, please. 

Mr RIEBELING: The Minister has headed the Bill the same. He talks only about dog control. 
Amendments to laws relating to cats cannot be put on the Notice Paper because we are dealing with dog 
legislation. We are saying that we are disappointed that the Minister has not placed cat control in this piece 
of legislation. The Minister has left in place provisions which fail the State. 

Mr Wiese: You have not worked out yet that this is dog legislation! 

Mr RIEBELING: The Minister for Police has not worked out that, in other places, the control of pets such 
as cats and dogs is done under one Act. Perhaps the Minister should look at other pieces of legislation 
before he makes comments like that. 

Mr Wiese: You are not another one of these people who thinks we should do everything the way they do it 
in Victoria, I hope. 

Mr RIEBELING: No. In this case I would say South Australia. 

Mr Marlborough: That is not bad for a bloke who brought the Commissioner of Police from Victoria. He 
told the whole of Western Australia that we would get a better Commissioner of Police from Victoria than 
we would get from Western Australia. 

Mr RIEBELING: I think he fol1owed that up by saying that maybe even the deputy commissioner could 
not come from here. 

Mr Wiese: Do you reckon the police should look after dogs? 

Mr RIEBELING: No, I do not think that. 

Mr Wiese: Who should do it? 

Mr RIEBELING: If structured correctly, the councils should be forced to do it. At the moment the 
Minister is asking us to accept that all will be well because the Government has written into the legislation 
that this is a serious thing. The Act said the same, although the penalties are slightly higher. We have 
found that there are some 20000 dog attacks in this State. That is a very conservative estimate. The four 
dog attacks I was involved in during the last election campaign were not reported. 

Mr Omodei: Were they the ones that bit you? 

Mr RIEBELING: That is right. 

Mr Omodei: Did you take action against the owners? 

Mr RIEBELING: No. They are very nice people who should not be taken to court because their dogs bit 
me. I probably deserved it. 

Mr Omodei: Are the dogs still alive? 

Mr RIEBELING: They are. They were nice dogs. The fact is that there should be in place in this State 
legislation to make sure that dogs are controlled. They are out of control at the moment and the 
Government is telling the same people who are responsible for allowing their dogs to get out of control that 
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the amendments to the Dog Act will change everything. They will not change anything. It will be policed 
by the same-

Mr Omodei: You have not read the Bill obviously. 

Mr RIEBELING: I have. Will it not be policed by the same people with the same responsibilities? 

Mr Omodei: They will have more responsibilities under this amendment. 

Mr RIEBELING: Higher penalties and the ability to enter property and respond, but not a compulsion to 
act. This Bill lacks any compulsion for the councils to act. That is the point the Minister has missed and 
which he continues to miss. The Minister for Police appears to agree that he does not understand that 
either. However, that is what the Minister for Local Government has missed. 

Mr Omodei: I am sure you will articulate that in an amendment. 

Mr RIEBELING: I am articulating it now so the Minister can change the Bill to properly reflect the 
expectations of the community. 

Mr Omodei: You can introduce amendments or a private member's Bill. 

Mr RIEBELING: The Minister should see the wisdom of what I am saying and get his draftspeople -

Mr Omodei: I do not agree with your management board. 

Mr RIEBELING: We know the Minister does not. The unfortunate thing is that the Minister has admitted 
in the last 10 minutes that he does not have statistics relating to the dog problem and does not want them. 

Mr Omodei: I can get them tomorrow if I need them. 

Mr RIEBELING: He would not need them anyway because he does not need to look at statistics and he 
does not want to know about the problem! That is a pity. If the Minister understood the woblems 
associated with cats, he would have brought legislation into this place. He should have the courage to 
stand up to the people who get cats because they are cute when they are young and like to hug them, but 
who then allow them to run amok in our community. I would hate to be a lizard crossing a backyard of a 
house in the Pilbara where there is a cat. They chomp them up and leave nothing of them. 

Mr Omodei: I am sure you will not want to become one. 

Mr RIEBELING: No. Perhaps the Minister will indicate how far away is the cat control legislation that he 
has been studying. 

Mr Omodei: I told you about five minutes ago that as of 1 July, local government will be able to make 
laws to control cats. 

Mr RIEBELING: I forgot that the Minister was not going to do it because it is too tough and a little 
politically sensitive. 

Mr Omodei: It is not too tough. 

Mr RIEBELING: It is too tough. Why hand it to local government? That is a cop-out. 

Mr Omodei: The laws will be subject to disallowance by the Parliament. 

Mr RIEBELING: Under the new Local Government Act. That is no great protection of the public interest. 

Mr Wiese: That has always been the case. By-laws are subject to disallowance. 

Mr RIEBELING: Absolutely. Why would the Minister put cat control under the management of local 
government? 

Mr Omodei: Here we go. We will have a management board for cats! 

Mr RIEBELING: If the Minister did the right thing, there would be one management board for cats and 
dogs. 

Mr Omodei: How would it compel local government and what would the penalties be? 

Mr RIEBELING: The Minister has missed once again that there would be a financial incentive for them to 
do their jobs properly. 

Mr Omodei: They would be paid on a per capita basis, would they? 

Mr RIEBELING: They would be paid through the registration fees. 

Mr Wiese: Will we allow them to have all the infringement notice money also? 

Mr RIEBELING: Why not, if they are in control of them? That is nothing new. 

Mr Omodei: Have you consulted local government about this new found brilliant idea? 

Mr RIEBELING: Not extensively, no. 

Mr Omodei: I have dismissed the idea because I believe that under section 9 of the Dog Act, local 
government has the duty -
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Mr RIEBELING: That is like the statistics the Minister is collecting on the dogs - he does not need them! 
The Minister does not need stats for cats because he does not intend doing anything about them! The 
Minister proposes giving control of cats to local government by telling those authorities that if they want to 
take on that issue, they can pass local by-laws and if the Minister does not agree with them, he can change 
them. He is not telling local government to control the feral cat population. If they wish to do it, they are 
perfectly entitled to do it! There will be no incentive and there is no reason for them to do it Why would 
councils take on the control of cats through local laws? 

Mr Omodei: They already have. Perth and Stirling have been doing it. 

Mr RIEBELING: Are they doing a good job? 

Mr Omodei: Yes, and will be quite capable of carrying on after 1 July. 

Mr RIEBELING: So there is no feral cat problem in the country? 

Mr Omodei: Do you want local government to chase cats on Crown land? 

Mr RIEBELING: The Minister just said that it is under the control of councils and they are doing a 
wonderful job. 

Mr Omodei: Cats on Crown land are the responsibility of other government instrumentalities, not local 
government. 

Mr RIEBELING: Okay. So, it has nothing to do with the feral cat problem? Is the Minister talking about 
different cats? . 

Mr Omodei: Let me get this straight: Not only local government but also private people control feral cats. 

Mr RIEBELING: We are talking about legislation that empowers local authorities with the control of cats 
and dogs. The Minister then brings in legislation which does not change the obligation of local 
government authorities. In excess of 20000 attacks per annum is acceptable, according to the Minister. 

Mr Omodei: I am not saying that at all; that is why the amendments are in this Parliament. 

Mr RIEBELING: The Minister is saying there is not a cat control problem in our community. 

Mr Omodei: I am not saying that. 

Mr RIEBELING: The Minister is saying that local government is already responsible for that and does it 
well. 

Mr Omodei: Some of the big councils are doing it very well. 

Mr RIEBELING: What about those councils which are not doing it well? 

Mr Omodei: They will have the ability to do that after I July. 

Mr RIEBELING: The Minister should tell them what they should be doing under the legislation. 

Mr Omodei: In the last three years this Government has brought in legislation concerning local 
government, superannuation, caravans and other mallers which were outstanding for many years. We 
currently have animal welfare legislation drafted, and we have a cat task force and amendments to the Dog 
Act. During the time the Opposition was in government nothing happened in relation to those matters apart 
from some amendments to the Dog Act in 1987. I do not think you have a leg to stand on. The member 
should debate the legislation in front of him and not talk about cats. 

Mr RIEBELING: It is impressive that the Minister thinks! He thinks I should move on. I will conduct this 
speech as I wish. 

Mr Wiese: You have not said much in 22 minutes. 

Mr RIEBELING: I hope it is sinking into the Minister's non-receptive mind that perhaps he should look at 
some controls relating to cats. The Minister has expressed quite plainly that he is happy with the controls 
currently in place; he must be the only person in the State who is. 

Mr Omodei: Some local governments are controlling cats very well. 

Mr RIEBELING: The Minister has not changed anything so how can he be happy? Local governments 
will have the ability to make local by-laws -

Mr Omodei: The control of cats will be managed by local laws. 

Mr Wiese: That is a huge change. They have been given powers that they never had before. 

Mr RIEBELING: Just because the Minister says they have the ability to do X and Y, does not mean they 
are forced to do anything. Local governments can easily do nothing. 

Mr Omodei: That is correct. That is why we are developing the animal welfare legislation. 

Mr RIEBELING: Would the Minister be happy with that? 

Mr Wiese: Will the member be addressing the issue of dog control during his speech? 

Mr RIEBELING: I may well get to the provisions relating to dangerous dogs; however, there will be 
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plenty of time to discuss that in Committee. I will not continue with the subject of feral cats, but I hope the 
Minister wiII realise that at the end of the day this legislation is the biggest opportunity in his life to have 
an impact on feral cats and dogs, and he has missed that. An election is due in the next 12 months, and I 
presume the Minister did not want to talk about that. 

Mr Wiese: Is the member aware of the programs conducted by CALM which control feral cats and foxes? 

Mr RIEBELING: They are killing them, I hope. 

Mr Wiese: There is a major campaign which is carried out right down through forest areas -

Mr RIEBELING: Rabbits are not looking healthy either. That is the type of program which should 
happen. 

Mr Wiese: I am informing the member that it is happening. 

Mr RIEBELING: That is not happening in council areas. 

Mr Wiese: It is all being done in council areas, that is all Crown land. 

Mr RIEBELING: The Minister for Police wants me to get off the topic. 

Mr Wiese: I want to see if you will talk about dogs. 

Mr RIEBELING: Where do feral cats come from; do they.come from residential areas, metropolitan areas, 
from country towns? 

Mr Omodei: Some are native cats. 

Mr Wiese: There are some cats out there breeding. 

Mr RIEBELING: Do they come from runaways? 

Mr Omodei: Some of them are native cats. 

Mr Wiese: Is the member interested in.a biological lesson on the life cycle of feral cats? 

Mr RIEBELING: If the Minister thinks these cats just exist out in the bush, that is fine. 

Mr Wiese: They do, and I can show you some places where they live. 

• 

Mr RIEBELING: One concern about the legislation is the definition of "provocation". I presume that 
provocation is a defence for a person who has owned a dangerous dog. If an attack occurs, the defences are 
set out in the provocation definition. That definition is relatively broad. It gives a defence to the offence of 
allowing a dog to attack another individual or another dog and then be declared dangerous. 

Mr Omodei: Has the member looked at the definition of "attack"? 

Mr RIEBELING: I have read the Act. I have informed the Minister of that several times, so he should not 
keep asking me those questions. Has the Minister read the provocation clause? 

Mr Omodei: Yes, indeed. 

Mr RIEBELING: That clause is very broad. 

Mr Omodei: The clause relating to attack is also broad; that is the point I am trying to make. 

Mr RIEBELING: Talking to this Minister is like talking to a bloody brick wall. The Minister can cite 
other clauses in the Bill but I am trying to express my concerns about the provocation clause which is a 
defence to the attack provisions; does he understand that? 

Mr Omodei: I am saying that the definition of attack is also broad. 

Mr RIEBELING: The areas which indicate how wide the defence provocation can be - and I am saying 
they are very wide - should be tightened up. I hope that particular pomt has sunk in to the Minister. 

Mr Omodei: Does the member have an amendment to that? 

Mr RIEBELING: In Committee I have no doubt that the Minister and I will debate that issue and the 
Minister will agree to my amendment. 

Mr Omodei: It would have been appropriate to have that on the Notice Paper so that I had time to check on 
it 

Mr RIEBELING: Life was not meant to be easy, as someone on the Minister'S side of politics once said. 
That comment applies when one is a Minister. In Committee I hope the Minister will see that particular 
clause does not afford the protection that I believe the Minister is endeavouring to put in place. The 
dangerous dog declaration appears to read that a dog can be declared dangerous and then released on a 
work and development-type order, or community service, or some such thing. I hope the Minister will be 
able to explain to me why, once a dog is declared dangerous, more severe actions do not flow in reference 
to that particular dog. It appears that the Minister has allowed for greater powers of entry to property, and 
in certain circumstances that is correct. I am somewhat concerned about the clause which deals with the 
entry of people onto non-residential property and I will address that issue in Committee. The tougher 
penalties and the tightening up of some provisions of the Dog Act are welcome. My disappointment is not 
at what is in the legislation but what is not in it, and what I think is required to achieve effective controls. 
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DR WATSON (Kenwick) [12.50 pm]: I wish to make a brief contribution and add my concerns to those 
expressed by my colleagues, the members for Peel and Ashburton. I have never been a dog owner. When I 
was a child we did not have dogs, but I was bitten three times. I remember each attack vividly even now in 
the autumn of my years. As members of Parliament we and our teams face a challenge when engaging in 
doorknocking and postal deliveries. I make it a point to tell my campaign workers, and everyone else on 
whose campaign I am working, that I do not expect them to enter any property about which they feel 
nervous because a dog may be there; certainly they should not enter any property with a warning sign on 
the gate. I think caution is the better part of valour when a dog of any size guards a residential property. 

I understand that about 20000 dog attacks occur each year. It does not matter whether the attack is 
provoked or not, people have the right to walk the streets and public spaces without fear of a dog attack. I 
am also concerned that that is a gross under-reporting -

Mr Omodei: I agree. 

Dr WATSON: The Minister agrees. I heard my colleague say that he was bitten four times during the 
Kalgoorlie campaign, and none of the attacks was reported. People keep dogs for a number of reasons, and 
I am concerned about the growing reason for protection by certain breeds of dogs - those genetically 
programmed to be attackers. Although there is a lot of controversy surrounding the potential banning of 
breeds of dogs, such as Rottweilers and bull-terriers, we should give that proposal our serious 
consideration. 

It appears that this Bill is directed to dealing with individually aggressive dogs rather than particular breeds 
of dog. Some people keep dogs as a fonn of protection when they would really like to possess a firearm. 
Some people expect their dog to attack without any kind of warning, so I am pleased to see the provisions 
in this Bill for notices to be erected on the boundaries of properties. However, it is my understanding that 
people increasingly lease dogs for patrols at night on industrial properties. I do not know what the success 
rate is. However, I know that in my area with the Maddington, Kenwick and Welshpool industrial estates 
people hire dogs to patrol at night. I also know that some of my constituents keep the same dogs in their 
backyards during the day. By leasing the dogs people make a small income so that they can provide this 
service for certain industrial yards. What happens when people go to those houses during the day when a 
dog that has been trained to be savage and to attack is on the property? Very often those backyards are 
small and cramped. It is a real concern that some very big dogs are confined to blocks of one-fifth of an 
acre in the metropolitan area. 

Mr Omodei: Should we stop people having big dogs? 

Dr WATSON: As I said earlier, I have never been a dog owner. I am not talking from direct experience. 
The basis for my understanding of the issue is what my constituents tell me about their concerns. I am 
always very concerned to hear about attacks which seem to be unprovoked, on children in particular but 
also on men and women walking in their neighbourhoods. Recently a Gosnells councillor was attacked 
while doing some campaign letter-boxing. As reported in the community newspaper this week, the dog 
was destroyed by the council ranger. One of my workers was doorknocking and collecting money for the 
cancer, heart and arthritis appeal three or four years ago. She went to a house in her neighbourhood and an 
Alsatian dog came down the corridor of the house, broke through the flywire screen door and attached 
itself to her abdomen. The woman suffered awful injuries but fortunately, because she had some adipose 
tissue on her abdomen, her organs were not damaged. Had she been a thinner person the dog's teeth and 
jaws would have clamped into her abdominal organs. The dog tore away a layer of fat, and when the 
woman pulled up her knee - which made the dog release its jaws - it attached itself to her thigh. They are 
the sorts of risks that people take. We need to be safe in our neighbourhoods, and feel confident that we 
can knock on someone's door without being attacked in that way. An Alsatian dog has that genetic 
inclination, and I would tend to go further and consider breeds as well as individual dogs in this kind of 
legislation. 

I am also concerned about some irresponsible owners of dogs. Each morning when I can I take a brisk 
walk in the Canning River Regional Park. People do not always comply with council requirements about 
exercise areas and use a leash on their dogs in those parts of the park that are not designated exercise areas. 
Dogs drop faeces while the owners are standing ncarby, perhaps chatting, and leave it on the footpath 
where children or others might walk. I find that offensive. The dog is not to know, but it reinforces my 
view that many of the problems to do with dogs are more to do with the owners. 

On the positive side, however, I am impressed by the information that has been sent to all parliamentarians 
by the Australian Companion Animal Council. Companion animals such as dogs, cats, birds and fish 
involve about 12 million Australians, employ over 30000 Australians, contribute about $2.2b to the 
economy, and make 12 million people happier, healthier and less stressed. There seems to be some 
statistical evidence that companion pets - specifically dogs - are good for health. People who own pets 
typically visit the doctor less often and use less medication. Pet owners on average have lower cholesterol 
and blood pressure. Pet owners recover more quickly from illness and surgery, and deal better with 
stressful situations being less likely to feel lonely. 

Silting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

[Questions without notice taken.] 
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Dr WATSON: I have expressed concern about the number of dog attacks in Western Australia, most of 
which are not reported, and about the reasons that people keep savage and big dogs. I have described to the 
House some of the benefits of pet ownership in improving people's health that are documented in a report 
that was released late last year. It is important to focus on the benefits as well as the costs of pet 
ownership. It is estimated that Australia-wide, 3.8 million dogs are kept as pets. We know that by 
definition those dogs must be registered and that many owners, particularly in country areas, do not register 
their animals. It is estimated that in Western Australia there are 345 000 dogs, 299 000 cats, 900 000 birds, 
1 200 000 fish, and other pets such as horses, rabbits and guinea pigs. Pet ownership is extremely 
important to the 12 million Australians who are associated with them. 

It is often said that children learn about gentle handling and animal behaviour, and also about death, by 
living with a pet, and parents often use pets to assist their children to learn about responsibility. I have 
been interested in the health benefits of pet ownership, particularly the way in which animals have been 
introduced into nursing homes and into hostels and group homes for people with disabilities. The tactile 
nature of a person's relationship with a dog or cat can have an objective and calming influence, particularly 
on elderly people and people with disabilities. It has been documented through carefully constructed 
research that people who own pets have lower cholesterol levels. I do not have access to the basic research 
and methodology, but there must be some form of interaction that affects enzyme uptake and digestive 
processes. It is estimated that pets can lower the owner's risk of heart attack by 4 per cent. Pet owners 
have lower levels of triglyceride fats in their blood and lower blood pressure. Owning a pet can reduce a 
person's blood pressure as efficiently as eating a low fat diet or cutting down on alcohol. Pet owners have 
fewer visits to doctors. Conversely, pet ownership involves costs and threats. One of the threats which has 
been identified is increasing urbanisation. 

I spoke earlier about keeping one or two large dogs on a fifth of an acre urban block; those dogs that are 
leased at night to industrial areas as watchdogs. However, the writers of this report point out that dogs are 
prohibited from some parks and for owners to be able to exercise their dogs regularly, access is nwded to 
public areas within easy walking distance of homes. We aU agree with that. There is no doubt that the 
greatest threat comes from the owners of the dogs. 

One of the issues about which I have been concerned in relation to old constituents is the financial cost to 
them of maintaining a pet While the benefits may be great for their health, there is no doubt there is an 
increasing cost for people who are unemployed or on pensions. Priority may not always be given to their 
own health. I know that many of myoid constituents sometimes treat their pets' welfare above their own. 
I wanted to say those sorts of things in the context of my concern about big and savage dogs, and 
particularly about certain breeds of dog. 

As far as I know, the Canine Association contacted all members late last year. I have been in touch with 
the president and the executive officer of the Canine Association because they canvassed four issues of 
concern to them when the Bill was released for public comment. I understand that all but two of those 
concerns have been addressed. The Minister might like to make a note of those concerns and advise in his 
response how they were addressed. The officers of the Canine Association are still concerned about the 
absolute liability for unlimited costs on the dog owner for any dog attack. They urge that that liability be 
linked with provocation. The Minister might tell me now for my information whether the definition of 
"provocation" was amended after consultation with the Canine Association. I spoke to that association this 
morning about the definition of "provocation". Over the telephone it seems that it meets the association's 
initial concerns. However, it is a bit difficult for the association to comment without seeing it. As the 
Minister knows, the Canine Association appointed a subcommittee which presented the Minister with a 
long submission. I also understand that the Minister saw the president. The association is most concerned 
to avoid what it sees as frivolous litigation. I am not sure that it and I would not part company at some 
stage on what was considered to be frivolous litigation, because I think an attack is an attack. I am 
concerned that people are able to walk and ride bicycles in their own neighbourhoods without any fear of 
attack and certainly of unprovoked attack. 

With my colleagues, the members for Peel and Ashburton, I too am dismayed that the Government has not 
taken the opportunity of looking at cat control along with this amending legislation to the Dog Act. There 
is a lot of feeling out there against cats and about the nuisance that they pose, not only to wildlife but also 
generally, particularly around households, from yowling at night to spraying and smelling. There has never 
been any kind of control of cats. Every now and again there is a wave of lobbying of members of 
Parliament for some kind of control. It is a shame that the Minister has missed the boat by not looking at 
the South Australian structure to provide an overarching pieee of legislation that would deal with cat 
control as well as dog control. 

About three months ago I tossed up whether I would go and see the Minister about something that 
happened to me. A stray cat had six kittens in my backyard. It posed a real problem. I am not a pet 
owner; I never have been. I did not have any skills for dealing with this situation. The Cat Haven gave me 
advice and in the end the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals had to take them away. 
The mother cat was savagely defensive of her kittens. I could not have people into the backyard in the first 
10 days of the kittens' lives. In the end, the RSPCA was able to remove only the kittens. I fear that 
somebody gave the mother a bait because she hung around for about 24 hours in deep distress. Even I was 
feeling quite sad for her because her distress was so evident. However, I think she was a neighbourhood 
nuisance in the end and someone poisoned her. The neighbours worked that out. There is no doubt that 
wild, stray and feral cats pose a problem. So also do domestic cats that, by their nature, will roam. 
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I was interested in an environmental health journal of spring 1993 which reported on a City of Perth cat 
sterilisation subsidy scheme, which seems a sensible way to deal with this issue. The Ruby Benjamin 
Animal Foundation wrote to me late last year to provide me with information about the foundation for 
sterilisation. It was established only in 1984 in response to the stated needs of the community for low cost 
sterilisation of animals, particularly dogs. The scheme has since extended to the sterilisation of cats. Ruby 
Benjamin wrote to all members of Parliament. However, it was interesting to reread this morning not only 
the letter but also the table of information about the number of dogs that had been sterilised through 
subsidy in each of the metropolitan local authorities. In the Canning local government area for instance 
108 dogs had been sterilised through subsidy and in Gosnells 225. However, some authorities such as 
Fremantle had done 481, Armadale 932, and Wanneroo 1689. I would be happy to give those figures to 
the Minister. The subsidy for each dog sterilised is $30. To February 1994,7443 dogs had been sterilised 
at a cost of $30 each, making a total of $223 290. I do not know how much it costs for a cat to be 
sterilised. Gearly people who are concerned about the welfare of animals know that one means of control 
is sterilisation; however, a $30 subsidy for each sterilisation carried out to date has amounted to almost a 
quarter of a million dollars, which is a substantial amount. 

I am sorry the Government has not availed itself of the opportunity to address some of the problems. The
biggest complaint is that there is no compulsion on local government councils to act. Those in the 
community expect action to be taken when they make a telephone call to the local authority. Certainly we 
would not tolerate 20000 assaults a year by persons without taking some action. I described before lunch 
the injuries that had been inflicted by a dog on a person doorknocking; if those injuries had been inflicted 
by another person, there would have been an outcry. I know there is much distress about the old woman 
who was probably mauled to death by the Rottweilers in Wanneroo. I know there is much concern about 
children who have been seriously, if not fatally, injured by some breeds of dog. There is much concern 
about dogs that have attacked and killed smaller and more vulnerable dogs. Unless the Government takes 
the opportunity to amend the legislation at the Committee stage, the community will not accept that the 
Government has done its best in this area. 

In 1987 when the previous Government amended the Dog Act, it was stunned by the level of community 
interest in those amendments and in the debate. For some reason this time the level of interest is not as 
high. However, once the Bill is proclaimed and comes into force people will have a much clearer 
understanding of the provisions that have been omitted. 

MS ANWYL (Kalgoorlie) [2.53 pm]: I echo many of the comments made so far, in that registration of 
dogs within the local government sphere appears to be the key to regulation. At the outset I indicate that I 
like dogs and cats and I do not wish to see all cats dead or all dogs dealt with harshly, as do some of my 
colleagues. 

Dr Watson: I did not say that. 

Ms ANWYL: No, but the member for Peel certainly does not like cats very much! My comments are 
prefaced with that statement because we must recognise, as the member for Kenwick has, the beneficial 
aspects of pet ownership. That is why registration is the key to control of dogs because the unregistered 
dogs cause the bulk of the problems. It is similar to the argument on gun control; it is not the licensed 
firearms but rather the unlicensed firearms that create problems in the community. I make some 
observations on how the amendments affect the whole issue of registration at the local government level. 

The introduction of "Division 2 - Dangerous dogs" will have some effect on trying to deal with particularly 
difficult animals. However, it is unlikely that the bulk of dogs that will be labelled dangerous as a result of 
roaming the streets will be registered. That in itself will create problems for local government when it tries 
to issue notices pursuant to section 33F, as proposed. It is one thing to identify the behaviour of dogs that 
will require some regulation. However, I wonder how some of the proposed measures can be enforced; for 
example, requiring the dog to wear a particular collar or device which identifies it as a so-called dangerous 
dog. In the case of an irresponsible owner who has not registered the dog, it is difficult to see how the 
measures set out in proposed section 33 will be enforced. 

One of the principal amendments to the Act relates to section 46, which deals with civil remedies available 
presently pursuant to the dog legislation. That provision will be amended from a presumption whereby the 
owner may be liable if the dog attacks someone, to a mandatory provision whereby the owner shall be 
liable subject to some allowance for the concept of contributory negligence; that is, if the victim has 
contributed in some way to the dog attack. The difficulty is that the Dog Act has tended to be legislation of 
strict liability; that is, if an attack occurs some remedy will be available. This also gets back to the issue 
that it is very difficult for the average person to enforce the provisions if the dog is not registered because 
the provisions set out in section 3 of the existing legislation for the definition of the owner or the person 
deemed to be in possession or control of the dog, require a person to have some idea of whom they can 
recover costs against. There is little point trying to recover compensation if one cannot identify the person 
from whom that compensation will come. 

I think we all agree it is appropriate to make dog owners accountable to victims of their dogs' actions by 
compensation, but there is little point in its being mandatory if the problem of registration is not addressed. 
When a person on the street is bitten by a dog it is difficult sometimes to find out who owns the dog. 
Although the existing legislation attempts to provide a trap-all provision, I know from personal experience 
that it is very difficult sometimes to determine the dog's owner. Even if one can identify the property from 
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which the dog came, often there are many adults in a household and they will all disclaim responsibility for ownership of the dog. 

Mr Omodei: What do you suggest should happen? 
Ms ANWYL: One of the principal issues is to ensure dogs are registered. I have just given two examples of cases where the intent of the legislation is fine. Sowever, unless that central issue of registration is attacked, we will not get far with putting legislation into effect to stop the problem that we are all so concerned about. The Minister is in Government and I am not. I do not have a solution to that central issue; I am drawing the Minister's attention to it. 
Mr Marlborough: I made the point earlier that, faced with this same problem, South Australia put in place its Dog and Cat Management Board. I spoke to the board again during the lunch break. It has been running for approximately 10 months and it has had tremendous success in getting councils to register over 60 000 unregistered dogs in the past 10 months. 
Mr Shave: I am sending a transcript of your comments to the cat owners of Western Australia! 
Mr Marlborough: You have always been a-
The SPEAKER: Order! Cross-Chamber interjection will cease. 
Ms ANWYL: Thank you, Mr Speaker. The point I am making is that we must address the whole issue of registration. Again, from experience as a solicitor acting for people who have been attacked by dogs, for owners of dogs and for the local shire in trying to enforce these issues, I know that without registration cases are difficult to pursue, although sometimes that wiII be possible. In light of the costs of issuing summonses and so forth a shire wiII be reluctant to pursue issues if it cannot prove ownership. A very serious case occurred in the main street of Boulder where two totally unprovoked attacks occurred. At the end of the day the shire could not pursue the matter because it was not possible to establish wh~as in control of the dogs. 
I pointed out earlier that proposed section 3 provides some wide attempts to catch the owner or the person who has possession of the dog, but it will not work without a registration tag. 
Mr Omodei: I can understand your concern in relation to compensation and liability. If the dog has caused an offence, obviously it would be impounded and destroyed if nobody claimed it. If it is claimed, the owner is revealed, surely? 
Ms ANWYL: Certainly that would apply in a serious case such as that. That is not the aim of division 2 of the BiII. To follow the Minister's logic, division 2 seeks to require that a dog be identified as dangerous and then that quite extensive methods of identifying such a dog be implemented such as a collar or device, labels on the owner's gate, etc. Clearly the legislation anticipates a position where a dog will be identified as dangerous but not be killed. 
Mr Omodei: If there is no owner, it will be impounded. If nobody claims the dog, it will be destroyed after three days. From that point of view I cannot understand your argument. Concerning liability, if someone has been attacked and it is impossible to identify the owner, I am prepared to consider that and seek some answers. 
Ms ANWYL: A dog may terrorise. For example, both the member for Kenwick and the member for Peel referred to constituents who are frightened of particular dogs. I take the Minister's point about liability where a bite has occurred. However, we are also trying to deal with antisocial dogs. 
Mr Omodei: They would be declared dangerous. 
Ms ANWYL: That is right; but it may not be easy to identify who owns those dogs. 
Mr Omodei: They will be impounded and then destroyed. 
Ms ANWYL: Division 2 does not refer to generally impounding; it refers to identification. I do not think it wiII solve the problem without there being clear registration. 
Mr Omodei: If they cannot be identifed, they will be put down. 
Ms ANWYL: Division 2 does not refer to impounding; it refers to risk dogs. 
Mr Omodei: You must read the amendment with the Act. 
Ms ANWYL: I appreciate that. Is the Minister saying the idea of division 2 is to impound all dogs that are likely to cause any risk? 
Mr Omodei: If they do not have an owner, they will be impounded. 
Ms ANWYL: That does not happen now and I do not see how division 2 will increase the willingness of local governments to impound dogs. 
Mr Omodei: A dog catcher will pick up a dog roaming at large - presuming we are talking about dogs roaming at large. 

Ms ANWYL: We are not necessarily talking about dogs which roam at large. We could hypothesise, but it will not take the debate much further. Rather than dogs that roam at large, we are referring to dogs that 
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cause fright to some people. I understood from reading division 2 together with the existing Act that the 
Minister was attempting to provide some middle ground for dogs that are likely to cause some harm, but 
are not such a risk that they should be immediately put down. 

I am informed by the shire of Kalgoorlie-Boulder - I have confirmed those figures again today - that 1 200 
dogs are registered there. The conservative estimate of the number of dogs in the area is about 11 000. 
Those figures indicate that slightly more than 10 per cent of dogs are registered. My point is that we must 
consider ways of increasing the number of dogs which are registered. I do not think the fees are too steep; 
it costs $30 to register an unsterilised dog and $10 to register a sterilised dog for one year. Clearly people 
are not registering their dogs. In April the shire picked up 111 dogs which were impounded. Many of 
those were disposed of. I am also told that people attend the pound, having worked out their dog is 
impounded, but when told what is the cost of taking the dog back they prefer to let it be destroyed. We are 
clearly talking about an element of owners who are not interested in their pets. Again the issue of 
registration arises. 

For the Minister's information I am informed that cats are a problem in the Shire of Kalgoorlie-Boulder. 
However, the shire has no policy of actively picking up those cats, other than to dispose of any that are 
delivered to it. A significant number of cats is disposed of that way. In response to my asking about the 
introduction of by-laws after 1 July, the shire informed me that it would certainly look to the Government 
for some assistance regarding what policies it could implement. Probably not all the 142 shires will jump 
on the bandwagon and implement some by-laws. They are looking for assistance in that regard from the 
Government. 

Mr Omodei: From the point of view of model local laws? 

Ms ANWYL: In terms of strategy and policy and basic methods of implementation, I imagine. 

Clause 15 amends section 46 of the Act to provided mandatory compensation where an attack has occurred. 
That is quite important. The contributory negligence aspect will be a new concept within that section. It 
will be interesting to see how that will be resolved. Establishment of an owner will be difficult. I was 
involved in a case not so long ago where an Alsatian dog bit a man on the face. The man pursued the 
matter through the courts and I think he sought in excess of $150 000 because he claimed that his injury 
caused him to lose the ability to work in the position he held underground. The dog was named Rambo and 
it had a habit of roaming between various houses. The judge in that case was fairly loath to make a finding 
although in the end he did. Seeking compensation can be difficult when trying to determine who is the 
owner or who is in possession at a certain time especially when so many homes are occupied by more than 
one adult. The problem would not have arisen if the dog had been registered. The registration would have 
stood on its own in terms of the provisions of section 3 of the Act. The same sorts of issues of 
compensation and so forth have arisen in my electorate with children being bitten in the street. Dogs may 
have been put down. 

Many household insurance policies include cover for these types of cases but conversely many do not. It is 
a matter of educating the public. When trying to provide for compensation for what may be a serious bite, 
it may simply be that by shopping around one may have cover in one's household insurance. Many people 
are not aware of that until it is too late and they are presented with a law suit. 

I am also interested to note in the context of compensation of injury generally that there is no suggestion of 
any threshold being imposed in this legislation. If one is hit by a car, one cannot claim for scarring, pain 
and suffering, albeit that negligent driving may have been involved, if the claim is worth less than $10000. 
lf one is bitten by the dog next door, one can claim that compensation. I fail to see how the Minister can 
justify the striking injustice. Where a dog caused a motor vehicle accident we would have the strange 
situation that the dog owner would be held to be liable but the person who perhaps did not drive the car as 
well as he might have would not be the subject of any claim because of the threshold provisions. That is 
anomalous. 

I return once more to the concept of registration. We should ensure in the Bill some uniformity in local 
government when dealing with the issue of registration; that is, to ensure that all the provisions in the Bill 
are able to be enforced and can have a real effect on this serious problem. 

MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [3.13 pm]: When I was Minister for Local Government I attended the 
initial animal welfare Ministers' conference in Adelaide. We were discussing the question of registration 
of cats. We had a very lengthy presentation about the evils of cats. I leant over to Hon Tom Bums, then 
the Minister responsible in Queensland, and said, "Tom, do you think that we should declare that our wives 
have more than three cats?" I do not want anyone to presume from that story that I have anything in for 
dogs. I had at least two dogs that I loved dearly when I was young and I inherited a third when John 
Cornell's family left Bunbury. I recognise the value that many people attach to their dogs for 
companionship in the lives that they share and the great asset they can be, especially in a family with 
children. 

Having said that, however, one of the things that I also became aware of as Minister for Local Government 
was the extraordinarily high number of dog attacks in Western Australia each year and the extraordinary 
number of attacks on sheep and other pasturing animals, especially in the outer metropolitan area. At one 
stage the highest estimate I heard was something like 3 000 dog bites each year in metropolitan Perth. I 
eventually came to the view on dog control that we had to tackle the dangerous dog issue head on. 
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Whatever we may say about the value of dogs as pets and companions, and in rural areas as working dogs, we must recognise that people do not have to have the right to choose every dog in the world to come into Western Australia or to be bred in Western Australia in order to have those sorts of relationships. One can love a chihuahua as much as one ean a Great Dane. An increasing tendency, which is fairly evident in the suburbs, is that dogs are being obtained by families and individuals not so much as pets and companions but as protectors from what they see as the rising level of crime in the community. I am prepared to say that I do not regard the rising level of crime in the community as being a reason for people in the suburbs to be able to have the most dangerous dog they can think of to protect their family or property. Dogs should not be regarded as being part of a home protection system for the suburbs. Anyone who tries to develop legislation that somehow or other acknowledges that a valid means of protecting oneself and one's family is to have a dog in the family for the purpose of attacking an intruder has a wrong premise, which we as a Parliament and a community should not encourage. In the end most people who are bitten are not intruders or thieves but family members, or more usually neighbours and friends with whom the dog has some association. 

When the incident occurred in Wanneroo, those who were talking about not having some sort of knee jerk reaction failed to recognise that we were not having a knee jerk reaction but a gut wrenching reaction. We have seen in the last 18 months or 2 years in Western Australia and other States some horrific incidents that no civilised community should allow to take place. If those sorts of things are happening on a regular basis, we must question the right of individuals to have or breed any kind of dog that they choose or to train a dog in any manner they choose, especially if the training is aimed at teaching the dog to attack another person, whether the person is entering property, walking casually along the street, in a public place or even on some occasions in their own home when dogs intrude into their property. As I say, one can love a chihuahua just as much as a Great Dane. I do not recognise some inviolable right of my neighbours to get the biggest and most dangerous fighting breed they can find in the world and bring it into Australia and breed it as they think fit. I do not see the right of any person to do that in the suburbs. Wheth~ we as human beings are caged up or large animals are expected to live in the small confines of a backyard or suburban flat will influence temperament. No matter how good the training or handling is and no matter how much love there is, if a large dog is confined or left alone for much of the day, if it is not properly fed and tended to with the extra cost that that entails, it is likely to become erratic in its behaviour. Once that happens the damage those dogs can do to people, especially to young children, and to other people's pets, including cats, can be quite disastrous. 
I regret that this legislation has not tackled the question of banning some of the breeds that are now notorious, if not solely because of their behaviour and characteristics but also because of the level of harm they do and the deaths they cause when they attack people. It is very difficult; there are people in the community who will always justify on the basis of some civil liberty their right to buy firearms of their choice and to have the dog of their choice. However, in a really civilised community, in fairness to the animals and the neighbours and friends who are so often the victims of these dogs, we must set the limits. Those limits should be more severe in relation to keeping dogs in metropolitan suburbs as distinct from special urban or rural areas. There may well be an argument that there are some areas in which an environment can be provided to keep those large breeds of dogs. However, it is not possible, practical or wise for many of those larger more dangerous dogs to be confined to a narrow space that their owner chooses for them. 

We should also discourage this idea that dogs are somehow part of the home security system. It worries me that the definition of "provocation" contained in this legislation includes activities such as entry without lawful excuse on any land or premises of which the owner of the dog is an occupier or on which the dog is ordinarily kept; or any intrusion into or upon any vehicle in which the dog is present; or any threat to, or attack upon, another person or animal towards whom the dog could reasonably be expected to be protective. I can understand the arguments for those activities being included in the definition of "provocation". We all understand the wish to discourage by any means a person coming onto a property for the purpose of committing a sexual assault, robbing a house or raiding the fruit trees, and so on. One could say that in those instances one could have a slightly different approach to the question of whether the dog is to blame for what follows if the dog attacks such a person. However, to include this in a defence provision dealing with provocation is a dangerous tendency that seeks to identify dogs as part of the security system for the house rather than as a pet or companion in the way that we should properly regard these animals. 

Once we start to allow the home protection argument to develop, it is very easy then to allow the training of dogs for that purpose and to say that it is fair and reasonable to train a dog to attack anyone who enters one's house for whatever reason. As parliamentarians we know that when we go doorknocking we are attacked by dogs. It is increasingly hard in some areas to justify going to knock on a door if it is 30 or 40 metres behind a fence because one docs not know what is behind the fence. Colin Jamieson, the former leader on this side of the House, always told me that the electorate of Mitchell worried him most. He had never been bitten by a dog in the course of doorknocking anywhere but over a period of three weeks of doorknocking in Mitchell he was bitten thrcc times. 
People go onto other people's properties for all sorts of reasons. They could be lost; they could be children seeing a safe house sign; children seriously concerned about finding their way home; or people whose vehicles have broken down and want to use a telephone. For many reasons we believe we have valid excuses for entering other people's properties. Of course, once a person is on the property a dog cannot 
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distinguish whether he is there innocently or with some evil intent As I said, once we start to see dogs as 
part of the home security system we will encourage people to train dogs to attack and we will obviously be 
telling people that, when choosing a dog, they should go for the bigger and stronger dog because that type 
of dog is more likely to frighten people entering a property. In the end, most of the 3000 dog attacks that 
take place in Western Australia each year do not involve dogs biting evildoers; they are biting quite 
innocent people and are causing enormous distress. In the case of the Wanneroo incident, it is simply a 
situation that no civilised community should be prepared to tolerate. The first and foremost function of any 
civilised community is to protect the safety of the individuals. One does not do that by encouraging a 
notion of protecting the safety of one individual by attacking the safety of another. A civilised community 
tries to enhance the safety of all individuals and does not allow dangers of any kind to exist, even in the 
form of large dogs which have inherent characteristics that predispose them to bite or attack people or 
which are trained for that purpose. 

We have not gone far enough with this legislation and it has taken too long for it to be introduced. If it had 
not been for the attack at Wanneroo, I wonder whether it would have been introduced last year. 

Mr Lewis interjected. 

Mr D.L. SMITH: I began the rewriting of the Dog Act and the animal welfare legislation. 

Mr Omodei: No, you did not; you put in place a proposal for an animal welfare advisory committee. 

Me D.L. SMITH: The primary function of that committee was to rewrite the animal welfare legislation in 
this State, including the Dog Act and new cruelty to animals legislation. Given the work that that 
committee undertook, I thought it would have been practical to introduce a new Dog Act and a new Animal 
Welfare Act long before this. 

This legislation was introduced immediately after the Wanneroo attack in 1995. It is now the middle of 
1996 and we are still debating it in this Chamber; it has yet to be debated in the other place. I think the 
matter is more urgent than that, certainly after the Wanneroo incident. It is regrettable that this legislation 
was not dealt with and passed last year so that we could have had six months of better protection. 

There are. still a number of deficiencies in the legislation, and we will deal with those in Committee. I 
confess that I have not read the legislation carefully enough to find out whether it deals with the argument 
which appears to be at the heart of the appeal which is currently being heard by the Supreme Court. It 
appears from that argument that a destruction order can be obtained only if it can be proved that a 
particular animal bit or attacked a person, as distinct from harassed or threatened a person. I am interested 
to know whether this Bill will deal with that matter, or whether the Minister envisages introducing some 
amendments in Committee to deal with that matter. I acknowledge that I have not had the opportunity of 
reading the arguments; I have read only the newspaper article. However, if such strict proof were required 
in that case, we would be failing in our duty to protect people in the community and to deal with those dogs 
which are truly dangerous. I otherwise commend the Bill to the House. 

DR TURNBULL (Collie) [3.31 pm]: I will speak about a specific matter; that is, the apprehension of 
savage dogs. I have been a member of the Collie Shire Council, and I have spent many nights discussing 
the apprehension of savage dogs, which is one of the most difficult responsibilities of a shire ranger. Such 
dogs are supposed to be apprehended with a noose or a net, but how best to apprehend a savage dog is left 
to the imagination of the shire ranger, and often the methods that are used are inefficient and ineffective. I 
believe that the most effective method is to use a tranquilliser gun. The shire ranger in my electorate has 
suggested the use of a tranquilliser cartridge, which can be delivered by what is called a 2.2 calibre captive 
bolt humane killer. That type of gun is used by officers of the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty 
to Animals to destroy dogs, under a specific classification in the firearms legislation, and with special 
training. 

Shire rangers or RSPCA officers, who are already authorised to use such equipment to kill savage dogs, 
should be allowed to use a tranquilliser gun to apprehend savllge dogs. That should be included in this Bill. 
It was put to me that it might be more appropriate to include tranquilliser guns in the firearms legislation, 
but we are dealing with savage dogs, and neither the Dog Act nor this Bill says anything about what action 
can be taken by a person to either apprehend a savage dog or destroy a savage dog if it cannot be 
apprehended. I cannot imagine any way of destroying a savage dog other than by shooting it. If a savage 
dog can currently be destroyed with no qualifications with regard to where or how, it should not be beyond 
the scope of this Bill to include the use of a tranquilliser gun to apprehend a savage dog. 

We must have legislation to control savage dogs. 'In my profession as a doctor, I have seen some terrible 
dog injuries to people and to animals. I woke up one morning to find that five of my pet sheep had been 
mauled in my paddock, in which I had only 12 sheep, and that was a dreadful sight. There is no 
justification for people to own and keep on their property a savage dog or a dog that has the potential to be 
savage. There may be a few exemptions, such as where such dogs are kept for hunting, but there is no 
justification for keeping such dogs in a restricted environment. 

I know that the Minister is proposing an eventual rewrite of the Dog Act, but this Bill does not describe 
how a savage dog can be apprehended or destroyed. A tranquilliser gun is one of the best ways of dealing 
with such dogs. The Dog Act gives shire rangers plenty of leeway, and the use of a tranquilliser gun would 
be quite within the capabilities of well trained and responsible shire rangers. 
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MR BLOFFWITCH (Gerald ton) [3.39 pm]: I agree that these amendments to the Dog Act are overdue. There are problems with dogs in all country and suburban areas. Unfortunately, rangers seem to be treated as second class citizens in a number of country shires and city councils and are frequently abused by people whose dogs they apprehend from roaming around the streets. However, we must do a lot more than we are doing with regard to this matter. The increase in penalties will be of assistance, but I wonder whether we should not get a bit extreme about this matter, because there are instances, particularly around shopping centres, where three or four dogs run around and bite people, and a lot of people become terrified. 
When one tries to telephone a ranger or council officer it usually takes hours if not days before they can do anything about the problem, so there appears to be no urgency whatever attached to the problem. I agree with the member for Collie that the ranger should be able to use a tranquiIliser gun or some such device to stun the animal to at least capture it and take it into the compound. These dogs are sometimes almost impossible to catch, because they become extremely street wise. The minute the ranger's truck appears they are off like a startled gazelle and the ranger has no hope of catching them. 
All it would take would be a shot in the leg or somewhere else with those weapons. Of course, it is illegal to use anything like this at the moment. This would be a worthy amendment for the Minister to consider if we really want to give these officers the opportunity to do their job properly. After all it is not the dog in the backyard that is the problem, it is the errant dog that is wandering the street, and in most cases it is not licensed or registered to anyone. This is where we need to direct resources and legislative power. 
One of my constituents telephoned and complained that the difference in the licensing fee between sterilized and unsterilized dogs disadvantaged people who owned puppies. Puppies cannot be sterilized until they are six months old, yet they must be licensed from three months of age. When one licences an unsterilized dog at three months the rate is far higher than the sterilized rate. As dog owners cannot sterilise their dogs until they are six months they are forced to pay the fee for that three months' interim period. I compliment the Minister on recognising this and passing a regulation some months ago t-.ensure that they can obtain a refund for the unused portion of the 12 months' fee. Of course, it still does not alleviate the problem of their having to pay at the higher rate for those three months. I wonder, in making these changes, whether we could look at an amendment that will allow these people to enjoy the three year term and the reduced rate. I urge the Minister to look at this and do whatever he can to ensure that people are not disadvantaged. It is a lot of money to a pensioner with meagre savings. Often these dogs are gifts from relations and friends. Pensioners do not have a lot of money and this higher licence fee can be a drain on their finances. This was demonstrated to me by my constituent. She was relieved when I assured her that after her dog had been sterilised she would receive a refund of the unused portion of the licence. That is a help, but it doos not alleviate all the anguish that situation can cause. I ask the Minister to look at that, and I congratulate him for bringing forward these amendments to an Act that has seen no reform for a long time. 

MR OMODEI (Warren - Minister for Local Government) [3.44 pm]: In responding to the comments made by members of the Opposition, I thank them for their attention to this issue. This is an amendment to the Dog Act, which was reviewed in 1987 by the previous Government. It is my intention to review the whole of the Dog Act as soon as possible. That review may mean in the end the introduction of companion animals legislation - legislation that is similar to that referred to by members of the Opposition - or alternatively a total review of the Dog Act. 
I share the concern of members opposite and the community that the number of dog attacks on people seems to be mounting by the day, as the number of dogs increases. The level of irresponsible dog ownership is also increasing, so my preference is for a total review of the Dog Act. Unfortunately, that has not been possible because of the volume of legislation passed in the local government sphere and the limitation of resources and people within the department and the availability of Parliamentary Counsel. 
The member for Peel, who had responsibility as the shadow Minister for Local Government, raised a number of points that require my response. On the question of the Dog Management Board in South Australia, I understand that in 1984 the Labor Party when in power considered a similar type of body with overarching powers in relation to dogs and dismissed it because it was seen to be politicalIy sensitive. I, too, have been in contact with the South Australian department and have found that the proposition as put by the member for Peel is not workable. I do not see a management board as being the be all and end all to solve the problem with the large number of unregistered dogs. 
Mr Marlborough: The board is working in South Australia, and is being reviewed in July. 
Mr OMODEI: The board has no powers to direct local government. It has been in operation for 12 months, and it is about to be reviewed. It is administered on a day to day basis by the Local Government Association of South Australia. I presume, if the member for Peel is considering bringing in a similar type of board, that it would be run by the Western Australian Municipal Association. 
Mr Marlborough: I would not do that at alI. South Australia has the best model, but I do not see that we have to be a copycat. 
Mr OMODEI: In South Australia the board is funded, as mentioned by the member for Peel, by a percentage of the levy on registration; that is, 20 per cent in the metropolitan area and 10 per cent elsewhere. The member for Peel must make up his mind. I want the member for Peel to do some research. This happens more with the member for Peel than some other members, because the contributions by the 
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members for Kalgoorlie and Kenwick referred to the legislation that is before us and the original Act. The 
member for Peel has not researched these matters. I do not mind discussing these matters with the member 
or his proposing amendments after discussion with W AMA and the Canine Association of W A (Inc). 

Mr Marlborough: Do you have the South Australian Act? 

Mr OMODEI: No, I do not. I do not think that the management board will work. Local government is 
conscious of the problems that exist with the control of dogs. Unfortunately, it has not had enough teeth -
if you will pardon the pun, Mr Deputy Speaker - under the Dog Act. The South Australian board is 
controlled by local government. Four members out of the seven are local government members, so the 
member for Peel is wrong when he talks about that board having powers to direct local government. The 
board coordinates promotional campaigns and facilitates information exchanges. 

Mr Marlborough: The Minister should tell his advisers that they have advised him incorrectly. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I have allowed many interjections, because sometimes that is fruitful 
for the debate. However, I remind the Minister that if he addresses his remarks to the Chair instead of 
across the Chamber, there may be fewer interjections. I remind the member for Peel that we must let the 
Minister give his speech, so we can hear it. 

Mr OMODEI: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker, for that good advice. The Opposition members are 
obviously keen about the management board; however, they are yet to satisfy me that it would be workable 
in this State. 

Dr Turnbull: I would not necessarily say the Opposition is keen on it. The member for Peel seems to be 
keen on the idea. 

Mr OMODEI: That is my impression. Not much research seems to have been carried out. The member 
has the right to comment in this place in relation to these matters. Only last year when the dog attacks 
occurred the member discussed an overall authority to manage the dog control problem in relation to 
rangers and other matters. 

Mr Marlborough: That is what the board in South Australia does. 

Mr OMODEI: Local government might not have been keen on that either. The whole issue of a 
management board needs more research. The amendment to the Dog Act requires further discussion to 
address the issue of dangerous dogs and the issue prevalent in the community during the last couple of 
years. That issue was raised by the member for Peel in times gone by. No doubt exists that some dog 
breeds, particularly pit bull terriers, were allowed into this country, and the cross breeding has resulted in 
animals whose nature is to fight and bite; a properly trained dog will not do that in the community. The 
community must be vigilant of the dangerous dogs and fighting dogs. For example, the dogo argentino and 
some of the Japanese breeds are bred to fight and bile, and they should not be allowed in this country. 
There should be opposition at every tum if that were ever contemplated. However, some of those breeds 
have been brought into the country and some breeds of larger dogs have caused some concern. 

The member for Peel referred to councils not policing the Dog Act. The current Dog Act - the 1987 
amended 1976 Act - lacks the teeth to allow local governments to use the Act efficiently or effectively. 
Within the scope of the new Bill we are giving more powers under proposed section 29 to local 
governments to do that. I see no difference in whether the personnel are designated responsible rangers or 
dog management officers. Municipal law enforcement officers are efficient and many do a good job in this 
State. The member for Peel asked where in the Bill it states that local government "shall" control dogs; the 
whole Bill refers to the control of dogs. Local government must enforce that. If a dog attack occurs and it 
is not reported, one cannot expect the local government ranger to be a clairvoyant and use a crystal ball to 
become aware of that dog attack. The member for Peel referred to approximately 20000 dog attacks. 
Statistics were given readily to me by local government citing 3 000 dog attacks reported last year. Of 
those attacks, 50 per cent were made by four of the main breeds: Rottweilers, alsatians, pit bull terriers and 
blue heelers. Many of the attacks in the community arc by small breeds of dogs, of the type that are family 
pets. The member for Mitchell touched on the issue of attacks on friends and relatives by family dogs. 

In relation to cats, the issue of companion animals legislation was discussed; the preference would be to 
have both issues addressed. The member for Ashburton spent 25 minutes of his 30 minute speech 
discussing cats rather than dogs: He then spent five minutes discussing provocation, which is a new part of 
the legislation. We have defined "dog attack." The Government implemented a task force to consider the 
cat legislation. Three hundred submissions were received and the task force report is now before the 
department. Priority is sought for that legislation. The same emphasis is not placed on the cat legislation 
because local governments will have the power to adopt local laws in relation to the control of cats, along 
similar lines to what is happening in the cities of Perth and Wanneroo. 

The member for Kenwick cited circumstances whereby people were given incentives to register and 
sterilise their cats and dogs. That incentive could be controlled under a model local law, which would be 
applicable to councils across the State. A variation may be needed in country areas. Local government can 
address that issue from 1 July, and I am not disappointed about that. 

When time and resources permit the Government will review the Dog Act and also cat legislation; that will 
probably take the form of companion animal legislation. The amendment to the Dog Act had to be 
introduced, not because of the lady in Wanneroo but because the department has worked on the amendment 
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for quite some time. Responsibility must be exercised in that review. The priority of the cat legislation was lower than that of issues such as caravan legislation, animal welfare legislation which is currently being drafted, and local government legislation. The Government brought in the dog amendments as soon as it could, and will do the same with the cats and companion animal legislation. 
The member for Kenwick contributed well to the debate when she discussed dog signs and breeds, which are very difficult issues. If the Opposition is proposing, as I think the member for Peel indicated in the debate, the banning of certain breeds of dogs, it should make it clear. The community would be interested in the Opposition's thoughts regarding various dog breeds. Breeds such as the pit bull terrier or alsatian have been in existence in this State for some time: how far must one go in recognising a breed after its mongrelisation if the Opposition intends to ban those dogs? In the lead-up to the state election the community would be interested to know that, should the Labor Party be elected to government, it is considering going into people's backyards and checking the breed of their dog. The Labor Party should explain its position. 

There was a dramatic contrast between the comments by the member for Peel and those by the member for Kenwick in relation to cats. There is no doubt that companion animals are seen as part of the extended family in many households. Many pensioners, whether living together or living alone, have a pet which, as the member for Kenwick commented, has the beneficial effect of contributing to longevity and a healthier lifestyle for its owner. If the member for Peel, who could be the next Minister for Local Government -heaven forbid - intends to ban all cats, the Labor Party should make that clear. Is the Labor Party planning to make an announcement in regard to the removal of all cats in Western Australia? I am pleased to see that at least the member for Kenwick has shown some commonsense on this issue. 
She also raised the concerns of the Canine Association of Western Australia. Initially there were four concerns, but they were reduced to two. The first related to the provision for provocation in dog attacks. Mrs Maureen Robinson of the association called for changes to the Dog Amendment Bill. She sUii8ested that provocation in dog attacks be included in the exemptions from the offence provisions, and the aooption of provisions similar to those in section 22 of the Victorian Domestic (Feral and Nuisance) Animals Act 1994. In that legislation the definition of dog attack includes a provision for provocation. She listed the circumstances surrounding provocation in her submission. In addition, section 33D{l)(a)(ii) of the Dog Act already provides for an owner to satisfy the courts that a dog that has attacked a person "was being used in good faith in the reasonable defence of any person or property or for the droving or removal of any animal found trespassing". The Department of Local Government, in drafting the Bill, has taken into account the provisions of the Victorian Act dealing with dangerous dogs. 
The second concern raised by the Canine Association related to limiting the liability of dog owners where provocation of the dog occurred in an attack. The suggestion is to limit the liability of the dog owner for civil damages for injuries sustained, even in situations of provocation. As I stated previously, I set out the definition in my letter to Mrs Robinson, advising that it excludes cases of provocation and it is for the courts to take into account circumstances that preceded the attack when determining the liability of the owner. The concerns of the member for Kenwick have been addressed in my letter to the Canine Association. I sympathise with her about the situation of her mother cat and kittens. It is just one of those areas where people need to be able to get rid of unwanted cats. I have a good association with the Cat Welfare Society and I have visited its premises. It euthanases about 10 000 cats each year, a huge job, and it also relocates cats. The person who decides which cats survive each week has a very hard job to do. I sympathise with that person. This association does excellent work. 
I refer to domesticated cats that have gone wild and feral cats. The Department of Conservation and Land Management and the Minister for the Environment just recently announced an initiative called Western Shield where the department will embark on an extensive baiting program to reduce the damage that foxes and feral and domestic cats that have gone wild have done to the fauna in Western Australia. That is an initiative for which the Minister should be commended. 
As to the number of dogs that are being sterilised, subsidised by local government authorities, and mentioned by the member for Kenwick, the Ruby Benjamin Animal Association does an excellent job. I have always found some money somewhere for Ruby Benjamin to carry on her excellent work in relation to the sterilisation and registration of dogs. If possible, I want to extend that support. Under local laws, many local government authorities across the State - I hope the majority - will adopt similar arrangements to control dogs. 
I thank the member for Kalgoorlie for her comments. Her legal background has prepared her well for the debate that will take place in Committee. The issues of registration, identification and liability are complex. Local government authorities must identify dogs for a number of purposes. The member also mentioned cats, an issue I covered fairly well when I talked about the ability of local government to adopt laws after I July 1996. She mentioned contributory negligence insurance and compensation, and I dare say those matters will be addressed in Committee also. 
The member for Mitchell talked about his experiences with dogs. He is quite right: Most dog attacks involve friends and relatives of the dog owner and many of those attacks are not reported, hence the difficulty for local government to get exact figures about how many dogs attack people. The more important issue is to address the control and responsible ownership of dogs. Many local government authorities arc already embarking on a program of educating people about these issues. 



1292 [ASSEMBLY] 

The member for Mitchell raised the issue of a dog defending a property and that not being an excuse to buy 
an aggressive dog to attack people. Section 330(1) and (2) in the current Act refers to dog attacks and 
states -

(1) If a dog attacks or chases any person, or any animal or bird owned by or in the charge of 
another person, whether or not any injury is caused, every person liable for the control of 
the dog commits an offence-

(a) in the case of any person, unless he satisfies the court that -

This is the important bit -

(i) he took all reasonable precautions and exercised all due 
diligence to avoid the contravention; or 

(ii) the dog was being used in good faith in the reasonable defence 
of any person or property or for the droving or removal of any 
animal found trespassing. 

That issue which is already covered in the present Act is also described in the clauses that deal with 
"provocation" in the amending Bill. 

The member for Mitchell made a few criticisms. I reject his assertion that the legislation came into the 
Parliament only after a lady at Wanneroo was attacked and killed. That matter is still in the courts and the 
judge has yet to bring down his finding. It is pure coincidence that the legislation was almost complete 
when that attack occurred. The legislation came into the Parliament late last year. The only reason it was 
not debated then was that the Opposition was not ready to do so. I was ready, as were other members on 
this side of the House. 

Another issue raised by the member for Mitchell relates to the case before the courts at this moment where 
Justice Heenan has reserved his decision on the appeals about the rottweilers in Wanneroo and the attacks 
on Mrs Choklich. We are monitoring that issue very closely. Departmental officers have been in court 
following the case and, if necessary, we will make changes to the legislation. Obviously Judge Heenan 
will not bring down his finding until later. However, we will follow closely the issue of onus of proof in 
relation to dogs roaming in packs or attacking in packs. If necessary, we will bring in an amendment to 
address that issue. 

The member for Collie mentioned tranquilliser guns. I am following up that issue with the firearms section 
of the Police Force. The police I am told - a note has just been handed to me - are not in favour of rangers 
using tranquilliser guns. A licence is required for an individual to use such a gun and it is most unlikely 
that such a licence would be issued. Even if the Dog Act were to be amended to refer to the use of 
tranquilliser guns, the police would need to authorise the use of them. The community would not be in 
favour of rangers roaming around with tranquilliser guns on their hips. A dog can be captured in a number 
of ways, particularly with a pole and noose. I will look very closely at the risks associated with the use of 
tranquilliser guns. 

All members have mentioned the injuries to human beings and animals caused by dogs. They are heart
rending and need to be addressed. We must give local governments in this State more power to control 
dogs. They have been crying out for those controls for some time. The Government has tried with this 
amending Bill to address the problem of dangerous dogs and to increase penalties so they are a deterrent. 
At the same time, I am not so naive as to believe that whatever penalties are put in place, where dogs and 
dog owners and others are mixed up together, dog acts will not continue. However, the Government is 
trying to limit them to a minimum. I am sure all those issues will be debated during Committee. I 
commend the Bill to the House. It is an attempt by me and people interested in this issue to address the 
issue of dog attacks. There have been far too many attacks. A program of education is required. Local 
governments should be encouraged to do a door-to-door survey - some are already doing that - to ascertain 
the number of dogs in their area and ensure that they are registered. 

At the same time a program is required, similar to that undertaken by Ruby Benjamin and some of the 
major city councils, to encourage sterilisation of animals. Also, people on small locations should be 
encouraged to have small dogs, if they have any dogs at all. We have far too many dogs in Perth. I do not 
mean that as a criticism. The vast majority of dog owners are responsible; however, for an increasing 
number it behoves us to amend the legislation to make it more onerous for dog owners. I thank members 
for their contribution to the second reading debate and I look forward to the debate in Committee. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Commillee 

The Chairman of Committees (Mr Strickland) in the Chair; Mr Omodei (Minister for Local Government) 
in charge of the Bill. 

Clauses 1 to 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4: Section 3 amended· 
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Mr D.L. SMITH: I am concerned about the way the issue of attack and provocation is handled under this 
Bill. This legislation is supposed to be about toughening up the ability to control aggressive dogs and to 
deal with the consequences when those dogs attack individuals. As I understand this provision, the idea of 
provocation is included to make something which would generally be regarded as attack, not an attack. For 
the purposes of the legislation it is tantamount to the way in which we handle assault in the human system 
of criminal behaviour. That is, if one can raise the defence of provocation, the offence of assault does not 
exist. My concern about that is that it is a strange way to deal with the situation with dogs. I believe it will 
mean that almost everybody charged with a dog attacking a person will be defended on the basis of trying 
to establish provocation. Once that provocation is established, there is in legal terms no attack, even 
though the consequence of that attack might have been severe. 

The definition in the Bill is purely an inclusive description of provocation; it is not intended to be a totally 
comprehensive definition. There may be other things the court deems to be provocation. Included in the 
definition is any teasing, tormenting or abuse of the dog by someone other than a person liable for the 
control of the dog. I emphasise the word "any". Any teasing, tormenting or abuse of the dog is on its own 
enough to ground the defence of provocation. In those terms it requires only the merest smidgin of teasing 
to establish that defence. There does not seem to be any distinction between intentional teasing and teasing 
that is almost accidental. We know, for instance, that many young children in their dealing with dogs will 
pull their tailor ears, or poke their eyes. That could easily be construed as teasing, tormenting or abusing 
the dog. If that then results in that dog attacking the child, this provision provides a defence to a matter 
before the court. 

I do not have much of a problem with the provision covering any assault on or act of cruelty towards a dog, 
except that "any act" of cruelty is a wide description and allows a wide discretion to be exercised in the 
court's consideration to determine whether an act by a child could be construed as an act of cruelty towards 
the dog. Paragraph (a)(iii) deals with entry without lawful excuse on any land or premises of which the 
owner of the dog is an occupier or on which the dog is ordinarily kept. Many entries onto prOPilty occur 
without lawful authority, but with lawful excuse. However, I would be interested to know whether the 
words "without lawful authority" without the word "excuse" would be wide enough to disallow people who 
go onto premises to use a telephone, to get some protection, in the case of a child, or to inquire about 
directions, for example. 

Mr Omodei: Anybody is entitled to go onto somebody's property unless he is told not to. 

Mr D.L. SMITH: This provision of the legislation worries me even though the word "excuse" is used 
instead of "authority". It does raise the potential for more defences. It worries me that legislation which 
was supposed to tighten up the laws pertaining to dangerous dogs increases the number of possible 
defences. The Bill also states that provocation, in relation to the behaviour of a dog, includes any intrusion 
into or upon any vehicle in which the dog is present. Again, this is not governed in any way by whether it 
is with lawful authority or excuse. If, for instance, a person in opening the door of his car leaned back on 
the vehicle in which a dog was kept and it was able to get at him through the window of the car, it would 
worry me. It certainly would worry me if, when I was loading goods into my vehicle and I happened to 
touch the vehicle next to me, a dog grabbed hold of me. 

Mr Omodei: If the window was open you could get your head bitten off. 

Mr D.L. SMITH: That certainly would worry me and it certainly worries me in the case of women and 
children. The definition of "provocation" in relation to the behaviour of a dog also includes any threat to, 
or attack upon, another person or animal towards whom the dog could reasonably be expected to be 
protective. How does one define a person towards whom a dog could reasonably be expected to be 
protective? In the end people are relying solely upon the evidence of people who are in control of the dog. 
It could extend to one's wife or children, but the owner could, in a subjective way, say it extends to his 
mother, mother-in-law, aunt, uncle and a host of other people who may not have any relationship with that 
person. The only person who could give evidence about who is likely to be protected by the dog is the 
owner of the dog. He knows best what associations the dog has and what various people have done to that 
dog. It worries me that the Bill states, "any threat to, or attack upon, another person." I remember that one 
of the dogs I had when I was a child was a border collie cross named Toby. He was the most friendly of 
dogs to everybody. I used to take him to the beach regularly, but on one occasion I aroused the ire of an 
adult person who raised his fist at me. In spite of all the things I thought about Toby's timidness and 
friendliness towards people he suddenly took to that person in a way which I thought would kill him. Even 
though he was my dog it was not a reasonable thing for it to do. If I am at a beach or public place, 
regardless of whether the dog is lawfully there, and I do something to arouse the ire of somebody, my dog, 
because he is in my company, should not have the right to attack that person. 

Mr Omodei: It all depends on whcther it is at a dog beach and the dog is allowed to roam without a leash. 

Mr D.L. SMITH: Rcgardless of whether the dog was lawfully there, it should not be free to attack 
somebody who, in effect, is having an argument with me over an alleged affront to that person. I said in 
the second reading debate that we should not be developing the thesis in this legislation that somehow dogs 
are an addition to our home and personal security systems. I will not go into the issue of whether they 
should be allowed to bark and give warnings to owners of a possible intrusion. In some cases that is seen 
as an unwarranted nuisance. A dog should not be innocent of an attack simply because a person is entering 
my property or is behaving in a way that is threatening to me or to someone with whom that dog appears to 
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have a close relationship. These are matters which should be dealt with in the mitigation of an offence. 
Rather than allowing the magistrate to find that there was not an attack, these factors could be taken into 
account on the question of whether a dog should be destroyed or dealt with in some other way. I do not 
like the approach of treating provocation of the dog in the same way as we treat provocation of a person in 
relation to a human assault. It opens the floodgates of defences and, because of the categories of the 
defences, it encourages the notion that somehow a dog can be an extension of a person's personal security 
system and can be used effectively in that way. 

I cannot think of a way to amend the legislation to overcome the problem I have outlined other than to 
redraft it on the basis that these are matters which act in mitigation of the penalty, or which may be taken 
into account on the question of how the dog will be dealt with after an attack, rather than dealing with it on 
the basis of turning an attack into a non-attack. It will open up the floodgate of defences and involve local 
authorities in substantial costs. One of the practical outcomes of this legislation is that there will be long 
trials about whether there was teasing and provocation in respect of an attack. The next step is that local 
authorities will not want to prosecute because of the costs involved in successful defences of that kind. 
This Parliament should not implement legislation which discourages local authorities from prosecuting in 
appropriate cases. I am worried that this Bill is heading down the track of discouraging local authorities 
from doing that. 

Mr RIEBELING: I will voice my concerns about this clause, especially with regard to the definition of 
"provocation". What the member for Mitchell said is dead right and was very accurate. The definition 
expands a person's defence capabilities to a massive degree. 

Mr Omodei: I do not think that you or the member for Mitchell were here when I was talking about the 
defence of a person's property. Section 33D of the Act refers to dogs being used in good faith. I know that 
section has been expanded in this Bill, but at the same time it expands the attack provisions. There is a fine 
line in this issue. 

Mr D.L. Smith: The Minister's comments about the existing legislation are right, but this Bill is about 
toughening up the legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN: The debate is constructive, but the member on his feet is not part of it. I draw the 
member's attention to the time. 

Mr RIEBELING: I seek leave of the Chamber to continue my remarks at a later stage of this day's sitting. 

[Leave granted for speech to be continued.] 

Progress reported. 

Progress 

CONSERVATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT 
(SCIENTIFIC NATIONAL PARKS) BILL 

Second Reading 

MR PENDAL (South Perth) [4.30 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

In January 1993, the then Liberal and National coalition made a series of important commitments about the 
future direction and management of the Western Australian environment. Among the major undertakings 
at the time was that in government we would create, by Statute, a category of the public domain to be 
called "scientific national park" with Port Kennedy, south of Rockingham, to be the first so designated. 
This would have created a first not just for Western Australia but for the nation as well. The commitment 
was not made lightly. On the contrary, it was an undertaking made to recognise, and place on an entirely 
new plane, land with features unique enough to set it apart from other reservations. It was intended to 
convey to the scientist and non-scientists alike that such land was reserved for its scientific and educative 
value. 

Port Kennedy is recognised as one of the most important of the State's coastal features. It has been 
variously described as "a scientific treasure", and land containing "a unique record of coastal processes 
over the past 10000 years". It is, if one likes, a set of precious texts in landform. Port Kennedy provides 
ideal conditions for whitebait and other fish species to breed in rich, sheltered waters. These fish are the 
staple diet of the fairy penguins, seals and waterbirds inhabiting the islands in the nearby marine park. The 
wetlands of Port Kennedy are of special scientific interest because they are so young and because there is a 
sequence of new wetlands present on the site. These are a living laboratory of wetland evolution in the 
coastal environment. Nothing similar has been conserved in W A. The fresh water and abundant flowering 
plants support a diverse range of animals, including several threatened species such as the quenda and the 
black-gloved wallaby. The Port Kennedy area is also an important feeding and resting area for migrating 
seabirds such as Caspian terns and red-necked stints. 

Although the primary aim of the Port Kennedy scientific park would be to protect its wildlife and 
landforms, it could also become a major tourist attraction of international significance, especially when 
seen against the interest now being shown worldwide in ecotourism. We could become the centre of world 
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attention for this reason alone. The then Opposition promised the construction of a vermin-proof fence to 
protect wildlife from the incursions of feral and domestic animals in the region. This exciting plan in no 
way rules out the possibility of operating camping and retail facilities. 

For my own part I had hoped - I said this publicly throughout 1992 - that Port Kennedy may one day 
become the home of a Western Australian academy of the natural sciences, a body which I suggested as 
harnessing a massive volunteer capability on the part of the State's scientists. The academy would have 
been modest in bricks and mortar, but rich in its scientific and intellectual contribution. It could easily 
have sat alongside, or been part of, a nature studies centre whose task it would be to educate visitors about 
flora and fauna and landforms. This facility, and the proposed academy, could also have become a 
research centre for scientific studies on the coastal geomorphology of the Port Becher area and the marine 
ecology of the Warnbro Sound marine park. This academy and scientific national park could still become a 
drawcard for scientists and students from around the world, made especially attractive to them because of 
our climate and political stability. In this respect we would be home to an open air, outdoor university 
offering real status to our scientists. 

The coalition's actions in respect of Port Kennedy are, to say the least, an anticlimax when held against the 
background of what was promised. We envisaged at the time the category of "scientific national park" as 
signalling to the rest of Australia that we were extending our horizons, that we were in fact pushing out to 
new frontiers in environmental management and control. It is still not too late. The Government is urged 
to support this Bill. We are dealing with landforms 50 times older than European settlement of Australia. 
In 100 or 1 000 years from now people will not thank this Parliament for short-changing an area of 
international value. We have a chance to add substantially to the already large body of literature in 
international journals about this area by naming Port Kennedy as the nation's first scientific national park. 
I commend the Bill to the House. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Ms Warnock. • 
GRIEVANCE - LOCKRIDGE DIABETIC SUPPORT GROUP 

Podiatry Treatment 

MR BROWN (Morley) [4.36 pm]: I wish to raise two matters with the Minister for Health of which I 
have given the Minister notice. The first matter concerns a constituent of mine, a Mr Joe Lobo, who is the 
President of the Lockridge Diabetic Support Group, which operates out of the Lockridge Community 
Health Centre. Mr Lobo is a diabetic, a senior and is visually impaired. As a consequence of his 
impairment, he requires regular podiatry treatment involving the cutting of his toenails. He wrote to the 
Minister on 19 January and said -

Ten months ago I was told by the Lockridge podiatrist ... that as a diabetic I cannot be attended 
to anymore at Lockridge as the Lockridge Community Centre only caters mainly for the aged, (I 
fall into this category) and that I must look elsewhere for my podiatry treatment or cut my own toe 
nails. 

I was amazed and shocked at this heartless and unfeeling decision of the Community Centre 
manager as having cataracts in both eyes and weak eyesight as well, it's not possible for me to cut 
my own toe nails as advised by podiatrist. 

This also goes against the Diabetes ethos where diabetics are advised to always approach a 
podiatrist as complications may arise if they cut the skin on their toes in the process. 

Later in the letter he says -

As President of the Lockridge Diabetic Support Group for the last two years (and a member 
previously). At our last meeting at the Community Centre we had the Diabetes Educator from 
Diabetes Australia, Western Australia, Ms Maureen Unsworth attend our meeting. In the course 
of her talk on Diabetes Care I told her about my podiatric problems at Lockridge Community 
Centre and she advised me to contact you, as you would be most concerned to take action, as an 
amputation to my foot would cost the Government $40,000 and preventive action allowing 
diabetics their right to treatment would prove very cost effective for the Government, instead of 
denying diabetics their treatment after ten years of it. 

The Minister in a letter of 28 March, a copy of which was forwarded to me advised -

The podiatry service admission and discharge policy at the Centre has been reviewed and is 
considered appropriate to the needs of the community. The policy's aim is to achieve a wide 
based service primarily for acute, curable or preventable podiatry conditions. 

Ongoing routine care is referred to more appropriate services such as that provided by Senior 
Citizen Centres which are subsidised by local Government. 

My constituent is a very active and community-minded person. He is president of the diabetic support 
group which operates out of the Lockridge centre. He is concerned for the community and for the people 
who suffer this condition. He assists at the centre in an administrative way, assisting in the distribution of 
information to them. He is fully aware of the nature of the dangers for diabetics carrying out such a task. 
He fails to understand why, after so many years of regular treatment at the centre, he is now denied 
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treatment, given that it is not a complicated procedure which takes an inordinate time and given the 
attendant risks if it were suggested he carry out the task himself. I raise this matter here at his request 
because he feels strongly about this problem. It affects his lifestyle. I sympathise with him. 

The second matter I raise relates to a decision by the Perth Dental Hospital to narrow the eligibility criteria 
for treatment at the hospital. In response to my letter to the Health Department, Mr D.C. Neesham, 
Director of Dental Services, replied -

Prior to the recent change, persons in receipt of a Department of Social Security benefit, most 
pensioners and recipients of Independent Austudy, who had been in receipt of one of these for 
more than six months, were eligible. Most of these persons received an 80% subsidy towards 
treatment, although, depending upon the level of pension or benefit, some received a lesser 
subsidy. From about 1990 persons in receipt of the maximum Family Allowance Supplement 
(FAS) were also included and received a 20% subsidy towards care, as their family income 
equated to a little above the cut-off point for eligibility. Other persons in receipt of FAS were not 
eligible. 

The current eligibility criteria remains unchanged except for those who would previously have 
received the maximum FAS who are now not eligible. All remaining persons now receive an 80% 
subsidy. 

The letter lists the five reasons for the change in eligibility for orthodontic treatment. Subsequent to taking 
up this matter I became aware of a constituent who raised concerns about the narrowing of the eligibility 
for not only orthodontic but also general dental treatment. We are all aware that the cost of dental 
treatment is high. That treatment, particularly orthodontic treatment, is beyond the means of many people 
on low incomes. For families whose children need dental treatment, and older people, life can be very 
uncomfortable if they cannot have their teeth attended to properly. As in many other areas of life, 
prevention is better than cure. Considerable savings can be made if low income earners or those on a 
moderate income can receive dental treatment from the Perth Dental Hospital, with regular checkups and 
the occasional filling. Also their health with be markedly improved. 

My two constituents are concerned that the eligibility criteria have been narrowed, whereas previously they 
were eligible for treatment at the Perth Dental Hospital. Everyone understands that there are waiting lists; 
that it is not like private practice. Nevertheless it is quality treatment and it provides an opportunity for 
people who otherwise could not receive that treatment. 

When people are asked about the cost of living, many families draw attention to the high cost of dental 
treatment and the difficulties they face in that area. I ask the Minister to use whatever influence he has, 
first, to ensure my constituent at Lockridge can receive the podiatry treatment he requires and, secondly, 
that the eligibility criteria be reconsidered so that people who were previously eligible are not excluded 
from treatment at the Perth Dental Hospital. 

MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Health) [4.46 pm]: I thank the member for warning me about some 
of the issues he intended to raise. First, regarding podiatry, the Lockridge Community Health and 
Development Centre is coping with a very large demand on its services. The catchment area for the Swan 
Health Podiatry Service encompasses not only a very large area but a total population approaching 
150000. Many of those people are elderly and podiatry services are perhaps more needed now than when 
they were much younger. Two full-time podiatrists manage the service, one based at Lockridge and the 
other at the Swan District Hospital. They have considered whether it is delivering the podiatry service it 
should be delivering to those most in need - particularly those in acute or short term need with conditions 
that are either curable or preventable. To concentrate on those issues the podiatrists have been reaching a 
much wider cross-section of the community, and dealing with and treating people whose conditions are 
chronic and acute, but perhaps curable. 

I do not wish to demean Mr Lobo's problems, because he is a diabetic with cataracts and poor vision, but 
he has received the correct clinical advice that he should not be cutting his own toenails. The reasons are 
obvious, because if he severely damages himself he could have severe complications possibly leading to an 
amputation. I am not unsympathetic and I am not trying to be. His requirements should be met by 
someone who is not a podiatrist but who has a reasonable degree of competence, care and skill. A 
podiatrist's skills are such that he can deal with vastly more complicated and serious matters to the benefit 
of others. It is a matter of trying to make the resource work best for the full gamut of people who wish to 
access it. 

With a review of the operation of the service, particularly looking at the patients, in this case Mr Lobo has 
been assessed as still requiring to have his toenails cut by someone else, which is entirely right and proper; 
but it can be done at the Midland Senior Citizens Centre by persons who are not podiatrists but who are 
competent to carry out that procedure. It will free up the podiatrists for persons whose need is greater than 
that of Mr Lobo. That is the basis for the decision. Perhaps it was not expressed as well as it could have 
been in the letter I sent to the member and also to Mr Lobo. I can well understand an elderly gentleman 
who had been receiving that service for 10 years from one centre being upset and distressed at being told 
that he is no longer eligible for it. It is not that he is no longer eligible for the service; however, we are 
trying to say that he cannot have it there or by a podiatrist to the detriment of others whose need is perhaps 
greater. I am happy to look at the matter again. It is a little like having someone who is highly qualified 
doing something that can be done by someone far less qualified, and that is what this issue comes down to. 
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Mr Brown: I am sure Mr Lobo would be very keen for the Minister to review the situation. 

Mr PRINCE: I assure the member that I will look at it again. The problem is that podiatrists are engaged 
not just to cut the toenails of those who are diabetic and who should not do it for themselves. Podiatrists 
are qualified, competent and capable of dealing with much more serious matters. Arguably, when there is 
only a limited amount of resources, they should deal with the more acute curing and prevention. The 
ongoing treatment Mr Lobo requires and has been receiving for 10 years can be provided elsewhere. 

I thank the member for bringing the dental hospital side of matters to my attention. The member for 
Morley has asked question on notice 805. Today the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has also put in 
question on notice 825, about the Perth Dental Hospital. Those questions ask for much the same 
information as the subject of this grievance. Probably what I will now say will be provided in answer to 
those two questions on notice. 

Mr Brown: It is good to be efficient! 

Mr PRINCE: Yes, I sup~e it is. Until six years ago the state dental service applied an income 
assessment to determine eligibility for services. Depending on assessment, there was a variable level of 
subsidy between 20 per cent and 80 per cent. When the state dental service amalgamated with the Perth 
Dental Hospital, the assessments were restructured and the variable subsidy for pensioners was altered to 
one level only, 80 per cent. Other Department of Social Security beneficiaries still had a variable subsidy, 
as they do now, of between 20 per cent and 80 per cent, depending on the level of their benefit. The vast 
majority received the 80 per cent subsidy. The state dental service talked to the operations division of the 
Perth Dental Hospital in November last year recommending an exclusion of the category of patients in 
receipt of the maximum additional family payment from state eligibility and the provision of an 80 per cent 
subsidy to all eligible persons. Instead of having a variable of between 20 per cent and 80 per cent, 
everybody would get 80 per cent. 

• The question is this: Why should people who receive the maximum family allowance supplement lose that 
eligibility? The reasons were set out in correspondence, and I will reiterate them. It was only from about 
1990 that people in receipt of the maximum family allowance supplement were included and got a 20 per 
cent subsidy. It is important to note that we are talking about a small category of people who were getting 
only the 20 per cent subsidy because their family income equated to being over, but not by much, the cut
off point for eligibility for all other pensioners; they were people mostly receiving a social security benefit 
or pension and recipients of independent Austudy, as has been mentioned. 

The criteria changed so that those on the maximum FAS are not eligible because of the many people on the 
orthodontic waiting list. Again it is a matter of saying that the finite resource should be used as equitably 
as possible, and in this case by those most in need. The previous maximum FAS recipients would be the 
best off of all eligible persons. I am not saying that they are wealthy by any stretch of the imagination, but 
they simply had more disposable income than others who were eligible and their subsidy was only 20 per 
cent. 

That is significant, but not great in terms of the overall cost of an orthodontic procedure. Although it is a 
subsidy, it is not that great. A much more significant subsidy is 80 per cent, particularly when given to 
people who are in receipt of only a pension and do not have the extra top up through the FAS. The 
Department of Social Security has made a series of progressive changes through the FAS and the other 
benefit systems so that all payments relating to children are referred to as the family payment. It is 
virtually impossible for the hospital to determine who was eligible under the old category of the maximum 
FAS payment. There is some doubt about whether the criteria set down four or five years ago would work 
today in any event. As I say, the subsidy was only 20 per cent. 

The service then sought to rationalise and say that those most in need are the people who are on only a 
social security benefit or a social security pension or in receipt of independent Austudy. Those who 
otherwise have income, but have some sort of family payment on top of their income and were eligible for 
only the 20 per cent subsidy anyway, are less in need than the persons on the fixed pension or benefit or 
Austudy income. If that 20 per cent subsidy - it is not much in dollar terms when we look at the totality of 
any orthodontic treatment - is removed from that category of people, it enables a greater number of 
pensioners to receive care quicker. In other words, those on the waiting list, which is long anyway, can be 
dealt with faster. 

I suppose members are talking mostly, but not exclusively, about elderly people who require treatment. It 
was an exercise in which a decision was made to benefit the greatest number of those in greatest need. 
That is the rationale behind it. I am quite happy with that explanation because it seems to be a reasonable 
one. If one had unlimited resources, the decisions would not be necessary. However, that is not the case 
now, never has been and probably never will be. 

GRIEV ANCE - LIVE SHEEP EXPORT, PORT OF BUNBURY 

MR OSBORNE (Bunbury) [4.57 pm]: I direct my grievance, the subject of which is the live sheep 
export from the Port of Bunbury, to the Minister representing the Minister for Transport. This matter arose 
most recently when I was asked to attend a briefing on 12 April at the Bunbury Port Authority and I was 
told that a firm proposal was being considered to export live sheep from that port. Briefly the proposal 
entails exportation of a million sheep, 70000 cattle and possibly some deer. It would involve lO shipments 
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a year over 10 to 15 days. It would be a penn anent operation with a feedlot in the buffer zone at Kemerton, 
the animals being brought down the Glen Iris access corridor to the port after seven to 14 days at the 
feedlot, and being loaded overnight onto the ships for export. 

I was very concerned about this proposal. This matter initially arose about 12 months ago and there was 
enonnous reaction against the idea in the east Bunbury area of my electorate and also at other points of the 
compass radiating from the Port of Bunbury - in the suburbs of Eaton, Pelican Point and Australind. 
Members of the public were concerncd with the environmental and social effects of the live sheep; that is, 
the odour, the contamination of waterways and so on. That made the trade unacceptable to the people of 
Bunbury as it would go through a port designed for general cargo only, one not intended originally for 
noxious trade such as live sheep. 

At the time I put out a newsletter and said that I opposed the live sheep trade from Bunbury, and I still do. 
In February of this year the matter came up again. The People Against Cruelty to Animals In Transport 
group wrote to the Bunbury City Council, which in tum wrote to the Minister and asked him to make a 
statement on the future of live sheep export from the port. The Minister wrote to the Bunbury City Council 
saying that a study had been commissioned on the use of an alternative port. It was found there was growth 
potential in the trade in Western Australia but that the trade would be based on natural catchment areas. As 
such the probability that trade would go out of the Port of Bunbury was low and available alternatives 
existed within Western Australia, especially the Ports of Geraldton and Albany. I understand the Albany 
Chamber of Commerce, the Albany Town Council and the people of Albany are desirous of having a live 
sheep trade going out of that port. I continue to oppose the trade on the basis that although the people of 
Bunbury are very proud of the Bunbury port and applaude and celebrate its growth and the things it does, 
they said thank you, but no thank you to the live sheep trade. 

The Bunbury Port Authority told me on 12 April that it would put counter measures in place to combat the 
negative effects of the live sheep trade. The feedlot would be at Kemerton, as I previously mentioned, 
therefore the transition from pasture to pellets would occur well out of town. Containment measures would 
be taken at the port to ensure contamination did not occur in the shipping basin. TWO-Ship loadings would 
not be undertaken; that is, a ship would not come into Bunbury from anywhere else with half a load and top 
up and go overseas. Those ships carry quite strong odours. In addition, the Glen Iris access corridor would 
ensure that the transport impacts would be kept to an absolute minimum. 

Despite those counter measures I have concerns about the impact of the trade on the people of Bunbury. 
The Glen Iris access corridor does not exist at the moment and in answer to a question without notice today 
the Minister for Regional Development said that despite the strenuous efforts of the South West 
Development Commission and the Government it secms the development of that corridor is still some way 
off. It is also my feeling that 10 days to 15 days may well, and probably will, expand to considerably 
more. I cannot believe that a developer would make considerable investment into a feed lot in Kemerton 
and a pellet plant at Bunbury port and then be content to use it for only 10 days or 15 days a year. That 
number of days would undoubtedly grow. 

I support the live sheep trade in principle. It is worth $122m annually to Western Australia and has good 
growth potential when farmers are facing difficult times. However, on the basis of the impact on the 
people of Bunbury and to what I think are impacts in other areas of the Bunbury economy I am opposed to 
the trade from Bunbury. I would like the Minister to address these three issues in my grievance: The 
Bunbury Port Authority told me on 12 April that it was bound to make the port's facilities available to a 
businessman who had environmental clearances and a licence to trade. The authority claimed that if it did 
not make the port's facilities available to a person they would be liable to a damages claim of up to $10m 
and possibly $500 000 per board member. Apparently liability can be claimed under the tenns of the 
national competition legislation. That is obviously a major concern of the Bunbury Port Authority. I 
would like an indication from the Minister whether those concerns are justified. If stopping the trade going 
out of Bunbury prohibited the trade in Western Australia altogether I could understand that such a liability 
claim may arise. However, all we are saying in Bunbury is that we think the product of the trade should 
not be exported from our ports. As such, there is no threat to the future of the trade in Western Australia. 
It is my preliminary view that a liability claim against the Bunbury Port Authority would fail because the 
industry as a whole would not be damaged. 

I ask the Minister to comment and if possible give a commitment on the strict commercial focus of the 
Bunbury Port Authority. Its board comprises people with experience in shipping, farming and commercial 
interests. My concern is that they arc not taking into account uncosted, social disadvantages of the 
development of this sort of trade. If community representation were to go onto the Bunbury Port Authority 
Board it would have the expertise and the ability to take into account factors other than just the strict 
commercial benefits to the port. 

My third concern relates to the impact of the live sheep trade on other businesses in the Bunbury area. Last 
week I inspected the abattoir of V & V Walsh. That business depends on slaughtering sheep from the 
Bunbury region. It sells skins at $8 each which are sent to China. The intestines are sold to overseas 
interests for processed meats, sausages and so on. The blood and bone is processed and sold to the garden 
industry as fertiliser. All those little value-addings involve the employment of people such as truck drivers, 
exporters, business operators and so on. In addition the impact on the abattoir itself must be considered -
30 to 40 people would be immediately put off work. Those impacts would cascade down through the other 
parts of the economy which rely on V & V Walsh to slaughter sleep in Bunbury. 
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In addition, the farmers would face some risk. If they committed themselves fully to live sheep exports and 
that live trade collapsed at a later date through an international incident, contrived or real, the farmers, who 
would get a short run benefit from selling their sheep live overseas, would have a trade in collapse on their 
hands. They would again be looking for Peter Walsh to kill their sheep and he would be gone. The 
millions of dollars invested in his abattoir and the 200 odd people he employs would be lost. 

In summary, I would like the Minister to address three matters: Firstly, what is the legal position with 
respect to the national competition legislation? Is it true that the Bunbury Port Authority is liable for a 
damages claim? Secondly, will he give consideration to expanding the Bunbury Port Authority board to 
take into account community concerns other than narrow economic benefits? Thirdly, if a decision is made 
to examine the possibility of live sheep exports out of the Port of Bunbury the Government must give a 
commitment to considering the benefits beyond the farmer and the port authority and understand the effect 
that trade will have on businesses such as abattoirs, skins processors, fertiliser manufacturers and so on. 

MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) [5.07 pm]: Obviously the Minister for Transport has 
given me some advice to allow me to respond to the grievance. The export of livestock through the Port of 
Bunbury should be debated in the Bunbury region. It was suggested that the livestock trade had not been 
properly tested from the community point of view. The fact that the Bunbury City Council has voted six to 
four against is indicative that it is not clear-cut, as it were. I understand a workshop or forum will be held 
in Bunbury on 24 July at which a panel will be made up of the Department of Environmental Protection, 
Agriculture WA, the Bunbury Port Authority, the Bunbury City Council and representatives of the local 
community, the Westem Australian Farmers Federation and veterinary surgeons who have been associated 
with the export of livestock. That forum will be facilitated by Chris Mills who I understand is a local 
media person in the town. One hopes a thorough and deep debate will take place so that the community 
will better understand the pros and cons of the Bunbury Port Authority pursuing the export of live sheep. 
The member for Bunbury has asked three valid questions and they will be referred to the Minister for 
Transport who has the responsibility for administration of this area. -

Regarding the first question of liabilities at law, a recent test case in the English courts involved a county 
council which endeavoured to prevent a port exporting a product through that port. The court in the United 
Kingdom found that social or community reasons were not reason enough to overturn the legal right of the 
port or individuals to pursue what legally they were entitled to. It comes down to a question of law. I liken 
it in some respects to town planning law. Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Johnson), you will be aware of the 
circumstances surrounding a particular McDonald's outlet in your area. The town planning scheme clearly 
speJt out the legal rights of a permitted use. The local council, because of the social pressure, and rightly 
so, believed it should not allow that use to proceed. It comes down to whether the council has the ability to 
override the Statute which grants property rights for a person to do what he is allowed to by virtue of the 
Statute. I suppose it is the same with the ports. They have certain responsibilities and rights under the 
Statutes to export what they consider is in the best interests of the port. It would have to be tested if there 
were a dispute. From the advice given to me about the national competitions legislation it appears that the 
member for Bunbury was wrong with respect to the penalties. That legislation provides for a fine of up to 
$1Om for companies and up to $500 000 for individuals who adopt anti-competitive behaviour. Obviously, 
the legal question must be addressed. 

The second proposition put forward by the member for Bunbury was to increase the size of the board of the 
Port of Bunbury by appointing to it a person from the local community who would be able to articulate the 
social concerns of the community about the operation of the port. It is a very good suggestion and I will 
refer it to the Minister for Transport, who has the responsibility for the carriage of the legislation which 
underwrites the Port of Bunbury. 

The third point the member made was that the export of livestock, particularly sheep, through the Port of 
Bunbury would have a detrimental effect on an operative abattoir. On thinking that through, I believe the 
member is drawing a long bow. It appears to me that the livestock would be exported to a particular 
market. However, the export of processed stock would result in the creation of more jobs because of the 
by-products which would also be exported. They are clearly distinct markets and I cannot accept the 
rationale that if livestock were exported from Bunbury, the existing abattoirs would close down. They 
would be catering for a different market. On the same question, the advice the Minister has given me is 
that the proposed export of live sheep through the port of Bunbury would create, in the immediate to short 
term, 15 permanent jobs. Additional jobs would be provided in the shipping industry, particularly in the 
engineering and chandlcring sections. The transport costs would be reduced because currently livestock 
are transported from the south west to Fremantle. 

I understand the member's concern and he is faithfully representing the concerns of his constituents. The 
community must be given the opportunity to consider fully the pros and cons of this proposition. The 
grievance has been properly put to the Parliament and I will take it to the Minister for Transport for his 
consideration. 

GRIEVANCE - AL8ANY WOOLLEN MILLS, INCENTIVE PACKAGE 

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [5.16 pm]: My ~rievance is addressed to the Deputy Premier in his capacity 
as the Minister for Commerce and Trade and It refers to the industry incentive package that has been put 
together to assist the Albany Woollen Mills to remain in business. My grievance addresses both the 
procedure and the outcome of this process. 
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Yesterday the Minister for Commerce and Trade tabled a number of documents in the Parliament and made 
a statement about the project He set out the detail of the proposal. The Opposition was pleased the 
Minister for Commerce and Trade made the statement but it is disturbed that it has come late in the 
process. Last year the Opposition was pleased when in June the Minister for Commerce and Trade 
indicated that pursuant to his claims for accountability in relation to industry incentive packages, it was his 
intention to involve the Parliament in the scrutiny of these packages. He set out a hierarchy under which 
the various scales of projects would receive scrutiny by the Parliament He said the Parliament would have 
a proactive role in packages that were in excess of $2m. He foreshadowed that one of a number of sets of 
procedures could be used with respect to the industry incentive packages which exceeded $2m in 
aggregate. This package is worth between $4m and $4.7m. It is difficult to be precise about how much 
money is involved. However, the Minister outlined the procedure which he and the Government would 
follow and said that one of his former colleagues, Matt Stephens, had been an advocate of this process. 

This is the fIrst major incentive package that has been made since last June and the principles which the 
Minister enumerated seem to be more honoured in the breach than in the observance. The State is now 
committed to the terms of the industry incentive package for the Albany Woollen Mills and the Canning 
Vale project by Nobel Investments Pty Ltd, an Indonesian company, and the Parliament did not have the 
opportunity to scrutinise it until afLer the deal had been done. It is most unfortunate. The desirability of 
accountability and the potential for parliamentary scrutiny is illustrated by this project. If members read 
the documents which the Minister tabled in the Parliament yesterday, they will find that there should be an 
opportunity for the Parliament to scrutinise the expenditure of public money. I will draw the attention of 
members to two or three areas in the document which give rise to concern. The Opposition is not opposed 
to industry assistance, per se. We believe that it is most desirable that the Albany Woollen Mills, 
employing 85 people, should continue operating. It is most desirable -

Mr Cowan: There is also Orbital Engine Corporation and the $25m. 

Mr THOMAS: It is also most desirable that the new project at Canning Vale go ahead. We are in favour 
of industry assistance packages. if they are properly established, in order to get those projects off the 
ground or for them to continue. However, they must be properly based and subject to scrutiny. 

A number of questions and concerns arise in relation to this project. This is a curious package, bccause 
effectively it involves a loan that is convertible to a grant of $2.9m. That effectively becomes a free block 
of land at Canning Vale on which the proponents of the synthetic yam plant can build their project. Some 
portion of that loan is notionally allocated to the Albany Woollen Mills project and another portion is 
notionally allocated to the Canning Vale project. 

Mr Cowan: They are not; they are separate. 

Mr THOMAS: The document that the Deputy Premier tabled yesterday suggests that that is the case. 

Mr Cowan: That is your interpretation. 

Mr THOMAS: It says in plain English that the Canning Vale project involves a convertible loan of 
$1.067m being made to the proponents on completion of certain criteria, which are set out. It also states 
that a convertible loan of $1.8m will be paid to the proponents, and there is a different set -

Mr Cowan: They are two separate loans backed by different forms of security. 

Mr THOMAS: The money is circulating; it is paid out of consolidated revenue to the land authority and 
the company picks up the block of land at Canning Vale. As I indicated, it is divided and if one project 
falls over a portion of the loan is repayable and the other -

Mr Cowan interjected. 

Mr THOMAS: They may have been separate loans or one loan with different aspects notionally indicated. 
Under this system the company is being given what is effectively a free block of land at Canning Vale in 
return for building a plant at Canning Vale and operating the Albany Woollen Mills. 

On the face of it, that may seem fairly reasonable. However, one of the principles of industry assistance is 
that it is given only when a project would not otherwise proceed. There is the germ of accountability in the 
lIP criteria and assessment of this projcct. However, the second incentive of the lIP criteria provides that it 
needs to be demonstrated that the project will not occur in the State unless the incentives are provided. The 
following paragraph contains nothing indicating that that is the case. It may well be that the proponents 
have said that they will not proceed unless they are given a block of land at Canning Vale. There is 
nothing in the documentation provided selling out the costs of the operation or suggesting that the project 
would not occur were it not for the fact that it is receiving this gift of a block of land at Canning Vale worth 
$2.9m. 

There is also an additional amount in excess of $lm that has been allocated as subsidies to the Albany 
project. There are subsidies to cover interest, transport costs and -

Mr Cowan: You are wrong again. 

Mr THOMAS: The documentation enumerates very clearly the subsidies available. There are also 
subsidies to cover infrastructure costs. 

Mr Cowan: That is for Canning Vale. 
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Mr THOMAS: There is $600 000 for effluent. 
Mr Cowan: That is for Canning Vale. 
Mr THOMAS: So, that money is for Canning Vale. 
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Mr Cowan: That was a commitment of the previous Government which this Government has said it will honour. 

Mr THOMAS: This $600 000 gift is unconditional. There is no way that that can be secured or covered. 
The documentation that the Deputy Premier tabled in Parliament yesterday refers to the lIP criteria. On page 2, in paragraph 4.6 it states -

The Department of Commerce and Trade has made no commercial assessment on the future viability of A WM. 
Members should bear in mind that this involves $Im in subsidies. It might be said that the loan, convertible to a grant, which I would call a gift, is at least secured; there is security by way of mortgage over the land and bank guarantees. However, there can be no security in terms of a subsidy or outright gift. Before the Government entered into that sort of arrangement it should have satisfied itself on the future viability of the Albany Woollen Mills. It is said in the documents tabled in the House that no such assessment has been made. At best, that is bizarre and, at worst, it is irresponsible. 
MR COWAN (Merredin - Minister for Commerce and Trade) [5.26 pm): One of the first things one learns about trying to make provision for greater accountability in respect of activities of government is that one never receives any thanks, either from the Opposition or the media, and that has proved to be the case in this instance. 

• I made my position very clear when the Auditor General looked at government assistance to industry and delivered his report. In my response in June 1995 I outlined a proposal that I thought would provide greater accountability and address some of the concerns expressed by the Auditor General. In fact, the Auditor General was, in his terms, only repeating what had been said by the Burt commission and a number of other bodies. I made a statement to the House pointing out that the Government would fit assistance into specific categories. I stated that up to $250000 in assistance would be listed and tabled in Parliament annually, and that is being done. A report will be prepared and made available as soon after 30 June as it can be compiled, and it will be tabled in Parliament. I also said that amounts in excess of $250 000 and up to $2m would be reported to the Parliament as soon as the deal was arranged. I will come back to that issue at a later stage. I said that assistance of more than $2m needed to be considered by the Parliament and that the Parliament should indicate whether it wanted to playa role. My view is that it should. I did that in June last year and I have been waiting almost 12 months for the Parliament to tell me -
Mr Thomas: You are the Deputy Premier. You control a majority of this House. That is why you are Deputy Premier. It is your job to bring forward procedures. 
Mr COW AN: It is the job of members of Parliament to become involved. 
Mr Thomas: You are a member of Parliament controlling the majority of this House. 
Mr COW AN: If we were to use the theory put forward by the member for Cockburn there would be no private members' business or business brought forward by the Opposition; everything would be our responsibility. Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Johnson), you would not cop that and nor would the member for Cockburn. 

Mr Thomas: We are happy to do your work for you. 
Mr COW AN: I have said very clearly - and it bears repeating - that the member for Cockburn does not have to do my work for me. I told the Parliament that there were a number of things that it could do, but it has done nothing. Let us move away from that, because that is something we can deal with -
Mr Thomas: I would move away from that very quickly if I were you. 
Mr COW AN: If the member wants me to respond to the other part of his claims I had better move away from it. 

Mr Thomas interjected. 
Mr COWAN: I am prepared to debate the issue of accountability as long as the member wishes. However, it will be in my time and he will not receive an answer to the other issue he raised. 
I have increased the level of accountability in respect of reporting much more than anyone else who has held the position of Deputy Premier. I have not received any thanks for that, and I accept the situation. 
Mr Thomas: I acknowledge that, but it is not enough. 
Mr COW AN: I will deal with that as I proceed. I tum now to the important issues that have been raised. The assistance package is valued at a maximum of $4.67m. I acknowledge that it could increase to that amount. It is likely that it will increase to the full amount! The member mentioned the loans. He is right. He has identified that $l.067m was made available as a loan for the Canning Vale proposal. It is an interest free loan which will be converted to a grant provided a certain production output is met. 
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The Albany Woollen Mill segment is based on the mill remaining in operation for five years. It is 
conditional on a minimum of 85 employees being employed at the mill annually. Should the performance 
criteria be met the loan also will convert to a grant. Again, the member for Cockburn acknowledged that 
those aspects of the assistance package were secured by the Government. The $1.067m loan that has been 
made available for the Canning Vale facility is secured by a mortgage on the land. The $1.88m available 
for the Albany Woollen Mill part of the program is to be secured by a bank guarantee. 

Mr Thomas: That is not in the document. 

Mr COW AN: It is. We will discuss that afterwards. That amount is to be secured by a bank guarantee. 
do not think anyone could get any better security than those two loans. 

I tum now to the part of the package to which the member for Cockburn referred as gifts or subsidies. The 
gifts or subsidies are in four parts, the first being a direct waiver of the stamp duty associated with the 
acquisition by the company of the Albany Woollen Mill plant, which is about $35000. It is not anticipated 
to be any more than that. The other part is the $500 000 which was committed many years ago by the 
previous Government for improvement to the treatment of waste water flowing from the Albany Woollen 
Mill, but which has never been exercised because no-one felt that the future of the mill was secure. We 
have now reached the conclusion that with a five year program it would be appropriate for us to do what 
should have been done some time ago, because the mill has been producing a great amount of nitrogen and 
phosphorous which has been flowing into the harbour. That is undesirable. We will commit the $500 000 
that was promised by the previous Government to reduce the nutrient levels of waste water flowing from 
the mill. Also a payroll tax concession will be used to offset the cost of transporting the wool product to 
the mill. This will be in the form of a rebate on payroll tax; it will not be taken from consolidated revenue 
unless it has been put in by the company. If there is to be any transport subsidy it will never be greater than 
the level of payroll tax paid by the company. That does not detract from the fact that it is a subsidy but 
there are limitations on the extent to which the transport subsidy can be paid because it is linked to payroll 
tax rebates. 

The final amount is the 3.5 per cent subsidy on the interest on the capital invested in Canning Vale, not in 
the Albany Woollen Mill. 

Mr Thomas: It is both, according to the document. 

Mr COW AN: It is not. 

Mr Thomas interjected. 

Mr COW AN: The subsidy is on the investment at Canning Vale. 

Mr Thomas: That is the $600 OOO? 

Mr COWAN: Yes. We had a choice. We had three potential purchasers of the Albany Woollen Mill but 
two wanted to break up the mill and transfer the working gear to Victoria or to other regions of the world. 
One buyer was seeking to establish in Western Australia at Canning Vale. He sought an industry 
assistance package from the Government to promote that development at Canning Vale. We were able to 
persuade him to take on the Albany Woollen Mill. Although it will cost the State $4.67m it is quite a good 
deal. 

GRIEV ANCE - RUSSEL TON POLICE STATION AND COURTHOUSE 

MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [5.36 pm]: I take this opportunity to raise a matter of concern in my electorate 
which relates to the need for a 24 hour police station at Busselton and adjacent areas. The existing police 
station at Busselton was built in the 1970s and is overcrowded. I need not elaborate further because the 
Minister has inspected the facility. There is a need for the community to be serviced by the police 24 hours 
a day. There is a need for more police officers, and to acquire accommodation while the community waits 
for a combined police station-courthouse complex to be built. The clerk of the court at Busselton works in 
appalling conditions. To say they are disgraceful would be an understatement The courthouse complex 
has been inspected by the Minister for Police and by two Attorneys General. An admirable site, bounded 
by Stanley, Duchess, Adelaide and CammiIIiri Streets, is available for the construction of a new 
courthouse-police station complex. The facility is certainly long overdue. 

My grievance covers two issues: The building of a new police station-courthouse complex and the 
provision of a 24 hour police station at BusseIton. Such a police station would service the communities of 
Dunsborough, Margaret River, Augusta, Nannup - and Capel which does not have a facility currently. 
Although this matter has been raised with the Police Department, the need for such a facility has not been 
acknowledged. Currently, when the police stations in all of those areas close for business their telephone 
calls are switched through to the Bunbury police station, which then contacts the respective station be it 
Busselton, Dunsborough, Margaret River or Augusta. That is no longer good enough for my community. 
Matters have arisen which have highlighted the inadequacies of that system. It is not only the perception in 
the community, but also the circumstance in the community. I strongly endorse the community's view. 

In recent weeks the BusseIton Chamber of Commerce conducted a survey within the community. It wrote 
to a number of organisations within the community and also circulated a petition. The petition contains 
1 822 signatures, and 10 organisations responded to the Busselton Chamber of Commerce expressing their 
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support for a 24 hour police station. I also place on the record that had the Busselton Chamber of Commerce canvassed the matter further and sought the support of areas outside Busselton the number of signatures on the petition that they achieved in such a short time would have at least doubled. 
I will inform the House of some of the responses that came forward. The South West Development Commission stated in part -

The original South West Development Authority 1983 policy document, highlighted the need for policemen to be based in Dardanup, Capel and Boyanup. In 1993, the South West Priority Projects Register called for a new South West police headquarters in Bunbury; new police stations at Australind, Capel and Dunsborough, and an upgrade of the Busselton station. 
A development has occurred in Dunsborough, although the Busselton station has not been upgraded. Since that register was raised in 1993 the population growth in the Busselton district has been dramatic, and it continues to be one of the fastest growing areas in Western Australia, so the need is evident. The South West Development Commission states that the area is growing by 5 per cent a year. The final paragraph of the commission's letter to the Chamber of Commerce stated -

The need for a full time, 24 hour police station at Busselton is acknowledged locally and regionally. Attempts to draw attention to this need are supported by the Commission. 
The Business and Professional Women's Club responded by stating-

Our members range in age from mid 30's to 80's plus and represent a wide section of the Busselton community and the general comment when the vote was taken was that a 24 hour Police Station is long overdue in Busselton. 
I am taking these responses at random; however, I will seek the opportunity to make these petition papers available for the perusal of any members who wish to see both the letters of support and the'lilignatures. The Busselton Rotary Club stated -

Rapidly increasing population and businesses and a concomitant increase in crime in the Busselton Shire, appear to the members of this Club to warrant a 24 hour place station in Busselton. 

Many of the members are aware of occasions when emergency calls to the local police station have been diverted, in the normal manner, to Bunbury. This situation is unsatisfactory to the police and to the public. 
Within the constraints of the normal budget procedures, we believe that a 24 hour police station is essential and ask that the Minister give serious and urgent thought to the maHer. 

The Police Department should change its psychology in relation to Busselton. It is the Police Department that has continually said that Bussellon does not need a subregional police station. It is the Police Department that continues to say that Busselton is adequately serviced and does not require a 24 hour police station. That is the same Police Department that only a few short years ago said there was no need to locate a police station at Dunsborough, and that the Margaret River police station needed only one motor vehicle. 

I am raising this grievance with the Minister because the psychology of the Police Department and its negative attitude to the Busselton community needs to change. The department needs to understand that this is a rapidly growing community, and the community is not satisfied that in 1996 its calls are being night switched to Bunbury. As there is no opportunity for expansion on the site of the existing police station, while the community waits for a new police station-courthouse complex, the department should take the opportunity to investigate and acquire buildings that will accommodate the six or seven extra police that are needed to give that community the 24 hour police station that is required. The Police Department has consistently said that that is not necessary. However, I am raising the issue in this Chamber tonight because the public perception, which is strongly supported by the local member, is that there is a need for a police presence, and an open shop, 24 hours a day, servicing the Busselton, Dunsborough, Margaret River, Nannup and Capel communities. 
MR WIESE (Wagin - Minister for Police) [5.46 pm]: I note the grievance that the member for Vasse has brought before me this afternoon. It is a matter that has been raised with me on many occasions. The member for Vasse has raised the matter previously and I have visited that police station-courthouse complex in the town of Busselton. The situation presented by the member for Vasse is true. The existing facility in Busselton has outlived its use-by date. The police station was designed, as are the majority of police stations in both the metropolitan area and rural Western Australia, to accommodate fewer police officers than are accommodated today. The Busselton police station was built around 1970; however, if one looks at the growth and development that has occurred in that area in 25 years - from Busselton through Yallingup especially, but even going inland into all the small rural subdivisions - one sees an extraordinary growth in the area, and all the indications are that that will continue. The indications are that in the next six or seven years the population in that area will double. Even in the Dunsborough area we are looking at the population increasing from 7 000 or 8 000 up to 20000 people. The growth in the area is huge and that is the reason that Busselton police station is no longer adequate for the number of police officers it accommodates. 
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Mr Blaikie: A couple of subdivisions in Busselton will have a huge impact, far greater than Yallingup and 
Dunsborough. The Port Geographe development has sold millions of dollars worth of land and that 
subdivision has not even been factored into the growth that will occur. 

Mr WIESE: I acknowledge that the projected growth in the Busselton and Dunsborough areas is 
substantial. The police station and the courthouse are in the same building. The courthouse facility and the 
areas for persons who are waiting around it are totally inadequate, to put it mildly. I would hate to be there 
on a rainy day because there is no protection for those who are waiting to go through the court processes in 
the Busselton courthouse. 

The problem has been well and truly identified. It is a major one and it is being addressed. The site that 
has been identified has been earmarked for the future development of a courthouse-police station complex 
to replace the existing facility. Within current police planning is a proposal for the police to relocate and 
build a suitable police station in the town of Busselton. That is projected to take place in the 1998-99 fiscal 
year. We have already begun discussions with the Ministry of Justice to ensure that we are headed down 
the same path at the same time. It would be totally ludicrous, and almost unworkable, were the police to 
start the process of relocating from the existing site and the courthouse and the Ministry of Justice office 
could not be incorporated in the new complex. That incorporation of both areas must happen, and I am 
hopeful it will be achieved. From the policing point of view, our planning envisages that the proposal will 
go ahead in 1998-99. It will not be soon enough. However, at least the process has commenced and 
hopefully the new complex will be in place before the tum of the century. It will be a very big complex 
and it will certainly be appreciated by the people there. 

In relation to the provision of a 24 hour poliCing service, the Police Service is currently undergoing a 
substantial reshaping and reorganisation using the Delta program. Regionalisation is now taking place and 
the south regional commander will have total responsibility for the whole of the area of which Busselton is 
a part. He is just coming to grips with the whole of the area over which he now has total control. It is my 
advice that in the very near future he and the other command members will look at staffing allocations for 
all of the areas in the south west, and the situation at Busselton will be looked at very closely in that 
process. 

There is a genuine acceptance of the fact that the workload in the Busselton area has risen considerably. 
As indicated by the member for Vasse, we have already established a facility at Dunsborough which has 
been upgraded twice. We are looking at a further upgrade of that facility. Additional police officers have 
been located in Dunsborough, and that helps to relieve some of the work pressure at Busselton. It is an 
indication of the huge growth in the workload in that area. When consideration of the staffing allocation is 
undertaken, I wilI be very surprised if the number of police officers in the Busselton station is not 
increased. In doing that, we must work out how those extra police officers will fit into the available space, 
and that may be the first step towards providing a 24 hour service. 

I am not able to indicate tonight that the Police Service will provide a 24 hour service; however, we are 
closer to it now than we were 12 to 18 months ago. Under regionalisation a commander is much closer to 
the areas that are serviced and is in a better position to make a judgment about what is needed. He will be 
able to gain a much greater appreciation of the situation in Busselton and come to grips with the decision 
making process much better than we have in the past, and that will entail a decision to move to the 
provision of a 24 hour service. We are not there yet, but we will get to that position in the foreseeable 
future. 

This regionalisation is giving us the ability to utilise the present staff resources much better than we already 
do. Six traffic officers and a sergeant are attached to the traffic section in Busselton, who previously could 
not be directed by the officer in charge of the BusseIton station. Under regionalisation, the officer in 
charge at Busselton has control of not only his general duty officers but also those traffic officers and if 
necessary, he can direct them to perform some of the roles that in the past have been done only by general 
duty officers. That will enable a much better service to be provided in stations like Busselton around the 
State. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Grievances noted. 

CORONERS BILL 

Returned 

Bill returned from the Council without amendment. 

Silling suspendedfrom 556 to 7.30 pm 

COMMISSIONER FOR THE INVESTIGATION OF CORRUPT OR 
IMPROPER CONDUCT BILL 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 3 April. 

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [7.32 pm]: I begin my comments on 
this Bill by referring to a couple of background factors that have led to this legislation coming to the 
Parliament. The first is the real concern in our community about corruption and improper conduct in 
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public life in Western Australia. Of course by that I mean corruption and improper conduct within the 
province of the State Government and local government in Western Australia. These concerns exist within 
our community and were reflected in both the report of the Royal Commission Into Use of Executive 
Power and the second report of the Commission on Government It is important that we as legislators 
respond to those concerns and work to address the issue. That of course could lead us to ask: How best do 
we address this issue for which so much concern has been expressed in the community? I will argue to the 
Parliament that there are two aspects to addressing the issue of corruption and improper conduct. The 
matters we are debating this evening - that is, a Bill to set up a commissioner for the investigation of 
corrupt or improper conduct - is only one part of what should be a total program of reform. 

The first aspect of tackling this question is to provide checks and balances in the system to encourage good 
government. The second aspect is to create processes which will uncover corrupt and improper conduct 
when it emerges. The legislation before us this evening deals primarily with the second matter - setting up 
proper processes to uncover corrupt and improper conduct. I suppose that by setting up those processes it 
is hoped to provide a real disincentive in public life for those who may be inclined to engage in corrupt or 
improper conduct. However, it also gives the proposed commissioner the power to take a broader 
educational role in an attempt to prevent corruption before it emerges. 

I return to the point about the need for a total package of measures. Firstly, we need a system of 
government and administration that makes it difficult for corruption to emerge in our society. Secondly, 
we need processes to uncover it when it occurs. The Labor Opposition proposes this legislation, but I 
emphasise that in doing so it believes that it is only one part of what should be a comprehensive package of 
measures to deal with corruption and improper conduct in public life. The first aspect must be to create a 
system of checks and balances within our system of government. Of course, we have checks and balances 
of the most fundamental sort between the legislative arm of government, the executive arm of government 
and the judicial arm of government. In fact, I argued the other day at the Commission on Government that 
the separations between our judicial arm of government and our executive and legislative arITJYare not as 
entrenched in our state constitution as they are in the federal constitution. 

That is one issue we must face. However, there is another aspect of the concept of separation of powers 
that does not deal with the legislative, judicial and executive arms of government, but with some of the 
processes that occur within government itself. For example, the police in the conduct of their duties should 
be free of political influences that may make it difficult for them to conduct their affairs in an impartial 
way when they may be dealing with their masters; where their masters are in the first instance the 
Government of the day and in the broader sense the Parliament of Western Australia. 

There is a separation that should exist within our system of government between the way the upper House 
and the lower House function. If there are to be two Houses of Parliament, it is silly for them to be a 
mirror image of each other. Obviously other versions of that separation should exist, and they are now 
embodied to some extent in the Public Sector Management Act - between the way the Public Service 
operates in its relationships with the Minister of the day and the Government. Members will remember that 
I raised this issue when dealing with the forced departures of Paul Solomon and Jan White from the Health 
Department - departures that were forced on the department by the then Minister for Health, the member 
for Riverton. Those sorts of separations are also important. It is the Opposition's view that if we are to 
tackle corruption and improper conduct, we must deal with the broader issue of political reform as well as 
the issue we are addressing tonight. The Labor Opposition will continue to argue for electoral reform so 
that our State's Parliament is put on a proper foundation and, in particular, so that the State's upper House 
is converted into a proper House of Review that can act as a real check on the executive arm of 
government, especially when we have a conservative Government. Currently it is simply a House of 
obstruction when there is a Labor Government and a House of convenience when there is a conservative 
Government. We also need to see a more open and accountable system of politics which ensures through 
the proper regime of disclosure of political donations and disclosure of interests of those with executive 
and legislative power that there is a transparency about the political process. That will mean that those 
who are involved in that process for reasons other than the public interest will have their actions disclosed 
to the general public for scrutiny. 

One of the areas we need to address is the increasing role that consultants are playing in the system of 
government. When they are employed by the Government a complicated pattern. of interest is created 
which can undermine the public interest. The Labor Party believes that if this Parliament is to tackle 
corruption and improper government it must deal with the broader political system at the same time as it 
proposes legislative measures to uncover corruption when it occurs. It comes down to a distinction 
between preventive and curative measures; the sort of distinction we make in the health system between 
stopping people becoming ill in the first place and then fixing them up when they become ill. If the 
Parliament is to tackle corruption and improper conduct it needs preventive measures and they must flow 
from having a good system of government. That was one of the central points made by the royal 
commission and the Commission on Government. The Labor Party will continue to advocate electoral 
reform, improvements in the administrative arm of government and more open and accountable 
government to make sure that proper disclosure and transparency exist in the relations which occur 
between private interests and public power. The Opposition is of the opinion that this Government is soft 
on all these measures; in fact it is hostile to some of them. For example, it has expressed a real hostility 
towards proper electoral reform which will bring the Legislative Council into the twentieth century let 
alone take it into the twenty-first century. 
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Whatever checks and balances exist in any system of govemment, corruption and improper conduct will 
still occur. It is a sad fact of human life that people will be tempted by the prospect of personal gain and, 
on occasions, will allow that temptation to influence the way they act within the public sphere. No matter 
how good the system of government, that temptation will always exist and, on occasions, it will be too 
powerful for those individuals who are subject to its influence. We need not only a preventive strategy, but 
also a strategy which will uncover corruption when it occurs. This legislation is designed to do that. 

I will now consider the argument of those people who say we do not need legislation of this sort. Some 
people in the community say that legislation like this is not necessary if we are to uncover corrupt and 
improper conduct. The argument goes like this: Under the Westminster system there are three institutions 
that can act as agencies to uncover corrupt and improper conduct. The first is the Parliament. The great 
power of Parliament, of course, is its privileges. Those privileges give members of Parliament the ability 
to come into this place and raise mallers which other members of the public cannot raise because of the 
threat of defamation or the threat that they will be subject to libel laws. Secondly, there is the police. 
Under the Westminster system as it has developed, the police, in theory at least, have developed a degree 
of independence of the executive arm of government to the extent that they can investigate corruption not 
only within the executive arm of government, but also within the community. Therefore, we have the 
Parliament and the police with their investigative functions. Finally, there is the media which have an 
inquisitorial role in the system of government. Some people would argue that with the Parliament, the 
police and the media the State should not need legislation that would create a commission for the 
investigation of corruption and improper conduct. They say that all that happens when commissions of this 
kind are created is that the powers which are given to it can be abused by the occupants of the key 
positions. That is the central argument against this kind of legislation. 

In looking at that argument I want to refer not to theory, but to experience. One could develop an 
interesting theoretical argument to deal with the view that the traditional Westminster system is capable of 
combating corruption. I simply want to point to the experience of countries that have the Westminster 
system of government. Their experience is that the traditional trilogy does not deliver the results that are 
required. It is interesting to look at jurisdictions which are similar to this jurisdiction. Recently in Great 
Britain there has been increasing concern about what the popular Press in Britain call the sleaze factor. It 
has been partly the result of having the same party in power for such a length of time. As a result of 
practices emerging within that system of government - for example, members of Parliament acting as 
agents for particular interests in their activities and in some cases actually being paid to ask questions in 
Parliament - the British Government set up the Nolan inquiry. It came down with conclusions which were 
not dissimilar to the conclusions drawn by the Commission on Government. Those conclusions were that 
however unfortunate it may be, it was now time for the Westminster system to adjust itself and create new 
institutions to act as protectors against corruption and improper conduct. 

New Zealand has taken a different tack on some of these questions. The New Zealand people, through a 
process of referendum, have said that that country's parliamentary system should be overturned and the 
real check that the people will have will be through a proportional representation system as opposed to the 
traditional Westminster, first past the post, single Chamber majority system. In all the Westminster-type 
jurisdictions the traditional methods are not working and the people are looking to new approaches. This 
argument was taken up by the roya! commission and the Commission on Government and is now embodied 
in this legislation. 

It is the Opposition's view that the traditional trilogy of Parliament, police and media is not enough to deal 
with the question. Each of those institutions has an important role to play and that is the reason we must 
defend our colleagues when on occasions they take risks in the Parliament in respect of matters of great 
note in the community. It is very easy for those members of the party which has the numbers in the 
Parliament to try to discipline individual members when they use the privileges of Parliament to raise 
matters of corruption. In respect of the police and Wanneroo Inc, and despite the fact that we now find that 
one person who was active on the Wanneroo City Council is in gaol for corrupt activities, the normal 
processes that were followed by the police simply did not uncover that corruption. It took the Kyle inquiry 
and further investigations to uncover that corruption. In fact, it was a sad lesson to learn that it was so 
difficult for the ordinary process of police investigation that it could not come up with the results. 

The media have had their position strengthened by the High Court's ruling on freedom of political 
expression, but in the end they are hamstrung by the libel and defamation laws. Their powers have been 
significantly increased by the High Court, but they are still hamstrung. For all those reasons, the traditional 
trilogy is not enough and this State needs an official corruption commission with real power that can 
investigate not only corrupt conduct, but also improper conduct. This takes me to the existing Official 
Corruption Commission which was set up by the Labor Government in 1988 to complement the institutions 
in this State. The Official Corruption Commission complements the existing institutions, but it has limited 
powers. Those limited powers have led those who have looked at its functioning to conclude that it is not 
effective. It receives complaints and it forwards those complaints to the relevant agency. However, it does 
not have the power to conduct its own investigations. Following the recommendations of, firstly, the royal 
commission, secondly, the Commission on Government, and, thirdly, the Director of Public Prosecutions, 
the Labor Opposition believes we need a new start. We should go back to the basic principles and look at 
the experience of Western Australia. We should also look at the New South Wales and Queensland 
experiences and the experience of other jurisdictions and come up with legislation that will deal with the 
problem. That requires starting again rather than building on the current Official Corruption Commission. 
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In our view this legislation gives us the chance to make a new start. It is very good legislation. The first 
reason it is good legislation is that it clarifies the distinction between corrupt and improper conduct 
Corrupt conduct is currently defined in the law and through the various interpretations of that law in the 
courts and relates to specific criminal offences such as the bribery of public officials and the corruption of 
public officials. That is very specifically defined. The problem area is improper conduct. That is conduct 
that is not necessarily contrary to the law but involves a breach of public trust. This is a much more 
difficult concept to define and to put into a legislative framework. We must establish a benchmark for 
improper conduct so that all of us involved in public life will know what that benchmark is; it will be the 
reference. It is most important that we remove arbitrary and capricious judgments that can be made by 
bodies set up to investigate these matters. Therefore, we argue that for public officials other than Ministers 
and members of Parliament, conduct is improper only if it constitutes a disciplinary offence or grounds for 
dismissal; for example, under the Public Sector Management Act. In other words, we will put content into 
the definition of improper conduct Learning from other jurisdictions, if improper conduct is left at a 
general level, it will lead to those of us in public life not having bearings or benchmarks on which to 
operate, and that is not desirable. For Ministers or members of Parliament, conduct is improper only if it 
breaches a code of conduct. Of course, those codes of conduct must be passed by the Parliament. They 
will provide a benchmark within which these matters can be considered. 

The Labor legislation provides a framework within which conduct can be governed. It takes away the 
arbitrary and capricious clements that can exist in investigations of this sort That is a real contribution to 
the debate that has occurred over the question of corruption and improper conduct. The Labor Party has 
clarified that distinction and provided a good benchmark for the consideration of improper conduct and I 
believe all members of the House should very seriously look at this legislation as model legislation. 

Mr Shave: You are not bad on theory, but you are real ordinary on practice! 

Dr GALLOP: I think we are pretty good on practice. ., 
Mr Shave: When it comes to conduct, you have a pretty rotten record. 

Dr GALLOP: The member opposite may question our record. However, when we consider his 
performance in the last few days, a performance, incidentally, not in relation to his political enemies but in 
relation to his political friends, he is not in a position to talk about this matter. 

Mr Shave: My record is a lillie better than yours. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Dr GALLOP: The opportunity is now available for members like the member for Melville to do something 
about this issue and vote for this legislation. 

I want to remind members briefly about what the legislation will do. It will allow the proposed 
commissioner to make findings of fact. Therefore, if matters are referred to the commissioner, he or she 
will look at what has happened in that case. Once findings of fact are made, it will be the role of the 
commissioner to refer them to somebody like the DPP, from whom they will go to the courts. In respect of 
parliamentarians, they will go to committees of Parliament that will be set up to monitor and supervise 
codes of conduct that will be established by legislation, and of course to other bodies that are empowered 
to enforce discipline in the public sector, such as the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards. The 
commissioner will not say person A has acted improperly or corruptly. He will find on the facts and refer 
the matter to the relevant bodies. The commission is not intended to be a court of final judgment. That 
function will stay with the current holders of that responsibility. 

Other aspects of the Bill that are important include its providing a broad definition of a public official. 
That includes the Governor as recommended by the Commission on Government. The commissioner must 
be qualified as a judge or former judge. Referrals to the commission will be able to be made by a wide 
range of people and the commissioner will be able to take up a matter on his or her own initiative. The 
commissioner will have important educative functions and also the power to determine whether hearings 
are conducted in public or private. The commission will still have to account to the Parliament in respect 
of its nonoperational matters and we also advocate an operations review committee. to advise and guide 
with community representatives and representatives of the Commissioner of Police and the Attorney 
General. Finally, the proposed commissioner will be given broad powers to carry out his or her functions. 

The Labor Party through this legislation sends out a challenge to all members of Parliament. We have had 
the royal commission; it has recommended legislation in this area. We have had the Commission on 
Government; it has recommended legislation in this area; and the DPP has said we all should go back to 
first principles and start again. This legislation allows for that. Therefore, the challenge is to the members 
of the Liberal and National Parties and to the Independent members in this Chamber to get the ball rolling 
on the recommendations of those commissions and of the Director of Public Prosecutions. 

Mr Thomas: It has only been three and a half years! 

Dr GALLOP: Once again the Labor Party takes the lead. The issue is: Will the Government respond? 
We took the lead of course in respect of the disclosure of MPs' financial interests. However, it was only in 
the last days of the Labor Government that the Liberal and National Parties agreed to that legislation. I 
think it was passed on the fourth or fifth occasion that it was presented to the Parliament. It was only the 
pressure of the royal commission that finally made them follow the lead we set. We set the lead on the 



1308 [ASSEMBLY] 

disclosure of political donations. That legislation still has to be proclaimed, despite promises that have 
been given over the three years of this Government 

Mr Osborne: What wonderful people you were! 

Dr GALLOP: We set the lead on these matters. History moves on. The Liberal and National Parties want 
the history of Western Australia to revolve around one period of our society'S history. That is all they 
want. A new form of relationship is now developing between private sector interests and the Government 
in this State through the contracting out of services, and through the penetration of consultants into the 
heart of government That poses real ethical issues. However, members like the member for Melville do 
not even see that as a problem. He is in government, he has the power, and as far as he is concerned, all of 
these ethical dilemmas do not matter any more! On this occasion we have a vigilant Opposition. On this 
occasion this Opposition will hold this Government to account on all those matters, not just on the 
legislation we need -

Mr Shave: What did you do with the SGIC when in government? 

Dr GALLOP: When I left government the SGIC and the SOlO were in good shape. They had excellent 
boards, and they were functioning properly. I handed over to the Minister for Finance a perfectly 
functioning system. That is my record, member for Melville! I will put my record to the test against the 
member's shoddy record any time-

Several members interjected. 

Mr Minson: You are insulting. Don't mislead the people of this State! 

Dr GALLOP: It was not insulting. The Minister does not know what he is talking about. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition will resume his seat. It is regrettable that he 
had his back to the Speaker's chair. If he had not, he would have sat down earlier. There are too many 
interjections, especially from my right. It is not reasonable that they should be of that nature. The Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition is entitled to give his speech and to be heard in relative silence. 

Dr GALLOP: When the real test of accountability comes, is it not interesting how members opposite bark? 
That barking represents a guilty conscience because they have been in power for three years, and they have 
done nothing not only about corruption and improper conduct but also about legislation to combat it. They 
have not addressed the corruption in the northern suburbs of this city through their actions in government 
but have tried to obstruct the uncovering of that corruption. That is the sort of Government we are dealing 
with today in Western Australia. That is why members opposite are barking now. When the test comes 
and they face a vote in this Parliament on a measure that will deal with this issue, they will not deal with 
the legislation. They will just bark, because we challenge them. I do not expect to challenge their intellect 
because they do not have a lot of that. However, we challenge their consciences because every human 
being has a conscience. We are testing that and because it has been tested the guilt wells up. When the 
guilt wells up, the barking starts. I look at members such as the Minister for Services, who comes to this 
Parliament time and again with his sanctimonious manner. When we give him a chance to vote on an issue 
such as this, where is he? 

Several members interjected. 

Dr GALLOP: Where is the member for Greenough when a real challenge is made? How will he vote on 
this legislation tonight? 

Several members interjected. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER: Order! I believe the Minister for Services called the Deputy Leader of the Opposition an 
absolute fool. I direct him to withdraw that remark. 

Mr McGinty: And apologise! 

The SPEAKER: Order! I do not need the Leader of the Opposition's help. 

Mr McGinty: I was not offering any. I was talking to the Minister. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Leader of the Opposition for the second time. 

Mr MINSON: I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr GALLOP: The Leader of the Opposition has challenged this Parliament on behalf of the Royal 
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters, the Commission on 
Government and the Director of Public Prosecutions. We are willing to take up the challenge. Are 
government members willing to do the same? 

MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [8.04 pm]: It will be no surprise to members of this House that I rise to 
debate the issue of corruption. I have been vigorously involved in debating that issue and the role of this 
Government in furthering corruption in this State - particularly its role in covering up for its friends who 
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are involved in what has become infamously known as Wanneroo Inc. During the three years we have 
been campaigning for this Government to set up a royal commission into Wanneroo Inc we have seen 
many activities generated by the Premier and his friends to place every obstacle in the way of the public's 
efforts to find out what was going on at Wanneroo and who were the major players. The Premier has been 
doing that for three years and, as we have continually reminded him and his colleagues, he has had good 
reason to do that. He is leading this Parliament today because the corruption that underpins the activities of 
the Liberal Party in the northern suburbs was able to fund directly the parachuting into this House of 
certain members of Parliament. 

Mrs Edwardes: You have no proof of that. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: We will see about that, Minister! Of course the Minister is one of those persons -
with the assistance of her husband and his role on the Wanneroo council looking after his business mates 
by changing the rezoning applications when it suited them to make massive profits - who have benefited -

Mrs Edwardes: What zoning applications? 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The member's speech is a bit tortuous so it is difficult to determine whether he 
accused the Minister for Family and Children's Services of benefiting from corrupt activities. I cannot 
quite put my finger on it, but I think he came close to that. If he were making such an allegation, he would 
be forced to withdraw. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will be more precise, to help you, Mr Speaker, and me. The facts are on the 
public record. Dr Wayne Bradshaw is now serving a three and a half year sentence at Wooroloo Prison for 
corrupt activities on the Wanneroo council. He put at least $30000 into the Minister for Family and 
Children's Services' election campaign -

Mrs Edwardes: You are misrepresenting him. -

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Before the Minister goes any further and makes a complete fool of herself, she 
should address the statements in Hansard in 1995. She should make herself aware also of an interview 
from Singapore between Dr Wayne Bradshaw and Howard Sattler. Before the evening is finished I will 
provide a copy of the transcript in which Dr Bradshaw said that he paid the Minister for Family and 
Children's Services - the then Attorney General - $30000 for her election campaign. We all know that the 
doctor is serving a prison sentence for corruption! His corrupt activity while serving on the Wanneroo 
council as the mayor and a councillor was to tell developers that a rezoning would be guaranteed if they 
paid him money or did him favours in kind. It is true to say that the Minister for Family and Children's 
Services has a disagreement with Dr Bradshaw, but it is not a disagreement about whether he gave her 
money. It is a disagreement over the amount of money. The Minister is on the record as saying that Dr 
Bradshaw gave her $2 000. 

Mr Kierath: How much money did you receive? 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am not aware of receiving any money from anyone who is serving a prison 
sentence for corruption. Can the Minister for Labour Relations name anyone? Of course he can not! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The dogs are barking because every time we raise this issue it damages not only 
the reputation of the Minister for Family and Children's Services but also the Government's credibility. 
The Government's own polling shows that on the issue of corruption it is running an abysmallasl. 

The Government has a right to be barking because this is its track record: It has been barking like this for 
three years, led by the Premier. Members can look at how he is beholden to those involved in the corrupt 
activities of the northern section of the Liberal Party. It was that very group that ousted the then Leader of 
the Opposition, Barry MacKinnon, and parachuted the member for Nedlands into the leadership. That very 
group had such control that after the Premier was made leader he stated publicly that the person he wanted 
as his deputy was the now Minister for Family and Children's Services. The Minister did not become his 
deputy because there was a drawn vote in the caucus room of the Liberal Party -

Mr Lewis: We don't have a caucus. 

Mr Kierath: We have a party room. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: To solve the problem a coin was tossed, and thankfully for this State -

Mr Omodei: Thankfully, you are wrong again. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is on the record. 

Mrs Edwardes: Actually, it was drawn out of a bucket. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Of course, that is where the Minister belongs. I should have known that it came 
from a bucket; was it a swill bucket? That is where the Minister should be, in a bucket. She deserves to be 
drawn out of a bucket. The reality is the vote was drawn. Half the caucus was at least sensible enough to 
know that it could not allow the corruption that has been running rife for years in the Liberal Party in 
Wanneroo to be shown to have a place in this Parliament through the then Attorney General and now 



1310 [ASSEMBLY] 

Minister for Family and Children's Services. Half of the caucus of the Liberal Party knew it was beyond 
comprehension, beyond their standard of credibility, to allow this face, representing her electorate, to be 
the deputy under the present Premier. The only thing that saved them was that the Minister was drawn - in 
her own words - out of a bucket. The Minister lost the ballot because of a bucket. 

Mrs Edwardes: I was not, the deputy was. You have got it wrong again. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am not wrong about this: I can remember a poll which showed that 83 per cent 
of the community wanted the Minister - the then Attorney General - removed from that position. I can 
remember 83 per cent of the public of Western Australia saying that the Minister was a disgrace to 
Parliament and that she should not be sitting in this Chamber. I will not forget that. I will remind the 
Minister at every opportunity I get and I do it with great pride. 

I now have evidence brought to me about the level of donations that this Minister received, which is much 
broader than the corrupt activity of Dr Wayne Bradshaw. It goes to other areas under the Wanneroo Inc 
umbrella. Let me inform the House up-front what those areas are. 

Mr Lewis: You are not going to make false allegations again? 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will not make false allegations at all. Members opposite are accusing me of 
making false allegations. When I asked three years ago for a royal commission they said it was based on 
rumour and innuendo. Two and a half years ago they said it was all put to bed, and then we had the Mann 
report into the financial operations of the member for Wanneroo. The member of Wanneroo is yesterday's 
man. The smell of a carcass hanging in the breeze is permeating the building, and members opposite do 
not allow him in the Chamber any more. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr LEWIS: What the member for Peel said about the· member for Wanneroo is absolutely outrageous. 

The SPEAKER: That was an unacceptable reflection upon the member for Wanneroo and I ask the 
member for Peel to withdraw the comment. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Let us look at the record: The member for Wanneroo went to the public and when 
asked by the media said that he had no knowledge of Dr Wayne Bradshaw. He said, "Who is Wayne 
Bradshaw? What has he ever done for me?" Within 24 hours he had to say, "Yes, that is the same Dr 
Wayne Bradshaw with whom I was in business partnership and with whom I was a director of at least four 
companies, and two or three of those companies were named in the first Kyle inquiry as being involved 
with receiving corrupt money. I now remember I was in business with him and I am sorry for misleading 
you." Why was he sorry? It was because in the preceding 24 hours he forced the Premier to come out and 
support him. The Premier was caught in a net. The Premier said he was not aware of any wrongdoing 
between the member for Wanneroo and Wayne Bradshaw, but he knew differently. I suggest the Premier 
had at least as much knowledge of the activities of the Liberal Party in the northern suburbs as the previous 
mayor of Wanneroo who is now the member for Whitford. 

The member for Whitford made a very revealing speech in September 1994. I read the speech the other 
night to jog my memory. In that speech he was protecting his own reputation because he took over from 
Dr Wayne Bradshaw as a councillor and as the mayor. 

Mr Johnson: I did not. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member ran against David King and won that seat, and became a councillor, 
and eventually mayor. Each time we raise the matter of Wanneroo the member for Whitford is quick to 
jump to his feet and distance himself from other councillors. That is rightly so. They had a terrible 
reputation. I suggest that members revisit his speech of 1994 -

Mr Johnson: I know what I said. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member had a great deal of knowledge which was revealed in his speech in 
Hansard of 1994. He said he was sickened by the fact that service stations were turning up on every corner 
in Wanneroo. 

Mr Johnson: I did not say that. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Yes, the member did. I will have the opportunity later of reading his exact words. 
The member went to council already knowledgable of the previous activities; what Bradshaw and the group 
were up to was the talk of the town. 

Mr Lewis: Who at the end of the day approves rezoning? It is the Minister for Planning. What was the 
Government of the day and who was the Minister for Planning? 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is a significant point, but I will continue. 

Mr Lewis: It is true; look to your colleagues. 

Mr Omodei: Checkmate. 
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Mr MARLBOROUGH: Cheekmate? What a load of rubbish. Even if the dying Minister for Planning 
were truthful -

Mr Lewis: Dying? 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Dying in a political sense - you have gone. 

Mr Lewis: I am far from dying. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am sure I heard the member for Melville telling me the Minister had left. or did 
he mean he was left? Perhaps the member meant he wished the Minister had left. 

Even if the Minister for Planning is correct in his assumption. the courts have proved that corruption is 
driving the whole Wanneroo operation. The judgment of the court put two people in gaol. The courts have 
said that regardless of the end result the process that occurred in driving the operation to the end result was 
corruption. The Minister has omitted to tell the gallery and his colleagues that the proposed rezoning went 
to the Minister with the majority support of a council that was corrupted. The Minister omits to tell his 
colleagues that the very issue of rezoning applications was the cause of a massive public outcry in 
Wanneroo. The councillors were changing the residential blocks into blocks for service stations and 
medical centres in a street with houses worth $200 000 on the other side. The courts discovered that the 
process of getting an agreement at the council was corrupt. Why? The mayor and other councillors were 
taking bribes. That is why they are in gaol. We know how a developer operated in Wanneroo. He got the 
plot ratio he wanted and the rezoning he sought by paying a bribe. 

Mr Lewis: That is why Lhe Minister was to oversee it. 

The SPEAKER: The Minister. order! 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The matters were overseen at the time. 

Mr Lewis: They were not. • 
The SPEAKER: Minister. order! 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Let us get the record straight. Another untold story that must be concentrated on 
in the future is the role of police in looking at Wanneroo. The facts are that while we were in Government 
two police inquiries into the running of the Wanneroo council were not able to find any evidence. If one 
cannot take it to the police. as we did in 1987 and 1989. who the hell does one take the evidence to? The 
question is: Why could Lhe police not find evidence at the time? The answer is that when one is dealing 
with corruption and people who take backhanders to do favours. those kinds of witnesses will not naturally 
come forward and admit to the police that they have been corrupt. They are naturally the type of witnesses 
who do not want to telling anybody anything because they are caught up in their own evil web. A majority 
of numbers is needed on a council. If one has a council of 13 councillors. one needs at least six councillors 
to be as corrupt as one is to get a matter through the council. The Kyle inquiry discovered how widespread 
was the corruption. Unfortunately as we keep pursuing the hidden corruption. because there is still plenty 
of hidden corruption in Wanneroo. we find more and more facts and evidence. 

Mr Lewis: You think the current council is corrupt. do you? 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is that issue of hidden corruption in Wanneroo to which I wish to draw 
attention. I want to put on record that the Minister for Family and Children's Services received cash for 
her 1989 campaign fund from other sources. one of whom was Ted Hodgkinson who has been charged with 
corruption in his dealings with the Wanneroo council. That fact has been brought to my attention as a 
result of matters raised in a preliminary hearing in the last three days in the courts. They are not the 
substantial reason for the preliminary hearing or the substantial facts that will make the judge decide 
whether that preliminary hearing should proceed to a full criminal court trial. but they are facts that have 
been brought up in the last three days in a court in Western Australia. It has been said in the court that Mr 
Hodgkinson, who we know has already been charged with supposedly corrupt activities. handed out some 
$12000 in cash to a councillor. The councillor who received the money is a witness and has told the cowl 
that he received the money. 

Point o/Order 

Mr SHAVE: I do not have a lot of knowledge with regard to this court case that is in progress. but it seems 
to me inappropriate for the member for Peel to be discussing the terms of the court case if the matter has 
not been finalised. I ask for your ruling and consideration with regard to that matter. Mr Speaker. 

The SPEAKER: As I have said on many occasions. I find it extremely difficult to handle statements in 
regard to a sub judice matter. In this case I do not have the evidence that this matter is sub judice. It may 
be that the member for Peel is able to advise the House as to whether it is sub judice. I guess his task 
would be to indicate that it is not sub judice. The earlier assertion from which this flows. that a comment 
to the effect that a person now before the court made a contribution to a campaign of a particular member. 
does not suggest improper motives. One is free to make that comment. When one puts them together 
perhaps they create an extra dimension. but baldly put it is not improper. Had it been put in a different 
way, I would have addressed it. I cannot come to a firm decision on whether it is sub judice. As I 
understand it, this person is before the court on an allegation of corruption by way of offering money to 
obtain a certain decision. I separate the two matters. 
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Debate Resumed 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Be assured that when I pre-empted this statement by saying I understood that it 
was not sub judice, I obviously sought advice on that to make sure the matter was not sub judice. 

It is crucially important, as we have discovered in looking at the history of the last few years, in trying to 
worm out the truth behind Wanneroo Inc, that the public be made aware of these matters. It is quite clear 
that the public wants to know. The public is sick of corruption at all levels. We are evidence of that by 
sitting on this side of the House. I have said before, particularly to those with marginal seats when coming 
up to the state election, that just as it may have been damaging on our side of the House so it will on the 
other side of the House. That is all those members need reflect on. It will be on the other side, mark my 
words. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The attitude of the community to corruption will not change. That is why it is 
important for the public of Western Australia to know that the matter that still affects Wanneroo is the 
campaign activities of the Minister for Family and Children's Services. I ask the Minister for Family and 
Children's Services, in order to give her the opportunity to answer, whether it is true that she received a 
donation from Mr Ted Hodgkinson for her campaign? 

Mrs Edwardes: I would not know. You would need to ask him because, unlike you, and you have been on 
the public record as saying -

Several members interjected. 

Mrs Edwardes: The Liberal Party had for some time very clear guidelines in order to separate the 
member-

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr Omodei: We did not have a situation where someone accepted $600 000. 

The SPEAKER: The Minister, order! 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Regardless of the guidelines the Minister likes to hide behind and enunciate as 
belonging to the Liberal Party, it did not stop the Premier, when he realised that public acumen was going 
to bury him, from demanding from the member for Wanneroo that in the first instance he organise a proper 
audit of his moneys and money activities. That was the Fowler report. Once he received that he demanded 
that a further audit of moneys be conducted into the member for Wanneroo; that is the infamous Mann 
report which has been before the second Kyle inquiry and before the now royal commission. Mr Mann has 
already attended as a witness. That shows significant happenings. 

Mr Bloffwitch: You know, do you? 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I know because I went to the hearing. If the member for Geraldton were 
interested, he would have done the same. It is on the public record; the member should read the transcript. 
I will have the opportunity in the next four weeks of reading the transcript into the record of Parliament. 
Regardless of the rules of the Liberal Party the Premier realised that he could not squirm away from the 
public spotlight any more. The public was saying to him: "Premier, you are the leader of this rabble. At 
the end of the day you will be the person blamed if there is evidence of corruption; after all, you are the 
leader. Premier, why would you know any less than the member for Whitford, who said that he knew 
before he was elected to Parliament and before he was elected to the Wanneroo City Council about the 
service stations that were appearing on every comer in Wanneroo?" The member for Whitford said that 
rumours were running wild about the activities in Wanneroo. Members should look at the speech he made 
in Hansard. It was most revealing. It did not seem important at the time, coming from the member for 
Whitford; however, history shows that his speech is a little gem. 

Mr Johnson: Not a gem in the way you say it is. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I assure the member that it is quite a gem. It is a very revealing picture of a 
member of the Liberal Party telling the world in his own way about what went on and trying to distance 
himself from the corrupt activities of his political allies. It is a revealing picture of what knowledge was 
public; what knowledge the Liberal Party branches had before the member for Whitford was elected to the 
Wanneroo council and two years before he was elected to Parliament. The Premier cannot hide and say 
that he has no knowledge; it does not ring with any credibility. He was running the ship. He was part of 
the orchestration of numbers in the northern suburbs. He was supporting Dr Wayne Bradshaw and putting 
numbers into certain branches. He was supporting certain members and giving them the opportunity of 
coming to Parliament because he knew that at the end of the process of preselection he was guaranteed 
support, backed by the corrupt money of Bradshaw; that once they got into Parliament they would be votes 
for him. He had absolute knowledge of that. 

Mr Johnson interjected. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: When it suited him. He may have turned a blind eye; he may have tried to 
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convince himself that it was not happening - but at the end of the day it was. Unfortunately many people in 
the Liberal Party in the northern suburbs and many people on the State Executive of the Liberal Party 
knew. The end result of the Crichton-Browne fiasco last year was all part of Wanneroo Inc. 
Crichton-Browne was involved in it up to his neck; he is still involved in it. They tell me the member for 
Melville rang him on his mobile at Cable Beach in Broome the other day. 

Mr Shave: What drama! 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Is it true that the member for MelviIIe rang Crichton-Browne on a mobile 
telephone at Cable Beach the other day and spoke to him about his upper House colleague Barbara Scott? 

Mr Shave: Untrue. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Untrue? The six people who stood next to him on the veranda of the Broome 
hotel must not have been able to identify him properly and obviously did not know what he was talking 
about. Obviously Barbara Scott's name was not "the" Barbara Scott. The dud to whom Crichton-Browne 
was talking obviously was not the member for Melville. 

Mr Shave: Untrue. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Does the member know whether Crichton-Browne was in Broome on that day? 

Mr Shave: I wouldn't know. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Does the member know on which day he talked to him? 

Mr Shave: I wouldn't know. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: Does the member know what day he talks to anybody these days? 

Mr Shave: Sometimes. .. 
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Sometimes? Absolutely! The most serious allegation that can be made against a 
Government is the allegation of corruption. We on this side of the House have been making these 
allegations for three years; members on that side of the House keep asking what proof there is. Bradshaw 
is in gaol; King has been in gaol; and four other developers and officers of the Wanneroo City Council are 
facing charges. The member for Whitford says that before he went on council he had knowledge of the 
rorts. He knew what was going on; it was all around the place. 

Mr Johnson interjected. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member should read his speech. He can flower it up as he wants. It is a 
lovely picture painted by a member of the Liberal Party. That is why I bring the matter to the House today. 
Every time the Opposition has raised in the public arena this level of corruption we have had the same 
voices on that side of the House denying knowledge and ealling for more evidence. They do not care 
whether we come in here with a statutory declaration. When they demand that we take it to a hearing they 
do not care that we have done that - that morning. When they tell us to take it to the police they do not care 
when we tell them that we did that the day before. They ignore that because that is not the evidence they 
want to hear. They do not want to know that we have gone through the process of informing the proper 
authorities. They believe if they say it often enough, the public will be as silly as they are and believe 
them; however, the public docs not. 

What I have on my side is this: The more I have said it, the more all the evidence has been proved to be 
true. The Government was forced into calling an inquiry and into calling a royal commission. It was 
forced to look at the processes. The Premier was forced to stand down his Attorney General em the last day 
of sitting of the Parliament last year. He said in the media the foHowing day that she was stood down as a 
result of her involvement in Wanneroo Inc. That is a fact. The more we have said it, the more evidence we 
have had to support it. However, it appears that members opposite will not learn their lesson until they go 
to the ballot box. This Minister for Family and Children's Services should be removed from her position 
immediately. The Premier should call for an immediate independent financial examination of all her 
financial records leading up to her election in 1989. He should have tabled in this House every donation 
that has been made so the public can see when the people who are now facing charges of corruption were 
donors in cash or other kind to her campaign. I suggest that the record will show a very sorry tale. The sad 
part about it is that the people of Western Australia have had to bear the brunt of the activities of this 
Government and government members have not learnt their lesson. 

MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) [8.38 pm]: I have been sitting here for about 18 
months, listening week after week to the member for Peel go on about matters to which there is never any 
substance, but a heck of a lot of innuendo. 

Mr Marlborough interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! Member for Peel. 

Mr LEWIS: It is really about sullying people's character. The Opposition interjects that that is why we 
have a royal commission. There is a great difference. 

Mr Marlborough interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Peel. 
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Mr LEWIS: The previous royal commission made substantiated allegations of corruption, which have 
since been vindicated by the courts of this State, which found that the former Premier and the former 
Deputy Premier of the Labor Party were corrupt. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACfING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! During the final minutes, or death throes, or whatever 
one likes to call it, of the member for Peel's speech, because of the great volume of his voice, the 
interjections from the Government did not drown out his speech for the benefit of either members or 
Hansard. However, in this case, the voice of the Minister for Planning is at a somewhat lower number of 
decibels, and the interjections from the member for Peel and others on the opposition benches are at a 
much higher level, so it is very difficult to hear what the Minister is saying, let alone have it recorded by 
Hansard. Therefore, I seek the cooperation of members of the Opposition, if they must interject, to do it in 
a way which is acceptable and at a volume which will not drown out the Minister's speech. 

Mr LEWIS: The time has come when two of the truths that have not been enunciated in this Parliament 
must be enunciated. One of those very clear truths is that the Labor Party was in government during the 
time that those allegations were made about the City of Wanneroo. It is very convenient for members 
opposite, now that they are no longer in government, to imply that this Government had anything to do 
with what mayor may not have been done in Wanneroo. The crux of the matter is that the Labor Party was 
in government at the time, it knew what was going on, and it had an inquiry, yet the member for Mitchell 
left it until 3.30 am on the morning before the prorogation of this Parliament for the 1993 election to table 
that report. The question that must be asked is: Why? The crux of the matter is that all of the rot and all 
of the stinking carcasses about which the member for Peel talks existed under the former Administration, 
and we talk about service stations on every comer! The discredited former Government was thrown out 
because of the corrupt activities of its Premier and Deputy Premier and because they took millions of 
dollars to get themselves re-elected. At the end of the day, who signed off those rezonings about which the 
member for Peel talks? The City of Wanneroo does not have the power to rezone. That power rests with 
the Minister for Planning. Who was the Minister for Planning? 

Mr Cunningham: Dominic Casella! 

Mr LEWIS: He is one of the mates of members opposite. The Minister for Planning of the day gave the 
final imprimatur for that corruption. That is the truth of it. The Leader of the Opposition is looking pretty 
sorry. He will not be there in 12 months. Does he not know that? Has he not looked at his figures? They 
are going down and down. The Leader of the Opposition is dead meat, and he knows it. We hope the 
Leader of the Opposition stays there a long time, because he is the best thing that we have got. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr McGinty: You are a shonky Minister. We are sorry that you are going. We are sorry that you have 
been pushed out. 

Wilhdrawal of Remark 

Mr OMODEI: Mr Acting Speaker, I distinctly heard the Leader of the Opposition call the Minister for 
Planning a shooky Minister. 

Mr McGinty: Everyone knows that he will approve anything if it is for one of his mates or for someone 
who gives money to the Liberal Party. 

The ACfING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! There was so much interjection at the time that I could 
not distinguish one word from the other. However, I accept that it is likely that that was said, because of 
previous statements of a similar nature, so on that basis I ask the Leader of the Opposition to withdraw. 

Mr McGINTY: I withdraw. 

Debale Resumed 

Mr LEWIS: I know one thing -

Dr Watson: What do you know? Tell us just one thing. 

Mr LEWIS: I would rather not insult members opposite, but

Mr Ripper: We will miss you. 

Mr LEWIS: Members opposite have another nine months of me at least. 

Let me put firmly on record something that has been forgotten by the media and by the House. While we 
have been listening week after week to the tirade from the member for Peel, everyone seems to have 
forgotten that members opposite were the people who held the inquiry and who left it to one minute before 
the prorogation of this Parliament to present the report, yet they have the gall and the hypocrisy to try to 
load that onto this Government. Any fair-minded person would reject that. 

Mrs Roberts interjected. 

Mr LEWIS: If the member for Glendalough ever aspired to be the Minister for Planning, she would not 
have a chance in hell because she is incredibly ignorant of what planning is about. 
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It is very clear that State Governments devolve their powers to local government, and local government 
operates on the basis of making recommendations to Government. At the end of the day, it is the Crown 
that grants a property right via rezoning documentation. Before the member for Peel and others accuse 
people in the City of Wanneroo of corruption, they should look at themselves. One of two conclusions can 
be drawn: The Ministers for Planning in the administration of members opposite were either corrupt - and 
I am not suggesting that - or they were derelict in their duty. If it was going on and these reports were 
privy to them, why were these rezonings happening? Can they say they did not know anything about it? 
Silence! Who will take the responsibility for what went on with the rezonings? The member for Peel went 
on and on about service stations on every comer. Members opposite should look to themselves. They 
were in government; they had the power. Their Minister for Planning signed it off. Either the Minister for 
Planning of the day was in bed with them or otherwise he or she was incompetent I rest my case. 

MR SHAVE (Melville - Parliamentary Secretary) [8.51 pm]: Is it not interesting that the Leader of the 
Opposition is attempting to carry this Bill and he is not even in the Chamber? 

Mr McGinty interjected. 

Mr SHAVE: He should be in his seat Is it not interesting that the person who is carrying this Bill for the 
Labor Party was one of the people involved with the state superannuation board? 

Mr Trenorden: He was on the board. 

Mr SHAVE: Yes, he was on the board when all the money went off. 

Mr Trenorden: Ask him about the Anchorage deal. 

Mr SHAVE: Surely we all remember the Anchorage deal that cost the taxpayers and pensioners of this 
State $30m or $40m and the former Government got a rotten $8m return when it was sold. 

Mr Trenorden: What about Mandurah? ., 

Mr SHAVE: Yes, what about Mandurah? The member for Peel has stood here, day after day and week 
after week, accusing the member for Wanneroo of being corrupt and of being charged with criminal 
activities. Do we know what those charges are? 

Mr Ripper: Perjury. 

Mr SHAVE: Yes. The perjury charge arose out of the member for Wanneroo using an incorrect address 
on a council nomination form for an election. That is the only charge that the member for Wanneroo faces. 
We have heard the word "corruption" day after day. 

Mr Thomas: Do you support the member for Wanneroo? 

Mr SHAVE: I support the member for Wanneroo absolutely. He is a good member of Parliament. What 
did the Leader of the Opposition do? He went to lunch on a Monday with a member in the upper House, 
Mr Piantadosi, and chopped his head off on Monday night. Mr Piantadosi learnt about it on the Tuesday. 
The Leader of the Opposition has no conscience whatsoever. He talks about replacing members of the 
Labor Party with all these good people, these honest people. He has washed his hands. 

Mr Cunningham interjected. 

Mr SHAVE: The member knew about the leader's fund. He knew about the phone system which involved 
members sitting and ringing businessmen and screwing them for money. What has the Leader of the 
Opposition done? He has removed a lot of the disease, but he is are still there. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! The member for Melville will resume his seat. The 
level of interjection has become far to high. I have been looking at the calls to order for the day, and the 
Leader of the Opposition's name features prominently, if I am not mistaken. 

Mr Graham: You are mistaken. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am mistaken. The traditions of this place are that when.the Speaker or Acting 
Speaker is on his or her feet, people will cease interjecting. The Leader of the Opposition was interjecting 
before he was in his place, which is more disorderly than interjecting when the Speaker or Acting Speaker 
is on his or her feet. I ask him to observe the rules of the House. 

Mr Cunningham interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I formally call to order the member for Marangaroo for the fIrst time. 

Mr Cunningham interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I formally call to order the member for Marangaroo for the second time. 

Mr SHA VE: The Leader of the Opposition was on the superannuation board when all the Rothwells' deals 
were done and here today we have the new cleanskins of the Australian Labor Party led by one of the 
forefathers of the 1980s, Hon Jim McGinty. It is terrible that we must sit and listen to this dribble 
introduced by someone who was involved with government instrumentalities that were up to their necks in 
these crooked deals. The member for Peel has stood in this place and referred to people giving $5 000 to a 
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campaign and $10 000 to another. At the same time as that was going on, their former colleague, Brian 
Burke, was before the court accused of knocking off $100 000 from their campaign funds. What a joke! 
The Leader of the Opposition wonders why, in the latest Bulletin poll, the coalition is running at 60 per 
cent and the Labor Party is headed to oblivion. The Leader of the Opposition will be here until the next 
election and then one day !aler he will be gone. He can introduce all these nobodies into his team. 
However, when he is involved in something that is unethical, he cannot blame someone else. The deals 
that the superannuation board did were wrong. The pensioners of Western Australia paid for them. He 
was on that board. How daft; he sit in here and tell the people of Western Australia that he will make the 
Australian Labor Party a clean organisation. The one thing we learn in business is that if an organisation is 
bad at the top, it is bad right through. That is the problem with the Australian Labor Party. Its leader has 
no credibility. 

Mr Cunningham interjected. 

Mr SHAVE: How am I going? All right! The member for Marangaroo loves this. He wiII buy me a drink 
afterwards for this effort. 

MrCunningham: No, I won't. 

Mr Shave: Yes, he will. I will sort out the Leader of the Opposition for the member for Marangaroo. I 
know he must sit there and swallow his pride and cop it sweet while the Leader of the Opposition chops his 
mates' heads off. I will have a word for him from this side. I do not know how the member for 
Marangaroo missed the axe and did not have his head chopped off. The Leader of the Opposition got 
everyone else. The only thing he will not do is get out the mirror and look at himself. He believes that if 
he places all these stooges around him, the problem will go away. We will tell the public of Western 
Australia for three months before the next election about his involvement in the rotten activities of W A Inc. 

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [9.00 pm]: Mr Acting Speaker-

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! It is an extraordinary situation when a member stands 
to speak and other members from his own party drown him out before he opens his mouth. I seek the 
cooperation of the colleagues of the member for Cockburn in allowing him to have the floor. 

Mr THOMAS: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, I need that protection! It is fitting that earlier today we 
debated the Dog Amendment Bill, and I wonder whether it contains provision for putting down rabid dogs. 
After the last contribution, it would be a fiLting circumstance. 

Mr Omodei: Is it not amazing that when somebody on this side of the House says something about the 
history of Wanneroo Inc it is treated totally differently from the comments of the rabid member on the 
opposition side who has been continually raising this maller for the past year? 

Mr THOMAS: I could debate that statement but my time is limited and for the moment I would like to talk 
about the Bill before the House. The Opposition is giving the Government the opportunity to do something 
to prevent official corruption and improper conduct in this State. That is an opportunity of which the 
Government should avail itself, and the Opposition invites it to do so. For the past three years the 
Opposition has been waiting for this Government to do something about official corruption. On two or 
three occasions over the past two years I have moved a motion to set up a parliamentary committee, 
pursuant to a recommendation of a select committee of this House which reported in the last year of the 
previous Parliament. On each occasion the Government has opposed that motion or has taken some other 
steps to frustrate it. When the proposition was put forward on other occasions, the Government and the 
then Attorney General said it was up to the Parliament to take that action and not the Government. When I 
asked the Attorney General what her position was on the proposition, she said it was not up to the 
Government but was the responsibility of the Parliament. She ignored the fact that, apart from being a 
member of the Government, she is also a member of the Parliament. Subsequently the Opposition accepted 
the implied invitation and moved a motion which it thought would be supported by the Government. 
Given that the Opposition thought it was a matter for the Parliament, it quite reasonably expected the 
Government to support the proposition. It was sadly mistaken. 

I draw attention to that maller because earlier today a similar situation occurred. In June last year the 
Deputy Premier said there should be scope for the Parliament to take a proactive role in scrutinising 
industry assistance packages with a value of more than $2m. In the past week or two the Government, 
without providing the opportunity for parliamentary scrutiny, has approved an industry assistance package 
which exceeds $4m in value. When earlier today in a grievance debate I asked the Deputy Premier why, 
despite the fact that he had said the Parliament should have the opportunity to scrutinise such packages and 
had foreshadowed such a measure in June last year, he said It was up to the Parliament and not the 
Government. The Government has said these matters reside with the Parliament and not the Government 
and, notwithstanding that it is the Government because it controls the Parliament - it quite conveniently 
ignores that - a new doctrine which is unique is permeating this Government. I am not aware of it in any 
other Westminster system of Parliament. The Government has been formed because it has a majority in the 
10"Yer House, but its new doctrine is that the Parliament is responsible for these things. The Opposition is 
qUIte prepared to do the Government's job for it and to legislate, introduce legislation, and establish 
machinery to prevent and detect official corruption. The Opposition is prepared to move motions for the 
establishment of parliamentary committees to oversee those organisations and to introduce the required 
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procedures. The Opposition intends to do so in order that industry assistance packages can be scrutinised by the Parliament, as they properly should be. The Opposition is prepared to do that which any student of the Westminster system would hitherto have considered to be the Government's job. However, the Government must recognise that if the Opposition has the responsibility of undertaking the Government's work, it will require the Government's support because these measures can be passed through the Parliament only if the Government supports them since it has the majority in this House. The Government cannot have it both ways; if it votes against a motion the implication is that it is opposed to the proper machinery for the prevention and detection of official corruption and improper conduct. 
We have waited three years for the Government to do something, and on numerous occasions I have asked when the Government would act on the recommendations of the select committee of which I was deputy chairman and of which the member for Geraldton was a member, together with other members who are not in the Chamber at the moment. The membership included the Deputy Premier. When I have asked those questions I have always been told that something would be done sooner or later. The Opposition is not prepared to wait for the Government to act because it has taken too long. The Government came to power in the wake of the W A Inc inspired Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters and benefited enormously from it in a political sense. It came to power having made all sorts of sanctimonious pronouncements about the standards it would observe in public life, but it has dragged its feet in an inexcusable way. This provision wiII create a body to be known as CICIC which will have the job of preventing and detecting corruption and improper conduct in Western Australia. The Opposition looks to the Government to support the motion on this occasion. 

As I have been speaking the former Attorney General has had her head down and appears not to want to participate in this debate. I can understand why that is the case because her record in this matter is deplorable. I will walk the former Attorney General and the House through her record on this matter over the life of the Parliament. It reveals a person who is not prepared to act on these matters and the ki~st interpretation of her actions is that she wanted to deliberately drag her feet on the matter. 
Mrs Edwardes: You knew the difficulties of dealing with a joint select committee. You were told of the difficulties with the Legislative Council with the limited number of members who could participate. That is the first issue and you knew that. 
Mr THOMAS: The former Attorney General has raised excuse number one; that is, there is difficulty working with the Legislative Council. 
Mrs Edwardes: It should be regarded as fact number one. 
Mr THOMAS: The proposal which should have flown from minor amendments to the legislation which the Attorney General introduced in October or November 1993 envisaged a joint committee. The Attorney General says there was a problem, excuse, reason or fact; namely, that the Legislative Council seemed to be reluctant to be engaged in joint committees because its members had a heavy workload with committees. If that were the case, one did not need to be a Rhodes Scholar to work around it. It could have been resolved in a number of ways: We could have forgotten about a joint committee of both Houses, and established one of this House alone and drafted the terms of reference. However, this giant of the law, this first law officer, seemed to be unable to get her head around the massive problem which was presented by the situation. It is transparently obvious that that was an excuse; it was not a valid reason. Anyone could have suggested there were ways around the situation. 
Although the Minister cites that point now she did not cite it then. She said there was difficulty with the terms of reference. 

Mrs Edwardes interjected. 

Mr THOMAS: That is the other one. 
Mrs Edwardes: You have a very poor memory on this matter. You realised some of the issues at that time, including when you began discussing the Commission on Government. The member should remember the facts rather than make up things. 
Mr THOMAS: I am not making up things. I am drawing the attention of the House to the fact that in late 1993 the then Attorney General brought legislation into this House which, in order to work properly, required a committee of the Parliament. In the debate, almost by footnote at the end of my speech, I mentioned that we looked forward to the committec being created. The Minister then said that she did not know when it would happen. To his eternal discredit, the Deputy Premier also played a part in misleading this House, although he may himself have been misled; I am not sure. He thought the committee could have been formed early in the new year, which would have been 1994. It is now 1996 - some two years later and almost threc and a half years into the life of this Government which was elected on a policy of, among other things, stamping out official corruption. What has it done? It has sat back and enjoyed the trappings and fruits of office. It had such a majority it felt it did not need to worry about the principles on which it was elected and it has assiduously ignored them. 

We were not prepared to sit by and sec this Government ignore those matters so we took up the malLer ourselves. Some time later we put the motion on the Notice Paper as a private member's matter and I moved the motion. On that occasion, running for cover, the then Attorney General had to find another excuse. Quite clearly it would not have been credible for her to say she was still having problems drafting 
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the terms of reference. It was not credible for the Attorney General, a lawyer with the resources of Crown 
Law and parliamentary counsel at her disposal, to say she was having difficulty working out how to draft 
the terms of reference. The Attorney General's excuse or fact that she cited earlier was that she was 
having difficulty working out the terms of reference. We were then prepared to assist and move a motion 
that would solve the difficulty with those terms of reference. We were prepared to do the same type of job 
for the Government that we are tonight. We moved the motion in which we knew there was a good set of 
terms of reference because they were drafted by a bipartisan parliamentary committee. The terms of 
reference of the proposed committee, as I recall, were drafted by the clerks of this House, and the 
appropriate legislation into which it slotted quite neatly, was drafted by parliamentary counsel. 

The motion placed on the motion paper by us and moved was not scrawled on the back of a bus ticket by 
me, who is not a lawyer, but was prepared by people who are presumably competent in these matters. Had 
there been a problem and the terms were deficient or defective in some respect it would have been open for 
the Attorney General and supporters on the other side of the House to amend them. What did the then 
Attorney General do? She scrambled for another excuse because she could not say some two years later 
that she was still having problems drawing up the terms of reference. The terms of reference would not fill 
one A4 page. The suggestion that the Attorney General with the resources of Crown Law cannot draft a 
legal document the size of only one A4 page is not credible. She then said, "I do not have responsibility for 
these matters; it is the Premier's responsibility. He is not here and I do not have instructions, so to be on 
the safe side we will vote against the motion." We placed before this Parliament a considered document 
prepared by a committee of this Parliament chaired by former Speaker Hon Ian Thompson, an independent 
member at that stage, and deputy chaired by me, and which included the member for Geraldton, the Deputy 
Premier, then the Leader of the National Party, and the member for Nollamara. It was a multipartisan 
group which included all shades of opinion in this House. 

What did the then Attorney General do? She hid behind the fact that she was not the Premier. Then she 
said they were working on it and they would do something about it at a later date. Almost a year later - the 
Government moves quickly on matters of such concern to it as official corruption - it brought forward a 
motion, broadly similar to the one we put forward and it could have been voted on three years earlier and 
been attending to its very important duties. There are no duties more important to a Parliament than 
ensuring that the public sector, for which it is responsible, is as free as possible of official corruption. 

The other reason the Attorney General has cited, not so much for avoiding committees but more for 
evading responsibility to introduce proper legislation on this matter, is that the Commission on 
Government was looking into the matter. I acknowledge that the Commission on Government was 
established; it was established pursuant to the recommendations of the Royal Commission into Commercial 
Activities of Government and Other Matters. Among the tasks it was given by this Government, rather 
than by the royal commission, was to examine models of anti corruption bodies. I am glad it has 
considered the matter and we have the benefit of its advice on this subject. 

Although the Commission on Government may have its job to do, the Parliament also has its job to do. It 
is no good Ministers, the former Attorney General, the Premier, the Deputy Premier, the member for 
Geraldton and others who are in a position to know much better, coming the raw prawn. That is what they 
did. We are now into the last year of this Government. We have only about six months' sitting of this 
Parliament left and we find that effectively nothing has yet been done to set up or improve the machinery 
which exists in this State to prevent and detect official corruption. Although the former Attorney General, 
the member for Geraldton, the Deputy Premier, the Premier and others are in a position to know better they 
have come up with a range of excuses: Firstly, they were having a problem with the terms of reference. 
Secondly, they had a problem with the workload in the upper House. Thirdly, they did not want to 
duplicate the work of the Commission on Government. We can rebut those excuses. We did so at the time 
and we are doing so once again. Although the then Attorney General claims she had some problems 
drawing up terms of reference, people who are skilled in this matter had already drawn up some terms, and 
she was ignoring their advice. We did it anyway. If there were a problem and the Legislative Council did 
not want to be involved in joint committees because it had too big a workload to worry about official 
corruption, we as a House could easily amend the motion to create a committee of this House. 

Mr Bloffwitch: That is what I am hoping we will do. 

Mr THOMAS: So am I. The member for Geraldton is a member of the Government and should hang his 
head in shame. He is a member of the select committee that brought that suggestion to this House. He has 
been the Government Whip for three and a half years and has done sweet nothing. 

Mr Bloffwitch: I wonder what we would have achieved had we formed the committee. 

Mr THOMAS: We will never know. He has had three and a half years and done nothing. Members 
opposite came to power in 1993 saying that one of their top priorities was to sort out official corruption in 
this State. The perception in 1993 during the election campaign that this Government won was that official 
corruption was widespread and an important issue. It was based largely on this report of the Royal 
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters. 

Mr Bloffwitch: I will speak later to that. 

Mr THOMAS: I am looking forward to the member's contribution. I know he is genuinely concerned 
about these matters but has probably been overruled by some of his colleagues. His track record is not too 
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good because in three and a half years he has not done a single thing. We on the other hand said, "Okay, 
we acknowledge that there is concern in this State as there is elsewhere to ensure that our public sector is as 
free as possible from official corruption." Notwithstanding, the perception created by the report of the 
Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters and the culture which 
surrounded it, the commission did not find any corruption. 

Mr Bloffwitch: A few people went to gaol for it. 

Mr THOMAS: It was not for corruption but criminal matters. 

Mr Bloffwitch: They were bleeding councils of millions of dollars and things like that. I call that 
corruption. 

Mr THOMAS: Official corruption as defined by the legislation is not caught by that. The criminal matters 
with which a former Premier and Deputy Premier were charged are similarly not official corruption. For 
the record, the former Deputy Premier won on appeal and his conviction was overturned. That is not 
relevant to the point I am making. We share that public concern. We want to ensure that this State is free 
of official corruption and that the public sector here, for which this Parliament is responsible, is as free of 
the stain and smell of official corruption as it possibly can be. I do not want to live in a State where official 
corruption is thought to be rampant or common. I do not want to be a politician where that thought is 
about. We must have an effective body in this State that will combat official corruption. People who work 
in the public sector, whether as legislators or officials of the Executive or judiciary, should be free of the 
perception that they could be involved in official corruption. What have we done? In 1993 we said that the 
complete recommendations of the Select Committee on Official Corruption Recommendations, of which 
the member for Geraldton and I were members, should be implemented in full. I have its report with me. 
The Government said, "Now we are having troubles, but we will do it soon." Some two years later the 
Government still had not done it We moved in and took up the implied invitation of the then Ai>rney 
General as members of Parliament being responsible to Parliament and not to the Government. We 
introduced it and the Government knocked it back. When we raised the matter the Attorney General said 
she no longer had carriage of this matter and it was up to the Premier. Although the Government had two 
years to think about it, she said that she had not obtained instructions from him and was not able to support 
the motion but, nonetheless, something would happen soon. About a year later the Government brought 
forward the motion to form a committee. 

Mr Bloffwitch: We did a few other things. 

Mr THOMAS: The Government created the Commission on Government and said, "Let it do our job." It 
is not for the Commission on Government to set up bodies to fight corruption; that is the job of the 
Parliament. The Government has shirked its responsibilities and hidden behind the Commission on 
Government as a reason for doing nothing about this matter. As a member of Parliament I feel 
compromised about these matters because there is a cynicism. When I go to schools and places like that I 
would like to say that we are setting up bodies and passing legislation to ensure that we have the best, 
cleanest and most reputable public sector it is possible to have. I want to be proud to be part of that. 

Mr Bloffwitch: The character of the people in this place should be such that we do not need it. 

Mr THOMAS: Quite frankly, I think that is the case and that a lot of the perception is more perception 
than reality. The maller is so important that it must be dealt with decisively. We have seen this 
Government hide behind the Commission on Government. I feel disturbed about the trend in legislatures 
in Australia and elsewhere in recent years of deferring to judges and appointed bodies rather than the 
Parliament accepting responsibility. If the Government was as concerned about the matter as it claimed to 
be, it should have acted immediately in the first session in 1993 and promptly got going. 

Mr Bloffwitch interjected. 

Mr THOMAS: The member for Geraldton agrees with that. The Government did nothing. It could easily 
have appointed a Commission on Government. That took it about two years and it had another excuse to 
hide behind. The Commission on Government could have said that is not the way to do it and that the 
Parliament should consider it further and act on it. We have had nothing done in the last three years. The 
perceptions in the community relate to the lingering memories of the Royal Commission into Commercial 
Activities of Government and Other Matters. The general cynicism about politicians and the perceptions in 
the community about police do not arise so much from the Western Australia Police Force but from what 
people read in newspapers about what is going on in New South Wales. They are wondering whether it is 
happening here. What has this Government done about it? It has done nothing but hide behind the report 
of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters. 

Mr Day: You know that the Government will introduce a Bill in the next few weeks. 

Mr THOMAS: Whacko! We have beaten the Government to it. We have been waiting for three years. 
We have had an implied invitation from the Deputy Premier today for the scrutiny of industry assistance 
packages, and the statement of the former Attorney General when we last considered this matter that it was 
a matter for the Parliament. I remind members that the Official Corruption Commission, the body that this 
organisation will seck to replace, was created by legislation introduced by the then opposition member, the 
late Andrew Mensaros, and enjoyed bipartisan support. I invite members of the Opposition and 
Independent members to act according to the invitation which by implication has been extended on 
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previous occasions and in the spirit of bipartisanship and impartiality that they give to these matters. The 
Government should accept the fact that the Opposition has done a damned good job and spent a lot of time, 
trouble and effort drafting this legislation by going into various matters -

Mr Day: The trouble is that much of it is good but there are a few difficulties. 

Mr THOMAS: If that is the case, I point out that the Dowding Government, on the proposition of the late 
Mr Andrew Mensaros, amended the legislation in Committee. We should show that this Parliament has the 
determination on both sides to combat official corruption and accept that the Opposition can come up with 
some good ideas and act consistently with the doctrine that has been espoused by the former Attorney 
General. When we have raised these matters before she has said that it is up to Parliament, not the 
Government We are the Parliament and we have a proposition before us. Let us support it. 

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley - Minister for Family and Children's Services) [9.31 pm]: I rise to address 
some of the rubbish that has come forward from the member for Peel during this debate. -

Point of Order 

Mr THOMAS: My recollection is that the Minister for Planning spoke and the clock indicated that he was 
the lead speaker for the Government. Subsequently, someone asked whether he was. We wondered then 
whether it is a transferable right In any event, I thought I heard the member for Geraldton say that he was 
the lead speaker for the Government. I suggest that a line should be drawn at some stage as to who is the 
lead speaker and that it should not be a baton to be passed on. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): I can assure members that the various speakers on the 
Government side will not get 60 minutes to speak, regardless of who is the lead speaker. I am advised that 
the member for Geraldton wishes to assume the position of lead speaker and I request that the clock be 
amended accordingly. 

Debate Resumed 
Mrs EDW ARDES: In addressing the comments that have been made, I wish to pick up, first, the donations 
made by Dr Bradshaw to my campaign. It was stated by the member for Peel that there was disagreement 
about the amount. There is no disagreement in respect of comments made by Dr Bradshaw and myself 
about the amount given to my campaign. Quite clearly, the information has already been placed on the 
public record by Dr Pam Quatermas in terms of the 1989 campaign. Dr Quatermas said that I had not been 
informed and that I specifically asked not to be informed about campaign fundraising in accordance with 
party guidelines. Dr Quatermas also indicated that she had never met or spoken to Dr Bradshaw during the 
campaign; the bulk of the campaign was funded by people meeting accounts; that only about $15 000 was 
raised by way of direct donations; that the biggest single donation was approximately $5 000; and that she 
had probably contributed more to the campaign than any other individual. That information has been on 
the public record for some years. 

Dr Bradshaw has never said that he donated $30 000 to the 1989 campaign for Kingsley. What he said -
and I repeat it very clearly because I have said it previously in this House - is that over a 10 year period he 
raised tens of thousands of dollars for Liberal campaigns for candidates such as Cheryl Edwardes, or 
including Cheryl Edwardes. He changed his words from time to time in various interviews, but he has 
never said that he donated $30000 to the Kingsley campaign in 1989. There is only one campaign during 
which he could have contributed to the Kingsley campaign and that was the 1989 campaign. He clearly did 
not contribute to the 1993 campaign. The federal disclosure rules came into effect for that campaign in 
Western Australia and it is clearly on the public record that he did not contribute. I again put it clearly on 
the record that there is no disagreement about the amount donated; that misunderstanding is in the minds 
only of members opposite. They are again confused and, it would appear, for their own political purposes. 

When the member for Peel stands up we all yawn. We know the type of allegations that he will be raising. 
Members will recall the barbecue that never happened. How can the member for Peel run a story about a 
barbecue that never happened? 

Mr Thomas interjected. 

Mrs EDW ARDES: The royal commission will obviously be able to investigate all these allegations. 
Members will also recall the break-in at the parliamentary office of the Leader of the Opposition. He said 
on the Richard Utting show that I would be highly embarrassed and horrified if the information he had 
became public. Obviously the implication was that he had some evidence which would impact greatly 
upon me and which related to the Wanneroo Inc inquiry. I referred the maller to the police and the police 
talked to the Leader of the Opposition. They interviewed him on 12 October 1995 concerning comments 
made by him. He advised the police that he did not have any material or information that would assist in 
the Wanneroo investigation. Investigating officers are satisfied that Mr McGinty had no relevant evidence 
that would assist in that matter. Again, how can we take seriously anything that members opposite say? 
They have no credibility and their allegations have been disproved. 

Members will also recall the 50mm role of $100 bank notes and my alleged visit to Indonesia. I was 
supposed to have had a meeting with Dr Bradshaw. I had never been to Indonesia until January 1994. 
How can we believe anything membcrs opposite say when time and time again their allegations have led 
nowhere? The royal commission will provide an opportunity for all of these allegations, rumours, smears 
and innuendos to be tested. They have been made by people who have been hiding in corridors and behind 
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doors. It is very important that those people who are making the allegations have the opportunity to put them forward and for me to be able to have them finally put to bed, because I have no doubt that the allegations, rumours and innuendoes will be proven to be exactly that 
I will now address the issue of the Kingsley service station. I take it that the member opposite is talking about that service station, because, again, that is the only one it could be in the area that I represent. Again, it is clearly on the public record that Colin did not vote for the rezoning application. He moved the motion not to grant approval for the proposed service station on the comer of Moolanda Boulevard and Hepburn A venue. He spoke against the service station proposal and when the motion not to approve was put, it was carried by six votes to four. However, under council rules at the time an absolute majority was required and the motion was defeated. We have never supported the Kingsley service station and that was clearly on the public record at the time. There were public meetings and we made public statements. With the decision making process in the council - and at the time Colin was a councillor -
Mr Bloffwitch: According to the member for Peel obviously your husband was not part of the corruption that forced that motion through. 
Mrs EDW ARDES: I thank the member for Geraldton. Obviously members opposite fail to recognise that point. On 6 December 1988 Hon John Halden in the other place stated that Colin had reversed his initial vote. He subsequently included that remark in a media release and corrected it in a personal explanation on 15 December. I have given this information to the House on previous occasions. Hon John Halden said that the councillor had informed him that he had not reversed his vote and he accepted that explanation. It is also a matter of public record that Hon John Halden reached an out of court settlement with Colin Edwardes over that same issue. In summary, we have never supported, and we have consistently opposed, that service station. 

When members opposite talk about the level of corruption, they consistently name my husband and me. An article in The West Australian some weeks ago claimed that there was new information about b1f'bery allegations. However, when the police were asked whether they were in possession of new information about allegations of bribery and corruption within the City of Wanneroo, they advised that no investigations were currently being conducted by the officers attached to the Wanneroo inquiry with regard to the involvement of Colin Edwardes and that they were not in possession of any new information, as reported in the media. I understand that the police intended to talk to the journalists from The West Australian. 

That indicates clearly that there has been a concerted campaign to try to not only denigrate me - and I have been the target of much of it - but also level accusations of corruption against the whole of the Government so that the Opposition can say at the next election, in terms of corruption, "The Government is all muddy. The Government is all grey." That will not work, because when this royal commission has completed its inquiries, it will find that the allegations, rumours and innuendoes that have been peddled by the Opposition should be dismissed and put to bed for the last time. Those people who have made those allegations will have the opportunity to have them tested. That will be an important time for me, because those people will no longer be able to hide behind the member for Peel and behind information that is given secretly in corridors or in statutory declarations which never go anywhere. 
MR BLOFFWITCH (Geraldton) [9.42 pm]: I compliment the Opposition for the way in which this Bill has been put together. I have been a member of two corruption committees, and this Bill is a far cry from the Bill that the corruption committee recommended to this House. The committee formed the impression that there was no general corruption in Western Australia, and while there were concerns within the Police Force and within some departments, we believed that the changes that we recommended with regard to its being a criminal offence for chief executive officers not to report their suspicions or evidence of corruption would deal adequately with that matter. We were told by the various States that we visited that this measure had by far the biggest result in tracking down corruption, so one of the major recommendations of our committee was that the legislation be amended in that way. 
The committee recommended also that a joint House committee be established. I am not sure where that suggestion came from. I have been a member of a joint House committee, and I am not greatly in favour of such a structure. The member for Victoria Park gave a good illustration of why we should not have joint House committees: We are two independent Houses, and there are different personalities in each House, so we should function differently, and we should not negate that difference by putting in place a joint House committee. From a practical point of view, joint House committees often find it difficult to achieve a quorum. The Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation had to meet on Monday in order to catch up with a few reports and regulations, and it was only because I was able to get on a flight from Geraldton that we were able to achieve a quorum. It would be better to have a committee of either this House or the other place. 

This Bill almost emulates what has been set up in New South Wales and Queensland; that is, a standing royal commission. The committee was vehemently opposed to that because of the $18m to $25m that . would be required for that type of exercise. That is the amount being spent in Queensland and New South Wales, and New South Wales was outspending Quecnsland because it was producing show bags to illustrate how people could be on the alert for corruption. People were chasing fire brigade vehicles down the road because they did not have registration numbers on them and they thought that because they could not be identified there might be an opportunity for corruption. Although we met some very fine people in 
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those States, I believe they felt that because they were members of a standing royal commission, a lot was 
expected of them, and if they did not continually come up with new revelations, they were not doing their 
job properly. It is probably a sad indictment of any system when people are put under that pressure. The 
committee had no hesitation in saying that we should not go down that path. 

The system that had the most appeal was the one in South Australia, where a small team investigates cases 
of corruption, and if it wants to have public hearings or hold a royal commission, it must go through the 
Parliament. When we went to South Australia, that committee had been in place for three years, and it had 
never asked the Parliament for a royal commission. When I think of some of the scandals that occurred in 
that State with the former State Bank of South Australia, I must ask why did it not do that. I guess we must 
all ask ourselves, with the revelations that are coming out of New South Wales at the moment about 
corruption in the New South Wales Police Force, which are rather scary and startling, why Mr Temby's 
corruption inquiry did not uncover that. The worry with all these things is that an incident or allegation 
that warranted a separate royal commission had been investigated on numerous occasions by Mr Temby 
and the Independent Commission Against Corruption. 

The Commission on Government was wrong in recommending a Bill that is similar to that which the 
Opposition has brought forward. I do not believe that the level of corruption in Western Australia requires 
that. We need to reform the way in which corruption in the Police Service is investigated. I am confident 
that the commission, with the powers that the Premier is proposing, will be more than adequate to address 
any problems within the Police Service. It would be easy to spend a lot of money and resources on a royal 
commission or a corruption commission, as has been done in States like New South Wales and 
Queensland. In fact, all the other States have corruption commissions that can stand as royal commission; 
however, I have doubts about their necessity. 

The Opposition alleged that the Government did not move quiCkly enough to form the Commission on 
Government I remind the House that when the coalition took over government, the first thing it did was 
obtain a financial appraisal of the State, to assess how badly off it was. It took six to seven months before 
the results were available, and it was a further nine or 10 months later that the Commission on Government 
was set up. The proposition to set up a committee of the Parliament was to advise the Government on any 
problems in the existing corruption commission. During discussions, the corruption commissioners did not 
report any insurmountable problems. We dealt with those matters with which they had problems; for 
example, we broadened the definition of corruption. In the early days they did have problems. People 
were reporting matters to the commission which did not fall within the definition of corruption. Members 
of that committee will remember that we sought the widest possible definition of corruption. We 
endeavoured to ensure that no reports of any corruption would not be chased up. We debated whether we 
should give the commission a limited staff to investigate allegations. In the final analysis, the committee 
decided that it would not give the commission any staff to carry out investigations. The committee was 
influenced by the commissioners, who said they did not want to get into the nitty gritty of investigation, 
that they wanted to look at the evidence put before them and if there was a problem they would refer the 
matter. To date, even with the changes in the power of chief executive officers and the broadening of the 
definition of corruption, we have not seen widespread allegations of corruption and a massive overload on 
the Official Corruption Commission. 

I had some doubts whether we nccd this commission. However, the Government is following the 
recommendations of the Commission on Government. It has given an undertaking to the public of Western 
Australia that it will do something along this line. 

If the Commissioner for the Investigation of Corrupt or Improper Conduct Bill is a good Bill, the 
Government will support it. The Government will not support it, because when the Premier moved to 
establish the committee he outlined the reasons that we would not be supporting it. That is, instead of 
forming a new commission, why not amend the existing legislation to do the job that the Commission on 
Government had asked us to do? I am led to believe that the Commission on Government is more than 
happy with the changes that we have outlined to it. The commission thinks it is a first class effort from this 
Government, and it is appreciative of the strong package of anti-corruption methods that were announced. 
I remind members that at that time the Royal Commission into Wanneroo had not been appointed, and 
there was no imposition of Corporations Law on members of government committees. That is something 
with which no rational person or anybody with a sense of fair play could argue. If one is a member of a 
government committee one should carry the same obligations under the Corporations Law as apply to 
everyone else. 

I have problems with the propositions contained in this Bill. The major problem is that the Opposition's 
Bill provides that hearings would be open to the public at all times. The commission would have the 
powers of a royal commission on each hearing, and that is an overuse of that power for which we have no 
need at this stage. The body proposed by the Premier will have new strengths which will provide it with 
more than enough to keep it busy. It will be interesting to see what comes out of the Wanneroo royal 
commission. Despite all the promises of doom and gloom, I am looking forward to the outcome of that 
inquiry. I know the report will not be dropped in here at four o'clock in the morning on the last day that 
Parliament sits. It will be an open publication and we will all be able to look at it in a straightforward way. 
Under our proposal the corruption committee that will be set up will look at any outstanding mallers and 
any need for further investigation. It is proposed that this committee have all of the powers of a royal 
commission. The investigatory powers will not be curtailed. 
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For the first time people will be notified why they are being called before the committee. More importantly, they will be notified of the findings. The big complaints made about the present corruption committee is that witnesses have no idea what the investigation is about and in most cases, they hear very little about it in advance. People who appear before such a body feel a great deal of concern. The biggest complaint we got from the people in New South Wales was that they had never received advice that they were not guilty. They were asked to appear and were accused and told of the difficulties. When the hearing finished and the witnesses asked for a summary of the findings, nothing was provided. There is a danger inherent in royal commissions passing a judgment Mr Greiner, the former Premier of New South Wales who stood down from his office because of a decision of that commission, later pursued the matter through the courts under the criminal law and was found not guilty of what he had been accused of by the royal commission. That should give us a warning about these sorts of bodies. 
[Leave granted for specch to be continued.) 
Debate thus adjourned. 

WITNESS PROTECTION (WESTERN AUSTRALIA) BILL 
Committee 

Resumed from 3 April. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Dr Hames) in the Chair; Mr Wiese (Minister for Police) in charge of the Bill. 
Progress was reported after clause 10 had been agreed to. 
Clause 11: Memorandum of understanding. 
Mr WIESE: I move -

Page 10, lines 25 to 27 - To delete the lines and substitute the following -
(b) set out the effect of section 25(1) and (2); and 

Page 11, lines 7 to 15 - To delete the lines and substitute the following-

• 

(a) the terms and conditions on which protection and assistance are to be provided to the participant; 
(b) requirements that the participant must not engage in activities of a kind specified in the memorandum of understanding; 

Amendments put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 12: Amending a memorandum of understanding· 
Mr WIESE: I move-

Page 13, lines 18 and 19 - To delete the lines and substitute the following-
12. (1) A memorandum of understanding may be amended with the consent of the participant and the Commissioner. 

Page 13, lines 23 and 24 - To delete the lines. 
Amendments put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clauses 13 and 14 put and passed. 
Clause IS: Commissioner must take action to protect etc .• 
Mr CATANIA: I move -

Page 16, after line 14 - To insert the following -
(aa) applying for any documents necessary: 

(i) to allow the witness to establish a new identity; or 
(ii) otherwise to protect witness; 

This amendment ensures that the two most serious actions the commissioner may take under the legislation are included in the provisions otherwise listing such actions. The terms of the proposed amendment are drawn in identical terms to section 13(2)(a) of the federal legislation. The words that we seek to insert, which appear on the Notice Paper and which we urge the Minister to support, are taken from the federal legislation. This state Bill should mirror the federal Act because it can operate only with the cooperation of the federal authorities. To protect witnesses it may be necessary to change their tax file numbers and other items controlled by federal bodies. In order to cooperate and be effective Australia-wide we should incorporate into this legislation the sections in the federal Act. I urge the Minister to adopt the amendments because they are in the federal Act mirrored in this state Act. 
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Mr WIESE: I understand the member's motives. However, the reality is that he has picked up on clause 
13 in the commonwealth legislation which has exactly the words he is endeavouring to include in the 
legislation. The state Bill goes much further in outlining all the details in providing an applicant with a 
new identity. Our legislation puts in place the whole of division 5, which includes clauses 19 to 24. Clause 
18 deals with identity documents in urgent cases. Those requirements are not included in the federal 
legislation. It contains only the words the member is moving to include in this Bill. 

Mr Catania: What is required to obtain the identity? 

Mr WIESE: It is included in a whole division of the legislation. 

Mr CATANIA: I am aware of and appreciate thaL The amendments proposed by the Opposition would 
strengthen clause 5. They would allow the witness to establish the identity and otherwise protect that 
witness. The Bill goes further and states how it should be established in division 5 under clauses 19 to 24. 
This amendment would add to that. I do not know why the Minister will not accept that change because it 
would make the Bill more comprehensive. 

Mr WIESE: It is superfluous. It is in the state legislation and is not necessary. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Mr WIESE: I move -

Page 17, after line 9 - To insert the following new subclause -

(3) A police officer who, with permission given under subsection (2)(a), uses an 
assumed name or carries documentation supporting an assumed name does not by doing 
so commit an offence under a written law. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clause 16: Action as to obligations etc. of a participant -

Mr WIESE: I move -

Page 18, after line 14 - To insert the following new subclause -

(6) Where notice is given under subsection (2)(b), service of any process on the 
nominated police officer is to be taken as good serviGe for the purpose of any written law. 

Mr CATANIA: The explanatory notes indicate that the amendment is proposed to ensure the service of 
any process on a police officer rather than the protected person can be regarded at law as good service; this 
amendment will remove any doubt that the service of process upon a nominated officer will fall within the 
rules of the Supreme Court. I seek an explanation of the reason for the amendment and expansion of the 
explanatory notes. 

Mr WIESE: We are trying to ensure protection of the identity of a witness by allowing that the papers are 
not necessarily served on that person personally, but are able to be served on a police officer who is 
protecting that person. It is all about protccting the identity of the witness. Serving the papers on a police 
officer is to be seen as serving them on the witness he is protecting. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 17 to 19 put and passed. 

Clause 20: Application to Supreme Court -

Mr WIESE: I move -

Page 21, lines 15 to 17 - To delete the lines. 

Mr CATANIA: I believe this amendment was suggested by the Chief Justice and that he decided that 
clause 23 in the original Bill was unnecessary. The explanatory notes indicate that as a matter of principle, 
applicants request that a court exercise discretion and bear full responsibility for placing sufficient 
evidence before the court. Will the Minister clarify the amendment? Why did the Chief Justice 
recommend deletion of clause 23 and the insertion of the Minister's amendment? 

Mr WIESE: We are acting on the advice of the Chief Justice that this clause is unnecessary. The reality is 
that if a person came before the Supreme Court and before a judge of the Supreme Court, the judge would 
have the ability to use whatever means he needed to ascertain information from that person. Therefore, 
everything envisaged in the lines we are deleting which would have required an applicant to provide such 
information as a Supreme Court may require, will not be necessary because the Supreme Court and the 
judge already have those powers to get whatever information is needed from an applicant in whatever form 
they need. They could seck to have it by way of affidavit rather than the person's appearing before the 
court. 

Mr CATANIA: The Chief Justice states that there is no need for the witness to give an explanation 
because the court, through the judiciary, can decide to ask the person whatever it likes. How does this 
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amendment affect the ability of the witness to be protected? The original clause stated that the witness must explain. The Chief Justice considers there is no need for that to be included in the legislation because the court can seek any information it requires from the witness. How does the amendment infringe on the protection of the witness and will the witness be put in jeopardy if he offers an explanation to the judge? I cannot understand the reason the Chief Justice sought this amendment and how the existing clause would endanger the position of the witness. 
Mr WIESE: It has nothing to do with endangering the witness or the applicant seeking witness protection. It is safeguarded by other clauses in the legislation which specifically state that if there is to be a hearing it will be held in camera. The Bill has been amended to ensure that the only persons present in the court are court officials and that no information can be released from the hearing. The Chief Justice believes that the powers this clause purports to give are already his by virtue of his position as a judge of the Supreme Court. 

Amendment put and passed. 
Mr CATANIA: I move -

Page 21, after line 17 - To insert the following new subclause -
(4) An application for a new identity order under this section must be supported by evidence on affidavit from the participant on behalf of whom an application is brought by the Commissioner. 

Under the Bill a witness has the right to be heard in the Supreme Court; I refer the Minister to clause 26(2). The Bill does not extend an equivalent right to a witness when an order is sought for his or her new identity. This amendment will ensure that the witness participates, at the very least, by providing written evidence to the Supreme Court in support of the application brought by the commissioner for the witness's change of name on the birth register or identity change by other documentation. This amendmeM follows the federal legislation and it will ensure that the witness has the right to be heard in the Supreme Court in proceedings by the commissioner to seek to restore the former identity of the witness. This amendment mirrors the federal legislation. It will make the legislation clearer. 
Mr WIESE: It is not appropriate for the member to refer to clause 26, which is about restoring old identities. This clause is about creating a new identity. We have just passed an amendment to delete subclause (3) to give the Supreme Court the ability to obtain whatever information it requires by whatever means it has. The effect of the member's amendment would be to lock the Supreme Court into considering applications by way of affidavit. It would go against the previous amendment which gives the Supreme Court the freedom to seek information by whatever means it wishes. 
Mr CATANIA: The Minister is right because the Supreme Court, by virtue of its standing, can seek whatever information it requires. This amendment will give the witness an added right and further protection because the information that is provided by affidavit would give some strength. That was the intention bchind the amendment. The federal legislation contains similar processes by which witnesses can be protected. 

Mr WIESE: This amendment would totally defeat the purpose of the previous amendment because it would lock the Supreme Court into requiring an affidavit. The Supreme Court has total freedom to obtain whatever information it wants. The amendment is not acceptable. 
Amendment put and negatived. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 21: Supreme Court may make order· 
Mr WIESE: I move -

Page 22, after line 18 - To insert the following new subclause -
(4) On making a new identity order, the Court may order the person concerned to give the Commissioner any documents relating to the person's former identity. 

Mr CATANIA: What is the reason for this amendment? The explanation that I was given at the briefing is that the Supreme Court must be able to secure the return of identity documents from a person whose old identity has been restored. Am I right in assuming that this amendment will have a person's old identity restored and the documents will be returned to him? 
Mr WIESE: This clause is not about reinstating an old identity, but putting in place a new identity. This amendment is to make sure that when a new identity is created and new identity documents are created -for example, a new driver's licence - a person is not able to retain his old identity documents. If a person were able to do that he would have two identities and that is not acceptable. This makes it absolutely clear that the court has the ability to order a person to hand in his old identity documents. 
Mr CATANIA: In stating that all the old identity documents are returned to the court, or wherever, what is the procedure for destroying those documents? What is the process to ensure that those documents have been returned? What safeguards are there to ensure that the old identity of the witness being protected is out of the hands of those people who may wish to locate them? How can the person be reassured that those 
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old documents are safe or that they have been destroyed? How can that person be reassured that their old 
and new identities are not known? 

Mr WIESE: I cannot give a categorical answer. Let us take the example of an original birth certificate and 
the possibility that somewhere down the line when the situation that has caused the person to need 
protection has changed and that person's new identity is no longer needed; for example, the person who 
was threatening the witness may have been convicted and locked away for 15 or 20 years. There may be 
no need for the person to have the new identity and they will then be able to go back to their own identity. 
It is much preferable that the old documents be retained. The belief is that the documents would be very 
safely and securely stored either by the Commissioner of Police or the people overseeing the program. If at 
a later date the new identity ceased to be needed, the old documents would be available. 

Mr CATANIA: That is a loose explanation in relation to the protection that witnesses can expect. If there 
is a process by which the old identity is protected - where the documents are put in a safe place where no
one can access them - that is not explained in the legislation. What happens to those old documents? Are 
they stored and how safe are they? Are they stored in such a way that the person involved can feel secure 
and be assured that no-one who may want to do them harm can have access to them and as a result trace 
them? We cannot leave it simply that they will be in safe storage. It is a loose arrangement and it may be 
possible that someone who should not have access to them will gain that access and they could physically 
molest the witness. I would like a reassurance that the old documents will be placed in a very inaccessible 
location. 

Mr WIESE: The documents concerned are required to be given to the commissioner. That is the first 
requirement and the first safeguard: They will be safely stored. Any concerns the member may have about 
the commissioner's disclosing the identity of the person is dealt with in clause 13 of the Bill, which 
requires the commissioner to keep a register containing all details of the participant's name, any offences 
involved and so on. I suggest that the handing over of the documents to the commissioner and the 
commissioner's retaining them is the most secure way for us to ensure that they are adequately 
safeguarded, in view of the fact that the commissioner already has the register containing all the details. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clause 22 put and passed. 

Clause 23: Proceedings to be in private -

Mr WIESE: I move -

Page 22, line 28 - To delete "in private" and substitute -

in the absence of any person not directly concerned in the proceedings 

Page 23, line 1 - To insert after "authorised by" the words "a judge of'. 

Mr CATANIA: Once again, I seek an explanation on the basis that this states that the chief justice has 
recommended that these amendments be made. When I had the briefing on this Bill we spoke about the 
staff of the Chief Justice and perhaps court officials and the fact that thi~ could exclude them and protect 
them. 

FOI applications may be used to seek information. How does this clause close that loophole? We have 
previously referred to identity and the exclusion of the staff who may be present during proceedings. I 
seek the Minister's guidance and an explanation as to the probability of information being released through 
an FOI application that would identify people present during the court proceedings. Once they were 
identified people seeking to locate protected witnesses could put those people under pressure - they could 
threaten or harass them - in order to obtain information and those people could reveal that information. 
Will the amendment enable that process to be addressed and ensure that no FOI application will reveal any 
information discussed during the court proceedings? 

Mr WIESE: Any of the activities of the witness protection unit outlined in the schedule are exempt from 
FOI applications. Subclause (2) states -

Except as authorized by the Supreme Court, no person may inspect the records of proceedings in 
the Court on an application under this Division. 

That is clear. The amendment was suggested by the Chief Justice. Instead of the process being in private 
which could indicate it may have bcen only in front of the judge the amendment ensures that the only 
persons present would be Supreme Court staff and the Chief Justice. The concerns expressed by the 
member are dealt by the clause. 

Mr CATANIA: The Minister stated that the Chief Justice may allow certain staff to remain during the 
proceedings. Who would be the authorised or unauthorised persons? WilI the Supreme Court identify the 
authorised staff? How will people qualify to be authorised to remain at a hearing at which a person's 
identity is known? Will the judge or the presiding officer decide? 

Mr WIESE: The decision will be made by the judge or the presiding officer of the court. We are not in a 
position to tell them how to run the court. It is their prerogative. If the judge had any concerns about any 
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person at the hearing he would ensure that the person would not remain in the court. The legislation contains strong requirements to prevent anyone disclosing information relating to persons under the witness protection program, or about any matters relating to this legislation. 
Amendments put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 24 put and passed. 
New clause-

MrCATANIA: I move-

Page 23, after line 14 - To insert after clause 24 the following new clause to stand as clause 25 -
Automatic expiry on court orders 
25. Any order made by the Supreme Court under this division shall expire and cease to have effect on the first day after 28 days from the date on which the order is made. 

The purpose of the amendment is to revoke the effect of any unused court order for a new identity within a reasonable time. We cannot have an order lying around for more than 28 days. If a court order is made but is not taken up within a specified time it should not lie around to be used for another purpose. It must be used for a specific purpose. A fresh application would be made after the expiry of 28 days. The provision appears in many Bills. It is a sensible and logical amendment. 
Mr WIESE: I am having difficulty understanding what the member is trying to achieve. If the amendment were accepted it would mean that when an order is made by the Supreme Court to create a new identity, at the end of 28 days the order would cease to exist, and the process would begin again. It is absurd. The amendment is not accepted. -
Mr CA TANIA: If an order is not taken up by a person seeking a new identity under the witness protection program, the order will automaticalIy lapse. If the identity is taken up by that person the order is effected. The amendment seeks to ensure that if an order is not taken up it will not lie around; it will lapse and be put aside. It is not a case of the order being taken up and at the end of 28 days the process starting again. The order will lapse if it is not taken up. 
Mr WIESE: I understand the member's explanation regarding what would happen if the order is not taken up. However, the amendment does not contain the words "if the order is not taken up". The amendment states that any order "shalI expire and cease to have effect on the first day after 28 days from the date on which the order is made". Reference is not made to whether the order is used. The amendment does not reflect the member's intention. 
Mr CATANIA: If the order is taken up, is it still an order or is it part of the program? This amendment implies that if the order is not taken up by the witness it will expire. 
Mr WIESE: The member for Balcatta is referring to the Supreme Court making an order, firstly, to create an identity and, secondly, in clause 23 to restore a former identity. There may be a dozen applications a year. These orders are not made lightly. In the first place, the Commissioner of Police will not make an application and the Supreme Court will not order it unless there is a real need. This amendment does not refer to whether the order has been exercised; it says that the order "shall" expire 28 days from the date on which it is made. That is not acceptable. 
New clause put and negatived. 
Clause 25: Commissioner may terminate protection -
Mr WIESE: I move -

Page 23, after line 21 - To insert the following new paragraph -
(a) the participant commits an offence against the law of this State or elsewhere; 

Amendment put and passed. 
Mr WIESE: I move -

Page 23, line 22 - To delete "deliberately". 
Page 24, line 7 - To delete "deliberately". 

Mr CATANIA: Why is the Minister deleting the word "deliberately" when the commissioner's powers to terminate protection arc evident? 
Mr WIESE: These amendments follow representations from the Chief Justice, so that clauses II and 25 go in the same direction. When these words are deleted the commissioner must still make a determination on whether the breach was a deliberate breach. That already happens and it is not necessary to have the direction that it shall be deliberate. We must also take into account that a person could be removed from a witness protection program for other reasons which do not relate to whether he has done something deliberately; that is, the need for protection has ceased to exist because the person has breached the memorandum of underswnding or an underwking to give evidence. 
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Mr CATANIA: Presently the memorandum of understanding is between the Commissioner of Police and a 
witness. My concern is that if that memorandum is breached the witness does not attract protection. 

Mr Wiese: That is a decision that the commissioner must make. 

Mr CATANIA: Obviously, the Bill was drafted on the understanding that if there was a deliberate breach 
by the witness of the memorandum, the commissioner had the right to withdraw the offer to protect the 
witness. Could removing the word "deliberately" give the commissioner more power than the Bill 
originally intended and could he withdraw the promise of protection without there being a breach of the 
memorandum? 

Mr WIESE: Quite clearly a person will be in a witness program because the commissioner decided it was 
the best thing to do. The commissioner has the ability and power to remove that person from the program. 
We are taking out the word "deliberately" so that in both cases it will leave the clause reading that if a 
participant breaches a term of the memorandum of understanding the commissioner is able to remove the 
witness. Quite clearly the commissioner must be able to do that and not be bound by whether the person 
did it deliberately. If a person breached a term of the memorandum of understanding, whether deliberately 
or not, that person could totally jeopardise the witness protection program and other people. The 
commissioner's decision to remove a person from the witness protection program will clearly be very 
serious and not taken li~htly. We must leave the commissioner an unfettered ability. That is what is 
envisaged in the legislatIOn. The commissioner's role is to seek to put a person into the program. The 
commissioner must have the ability and role to remove the person from the program. We need no 
restrictions on that. 

Mr CATANIA: When the draftspeople originally drafted the legislation they had the correct spirit when 
they said that if a person deliberately breached the memorandum of understanding the commissioner could 
cancel the agreement. To leave it wide open is a maHer of concern. With all due respect to commissioners 
of police, most would act responsibly in this instance. However, as they are human beings, they may on 
occasions be biased against a witness and remove that person from the program. I was trying to guard 
against that. Obviously the draftspeoplc who drafted the original Act were of a similar mind. I express my 
concern and put that on the record. 

Amendments put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Progress reported. 

Progress 

SUPREME COURT AMENDMENT BILL 

Returned 

Bill returned from the Council without amendment. 

House adjourned at J 1.02 pm 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

CORRECTIVE SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF - REPORT 1995; SUMMARY 
AND FULL REPORTS 

22. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Auorney General: 

1329 

(1) On 7 December 1995, did the former Attorney General present to the Legislative 
Assembly a report on inquiries into the former Department of Corrective Services? 

(2) Did the former Auorney General describe the report as a summary report? 

(3) What is the difference between a summary report and the report? 

(4) Was the entire report prepared by the Director of Public Prosecutions tabled? . 

(5) If not, were matters of -

(6) 

(7) 

(a) a politically embarrassing nature; 

(b) a politically sensitive nature; 

(c) a political nature, 

excluded from the summary report? 

If not, what maUers were excluded from the tabled summary report? 

Did the Director of Public Prosecutions present to the Attorney General a -

(a) full report; 

(b) summary report, 

on inquiries into the Corrective Services Department? 

(8) Was the summary report -

(a) written; 

(b) collated, 

by the Director of Public Prosecutions? 

• 

(9) What involvement, if any, did the Attorney General's ministerial office have in the 
preparation and collation of the -

(a) full report; 

(b) summary report? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

The Attorney General has provided the following reply -

(1)-(2) Yes. 

(3) This summary report is a report on the coordinating role the Director of Public 
Prosecutions played to ensure oversight of the various investigations together with some 

(4) 

(5)-(6) 

(7) 

observations by the Director of Public Prosecutions. . 

Yes. 

Not applicable. 

A full report. 

(8) Not applicable. 

(9) None. 

FAMILY AND CHILDREN'S SERVICE,DEPARTMENT OF - NON
GOVERNMENT ORGANISATIONS 

$250 000 Distribution; List provided to Organisations 

114. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Family and Children's Services: 

(1) Further to question on notice 4254, was the -

(a) W A Council of Social Services; 

(b) Youth Affairs Council ofWA; 

(c) Youth Accommodation Coalition of WA; 

(d) Women's Refuge ofWA; 
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(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(e) 

(t) 

(g) 

(h) 

(i) 

(j) 

(k) 
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Council of Homeless Persons Inc; 

Family Support Association; 

Learning Centre Inc; 

Chamber of Commerce and Industry; 

Australian Asian Association; 

Perth Asian Community Council; 

Meerilinga, 

or anyone or more of them provided with a list of some or all non-government 
organisations that have been provided with part of the $250 000 distribution to enable 
them to affiliate with a peak body? 

If so, prior to providing such a list, did the Government or department seek approval 
from each non-government organisation on the list that their name would be so provided? 

Were any of the organisations named in (1) provided with details of the amount of funds 
allocated to each non-government organisation as part of the $250 000 distribution? 

If not, were any details given to any of the organisations named in (1) about the amount 
of funds provided to any non-government organisation as part of the distribution? 

If so, exactly what information was provided to those organisations or anyone of them 
listed in (1)? 

Mrs EDW ARDES replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2)-(4) No. 

(5) A list of agency names. 

NATIONAL PARKS - NEW DECLARATIONS 

219. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment: 

(1) Did the coalition promise to declare any new national parks in their term of office? 

(2) Which areas were designated to become national parks in its own right or part of an 
existing national park? 

(3) Have all of these areas been declared national parks? 

(4) If no to (3), which areas have not been declared national parks? 

(5) How many of the areas identified in answer to (4) will be declared national parks in 
1996? 

Mr MINSON replied: 

The Minister for the Environment has provided the following reply -

(1) The coalition is committed to creating national parks as opportunities arise. Specifically, 
it is committed to creating a scientific national park at Port Kennedy. 

(2) Port Kennedy, except that the proposed purpose has been modified to "conservation 
park". Under the Conservation and Land Management Act 1984 there is no such term as 
"scientific national park"; "conservation park" will serve the same purpose, and is a 
category very similar to "national park". 

(3) Port Kennedy has not been declared. However, since the beginning of 1993, the 
following have been declared -

New national parks -
Francois Peron 
Gloucester 
Kennedy Range 

New conservation parks - set aside at -
East Mundaring (Wandoo) 
Fitzroy Crossing (Devonian Reef, Geikie Gorge, Brooking Gorge) 
Gooralong 
Jarrahdale 
Lake Joondalup 
Lake Preston 
Mingenew (Coalseam) 
Mundaring (Lcschenaultia) 
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Peel Inlet (Erskine) 
Rowles Lagoon 
Shark Bay (Shell Beach) 

Additions to the following national parks -
Beedelup 
D'EntrecasLeaux 
Goongarrie 
John Forrest 
Karijini 
Leeuwin Naturaliste 
Purnululu 
Rudall River 
Stirling Range 
Tuart Forest 
Yalgorup 

Additions to the following conservation parks - set aside at -
Dandaragan (Wongonderrah) 
Dwellingup (Lane Poole) 
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(4) As the member can see, the coalition, as has always been the case, has shown an 
overwhelming respect and concern for preservation of the environment. I am sure the 
member will be surprised at the significant additions to the conservation estate. I think 
she will applaud this effort which goes far beyond its election commitments. In addition 
we plan further national park declarations. 

(5) Not known. .. 
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADVISORY COMMITTEE - PILBARA REPRESENTATION 

233. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister representing the Minister for Employment and Training: 

(1) Who are the representatives of the Employment and Training Advisory Committee 
formed by Cabinet in June 1995? 

(2) Is there a representative of the Pilbara Region of Western Australia on the committee? 

(3) If not -

(a) 

(b) 

(4) If so-

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

why not; 

by what processes are the interests of the Pilbara Region determined by the 
committee? 

who is that representative; 

what qualifications does that representative have to represent the Pilbara 
Region; 

by whom was that representative nominated; 

on what date was that representative appointed? 

(5) What are the processes used by this board to solicit the views of the residents of the 
Pilbara when decisions are taken? 

(6) What consultative processes are in place for this Board to deal with the residents of the 
Pilbara? 

(7) Has any representative of this committee visited the Pilbara Region since its inception? 

(8) If not, why not? 

(9) If so-

(a) what towns in the Pilbara Region have been visited by this committee, since 6 
February 1993; 

(b) what was/were the purpose/s of the visil/s; 

(c) with whom did the committee meet during its visit/s? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

The Minister for Employment and Training has provided the following reply -

(1) Chair - Chair, State Training Board 
Members - Stale Training Board 

Western Australian Department of Training 
Department of Commerce and Trade 
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(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5)-(9) 

No. 
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Deparunent of Resources Development 
Education Department of Western Australia 
Small Business Development Corporation 
Deparunent of Minerals and Energy 
Deparunent of Productivity and Labour Relations 

(a) Representation is agency rather than region specific. 

(b) This will occur through the WA Deparunent of Training's network of regional 
employment development officers and the Deparunent of Commerce and 
Trade's network of regional development commissions. 

Not applicable. 

The ET AC comprises senior representatives of the government agencies referred to 
above. Regional representation is not specifically provided for on the committee; 
however, the DOC A T has a network of regional development commissions, which 
represent the interests of their respective constituencies. Two of the committee members, 
including the chair, visited the Pilbara for public consultations in June 1995 in their 
capacity as State Training Board members. 

PATIENT ASSISTED TRAVEL SCHEME (PATS) - NICKOL BAY HOSPITAL, 
AIR TRAVEL COSTS; SAVINGS FROM CHANGES; ELIGIBILITY 

384. Mr RIEBELING to the Minister for Health: 
(1) How many patients received air tickets under the patient assisted travel scheme in 1995 

from the Nickol Bay Hospital? 

(2) What were the total cost of air travel referred to in (1) above? 

(3) How many patients were permitted to use taxis when they arrived in Perth? 

(4) What was the total savings derived from the changes to PATS? 

(5) What extra money has been allocated to the Nickol Bay Hospital over the normal 
allocation to attract new specialists? 

(6) Are patients who are required to travel to Perth for the fitting of hearing aids eligible to 
travel under PATS? 

(7) Are patients who require CAT scans able to use PATS? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) 499. 

(2) $310 719. 

(3) 16. 

(4) West Pilbara Health Service has saved $1447. 

(5) $15500 has been allocated to Nickol Bay Hospital over the normal allocation to attract 
new specialists for 1995-96, and a further $25000 next financial year. 

(6) No. 

(7) Yes, if referred by a specialist. 

BELMONT INTERNATIONAL BASEBALL STADIUM - DEMOLITION 
DECISION 

385. Mr RIPPER to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 

(1) Does the State Government support the decision of Belmont Council to demolish the 
Belmont International Baseball Stadium? 

(2) If not, what action is the Minister taking to preserve this sporting facility? 

Mrs PARKER replied: 

The Minister for Sport and Recreation has provided the following reply -

(1) No. 

(2) The Minister for Sport and Recreation has allocated $15000 to the Western Australian 
Baseball League to enable it to conduct a feasibility study for the further development 
and use of the Belmont International Baseball Stadium. The Ministry of Sport and 
Recreation has been working very closely with the Western Australian Baseball League 
on all its endeavours to secure the future use of the stadium. 
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JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - CAMP KURU MVRRI, LA YERTON 

470. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice: 
What is the difference in the disciplinary regime at Camp Kurli Murri and the normal -

(a) adult prison environment; 

(b) juvenile detention centre? 
Mr MINSON replied: 

Discipline at Camp Kurli Murri is based upon a structured program from wake up to lights out 
All components of the program are compulsory. A detainee who exhibits minor disruptive 
behaviour would lose privileges, while persistent disruptive behaviour and lack of compliance 
with the program would result in removal from the camp. 

(a) In the adult prison environment the prisoner has some choices in the programs he will 
participate in. If the prisoner refuses to work it is considered a minor misdemeanour and 
the prisoner may be charged in accordance with the standing orders. 

(b) In a juvenile detention centre a detainee has some choice in what compulsory program he 
participates. If a detainee does not comply with the program he will be disciplined by 
loss of privileges or limited isolation. A serious breach of detention centre rules would 
result in a detainee being charged with a detention centre offence. 

JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - CAMP KURU MURRI, LA YERTON 

471. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice: 
What is the difference in the hard work regime at Camp Kurli Murri and the normal - ., 

(a) adult prison environment; 

(b) juvenile detention centre? 

Mr MINSON replied: 

Detainees at Camp Kurli Murri participate in a compulsory highly structured framework of strong 
discipline with components of rigorous physical exercise and community work. Failure to comply 
with the hard work program will result in the detainee being removed from the camp. 

(a)-(b) The degree of structure and compulsion in the adult prison environment is not as high as 
at Camp Kurli Murri. 

JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - CAMP KURU MURRI, LA YERTON 

472. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice: 

What is the difference in the teamwork regime at Camp Kurli Murri and the normal -

(a) adull prison environment; 

(b) juvenile detention centre? 

Mr MINSON replied: 

The teamwork regime at Camp Kurli Murri is based upon the concept that teamwork develops 
self-discipline and the capacity to put the needs of other team members before oneself. Teamwork 
also assists detainees through different stages of the program. Detainees are encoura~ed to assist 
each other throughout the whole program; in particular, the responsible citizenshIp program, 
which includes valuing and building of self-esteem in others and conflict resolution. 

(a) Although it is true that many prisoners in the adult prison environment work in teams, 
there is not the same emphasis on using the process of team building as part of a 
structured program. 

(b) See (a) above. In addition, juveniles often have an individual program to work towards 
at their own pace. 

JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - CAMP KURU MURRI, LA YERTON 

473. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice: 

What is the difference in the responsible citizenship regime at Camp Kurli Murri and the normal -

(a) adult prison environment; 

(b) juvenile detention centre? 

Mr MINSON replied: 

The responsible citizenship program is a 25 lesson compulsory component of the work camp 
program. The program is integrated into the daily routine of the work camp. 

(a) The adult prison environment docs not run a responsible citizenship program. 
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Although the management philosophy in detention centres is based on responsible 
citizenship, the program being run at Camp KurH Murri has not yet been introduced into 
the detention centres. 

JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - REORGANISATION PLANS 
474. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Attorney General: 

(1) Does the Government intend to split up or dismantle the Ministry of Justice? 

(2) Has a fault been found in the Ministry of Justice model? 

(3) Will the criminal justice system be better served by the -

(a) dismantling, 

(b) splitting up, 

of the Ministry of Justice? 

(4) If not, why not? 

(5) Will the Government remove corrective services/prisons from the Ministry of Justice? 
(6) If not, why not? 

(7) Will the Government separate crown law and prisons into two separate departments? 

(8) If not, why not? 

(9) Will the Government hive off any agency or function currently under the Ministry of 
Justice to any other department and/or create a separate department for any such 
function? 

(10) If not, why not? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

The Attorney General has provided the following reply -

(1)-(3) No. 

(4) This is a silly question. The member has made his suggestion and then seeks my opinion 
to justify his question. It is out of order because it seeks an opinion. 

(5) No. 

(6) The ministry still provides efficiencies in the corporate services area and coordination of 
policy development in the criminal justice area. 

(7) No. 

(8) See (6). 

(9) The Government has no current plans to hive off any parts of the ministry. 

(10) See (6). 

YOUNG OFFENDERS ACT - INTENSIVE YOUTH SUPERVISION ORDERS 

479. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice: 

(1) Since the commencement of the Young Offenders Act 1994, how many intensive youth 
supervision orders have been issued? 

(2) How many orders are current? 

(3) How many orders have -

(a) been, 

(b) not been, 

complied with? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

The Attorney General has provided the following reply -
(1) 445. 

(2) 90. 

(3) This information will be compiled at the completion of the financial year and is not 
readily available. 
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YOUNG OFFENDERS ACT - SUPERVISED RELEASED ORDERS 

480. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice: 

(1) Since the commencement of the Young Offenders Act 1994, how many supervised 
release orders have been issued? 

(2) How many orders are current? 

(3) How many orders have -

(a) been; 

(b) not been, 

complied with? 

Mr MINSON replied: 

(1) Since the commencement of the Young Offenders Act on 13 March 1995 until 13 March 
1996 there have been 233 supervised release orders issued. 

(2) There are 60 current supervised release orders. 

(3) (a) 114 orders have been complied with. 

(b) 59 orders have not been complied with. 

YOUNG OFFENDERS ACT - YOUTH COMMUNITY-BASED ORDERS 

481. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice: 

(1) Since the commencement of the Young Offenders Act 1994, how many youth 
community-based orders have been issued? • 

(2) How many orders are current? 

(3) How many orders have -

(a) been; 

(b) not been, 

complied with? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

The Auorney General has provided the following reply _ 

(1) 1080. 

(2) 323. 

(3) This information will be compiled at the completion of the financial year and is not 
readily available. 

YOUNG OFFENDERS ACT - CONDITIONAL RELEASE ORDERS 

482. Mr BROWN to the Minister assisting the Minister for Justice: 

(1) Since the commencement of the Young Offenders Act 1994, how many conditional 
release orders have been issued? 

(2) How many orders are current? 

(3) How many orders have -

(a) been; 

(b) not been, 

complied with? 

Mr MINSON replied: 

The Attorney General has provided the following reply -

(1) 300. 

(2) 128. 

(3) This information will be compiled at the completion of the financial year and is not 
readily available. 

MINIM COVE DEVELOPMENT, MOSMAN PARK - COMPENSATION FOR 
LANDOWNERS, CONTINGENT LIABILITY 

493. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister representing the Auorney General: 

(1) What legal exposure for compensation does the-
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Environmental Protection Authority; 

LandCorp; 

Mosman Park Town Council; 

the State Government 

face if future lands owners at Minim Cove, Mosman Park discover contaminants on their 
land during excavation on their property? 

(2) What contingent liability has the Government set aside for such items? 

(3) What compensation has been set aside for landowners already adjacent to the pit, along 
McCabe Street and neighbouring properties, for the loss of property value and amenity 
they have suffered? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

The Attorney General has provided the following reply -

(1) This question is out of order. 

(2) The question does not make any sense. I ask the member to clarify what she means. 

(3) See (2). 

MINIM COVE DEVELOPMENT, MOSMAN PARK - HEALTH IMPACT OF 
ALLERGIES CAUSED BY HEA VY METALS RELEASED FROM DUST 

494. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister for Health: 

Is the Minister aware of the health impact of -

(a) allergies; 

(b) carcinogenesis; 

(c) teratogenesis, 

caused by minute amounts of heavy metals released from dust at the Minim Cove site affecting 
residents, levels not recognised by utilising standard monitoring criteria for direct poisoning? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

No. I am informed the association between the development of the conditions mentioned and 
exposure to heavy metals depends on the dose absorbed. This dose response relationship is the 
cornerstone of toxicological and biological assessment. Provisional tolerable weekly intakes of 
most heavy metals have been established by the World Health Organisation and intake below 
these levels is considered to be safe. Thus exposure to minute amounts is unlikely to give rise to 
these conditions. 

HOSPITALS - ROYAL PERTH 
Methicillin Resistant Staphylococcus Aureus 

497. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

(1) Did the management of Royal Perth Hospital approach the former Minister for Health, 
now Minister for Housing, in 1995 about the presence of a local strain of methicillin 
resistant staphylococcus aureus in hospital? 

(2) If yes -

(a) what advice was given to the Minister; 

(b) did he do anything about it? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) No. It is the normal part of the infection control unit within the department of 
microbiology responsibilities to manage these matters and there was no reason to treat 
the presence of this MRSA strain any differently from those treated previously. 

(2) Not applicable. 

HOSPITALS - ROYAL PERTH 
Wards 6H. Closure; Cleaning 

505. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

(1) Why is ward 6H at Royal Perth Hospital being closed from 8 April 1996 "for two weeks 
initially" with further closures to be "advised" (Clinical Services Memo,S March 1996)? 

(2) Will ward 6H be cleaned during this period of closure? 

(3) If yes -
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(a) what type of cleaning will be performed; 

(b) will Prephen be used? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1) Over the Easter period/school holidays a downturn in hospital admissions occurs. 
Hospitals actively manage the situation through selective ward closures. Ward 6H will 
close on 8 April for two weeks and then reopen. 

(2) Yes. Apart from the normal infection control protocols, the opportunity is taken to 
conduct a major cleaning program. 

(3) (a) Detergent clean. 

(b) Yes. As part of the standard infection control protocols, Prephen is used to 
clean a ward which may have previously contained an MRSA patient. 

MINIM COVE DEVELOPMENT, MOSMAN PARK - OLD CSBP SITE 
Assessment of Public Health Risks 

518. Dr EDWARDS to the Ministerfor Health: 

( 1 ) What assessment has been undertaken of public health risks associated with 
contaminated land at the old CSBP site in McCabe Street, Mosman Park? 

(2) When was this information collected? 

(3) What do these assessments reveal? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1)-(2) In 1984 the Public Health Department provided a consultancy service to a-!echnical 
group assessing the feasibility of residential development at the McCabe Street site. The 
University of Western Australia and the Department of Lands and Surveys, as joint 
owners, commissioned Maunsell and Partners Pty Ltd to investigate how development 
could take place. Maunsell and Partners provided a comprehensive report in 1986 which 
included assessments of public health risk. Since then a number of additional 
assessments have been carried out. In general, these have not provided any further 
significant information regarding health risks. The most recent health risk assessment 
was of material on the foreshore at Minim Cove adjacent to McCabe Street. This was 
reported in Swan River Trust report No 38 dated February 1996. The report includes in 
appendix 2 the risk assessment prepared by the Health Department of Western Australia. 

(3) The assessments reveal that contamination is present and that there is a need for this 
contamination to be managed. The public health risk depends on how the contaminated 
site is managed. Appropriate management of the site will minimise exposure and hence 
any impact on human health. 

CONSERV A TION AND LAND MANAGEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF - WA CHIP 
AND PULP CO PTY LTD, CHIPLOGS FROM STATE FOREST AGREEMENT 

524. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment: 

(1) Is there an agreement under the Woodchipping Industry Agreement Act 1969 between 
the State of Western Australia, and/or the Department of Conservation and Land 
Management, and the W A Chip and Pulp Co Pty Ltd for the supply of chiplogs from 
state forest? 

(2) If yes -

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

Mr MINSON replied: 

for what current volume of chiplogs per year and at what current price; 

when does the agreement expire; 

what process will be gone through to examine any proposed renewal of the 
agreement; 

how will the public and the Environmental Protection Authority be involved in 
this process? 

The Minister for the Environment has provided the following response -

(1) Yes. 

(2) (a) 

(b) 

A quantity of timber not suitable for sawmilling or other special purposes as 
defined by the executive director measured in the round sufficient to produce 
680750 tonnes green weight of chips per annum. Current royalty $16.19 per 
tonne of log timber. 

31 December 1997. 
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No decision has been made on this question, pending the receipt of a proposal 
expected from Wesfarmers Bunnings, the company selected as a proponent for a 
possible pulp mill in Western Australia. 

(d) Not applicable. 

CONSERVATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF - FOREST 
MANAGEMENT, FORESTS WITH TINGLE REFERRED TO EPA FOR 

ASSESSMENT 

552. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment: 

(1) What aspects of management of forests containing tingle have been referred to the 
Environmental Protection Agency for assessment? 

(2) Does this include fire management? 

Mr MINSON replied: 

The Minister for the Environment has provided the following reply -

(1) No aspects of tingle management have been referred for assessment. The Minister for 
the Environment has referred an internal CALM guideline for managing and conserving 
tingle to the authority for comment. 

(2) This request did not include fire management. However, the authority has visited the 
tingle forest and included fire management in that visit and the question has since been 
referred for advice. 

MINIM COVE DEVELOPMENT, MOSMAN PARK - CONTAINMENT CELL 

554. Dr EDWARDS to the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment: 

(1) From whom did the Minister get a legal opinion regarding his ability to vary any of the 
environment conditions for the containment cell at Mosman Park? 

(2) When did he receive each opinion? 

(3) Was any advice not accepted? 

Mr MINSON replied: 

The Minister for the Environment has provided the following reply -

(1) Crown Solicitor. 

(2) It is not the practice of Governments to give details of legal opinions. 

(3) Advice consists of advice on the law and application to assumed facts and propositions. I 
have always accepted the advice on the law. On occasions I have had to correct 
misconceptions as to the assumed facts or propositions and following this have received 
confirmation th~~ as then understood my proposed action was in accordance with the 
advice. 

KING'S PARK - NEW PLANS 

560. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment: 

(1) When will the Government announce the outcome of the public consultation on the new 
plans for King's Park? 

(2) What is the estimated cost of the planned changes to King's Park? 

Mr MINSON replied: 

The Minister for the Environment has provided the following reply -

(1) Shortly. 

(2) This will be announced at the same time. 

HOMESWEST - KARA W ARA REDEVELOPMENT 

566. Mr RIEBELING to the Minister for Housing: 

(1) In relation to Homeswest plans to redevelop the suburb of Karawara, has consideration 
been given to selling the high rise section of the suburb to Curtin University? 

(2) What was the offer to purchase the units by Curtin University? 

(3) Is it Homeswest's intention to destroy the only woodland area in this redevelopment? 

(4) Will all the woodlands be destroyed in the redevelopment? 

(5) What will the cost be to demolish the high-rise units? 

(6) What will the costs be to develop the total area under construction? 
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(7) What will be the average price of the new lots of land after the new redevelopment? 

(8) Where will the tenants who lose their accommodation in Karawara be relocated to? 

(9) What compensation or plan is in place for those people who do not wish to move? 

(10) Is the redevelopment a viable project without the destruction of the woodlands? 

(11) How many units of accommodation will be lost to Homeswest? 

(12) Who will be given the contract to redevelop the area? 

(13) Is the company an Australian company, and if not, where is its registered head office? 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Three offers were submitted by Curtin University, those being -

$1.45m for White Court apartments 
$I.l4m for Ralph Stoddart complex 
$2.30m for Hawkins Court 

Homeswest has since provided a counter offer. 

(3)-(4) There are no woodland areas within the redevelopment which is recognised through the 
urban bushland strategy prepared by the Ministry for Planning. It is proposed to urbanise 
the existing school site at Gillon Street which has some native bush on it. 

(5) An initial financial feasibility study has indicated that demolition of residential units 
within the redevelopment area will cost approximately $375 000. .. 

(6) An initial financial feasibility study has indicated that the total development costs will be 
approximately $23 500 per lot. 

(7) An initial financial feasibility study indicates the estimated average price of the new lots 
to be $86 000. The final sale price of all lots will be based upon valuation. 

(8) In the area of their choice and in accord with Homeswest policy. All reasonable 
relocation costs will be met by Homeswest. 

(9) Participation is voluntary. 

(10) See (3). The urbanisation of the Gillon Street land is necessary. 

(11) Through the redevelopment of Karawara Homeswest is aiming to reduce its presence in 
the area from 88 per cent to between 10 per cent and 15 per cent over the life of the 
project. 

(12) Not decided at this point. 

(13) Not applicable. 

WOMEN'S REFUGES - ALBANY 
Back Paymentsfor Workers Locked Out of Jobs 

600. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Labour Relations: 

(1) How much back payment was awarded to those workers locked out of their jobs at the 
women's refuge in Albany? 

(2) Against which body was it awarded? 

(3) Has it been paid? 

(4) If not, why not? 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 

(1)-(4) The employer of the people concerned, Great Southern Shelter Inc was funded entirely 
from funds provided by the Department for Family and Children's Services. The matter 
in dispute was heard in the Industrial Relations Court of Australia. The frrst area is the 
responsibility of my colleague the Minister for Family and Children's Services and the 
second area is the responsibility of the Federal Government. I suggest the member could 
make inquiries in those areas. 

WORKPLACE AGREEMENTS - RECORDS; COMPANY IN BREACH OF 
WORKPLACE AGREEMENTS ACT; RECORDING EQUIPMENT LEGISLATION 

603. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Labour Relations: 

(I) Is the Minister aware of an article that appeared in The West Australian on 16 March 
1996 concerning a company being fined for breaching the Workplace Agreements Act 
after a worker secretly taped his boss' threats to sack him if he did not sign a workplace 
agreement? 
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Does the Minister and/or the Government intend to introduce legislation regulating the 
use of video and audio recording equipment in the workplace? 

(3) What processes will the Government implement and/or recommend to employers and 
employees to ensure proper records are made or retained of communications related to 
workplace agreements? 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) This matter is within the portfolio responsibility of the Minister for Police. 

(3) Employers and employees will continue to be advised of the value of recording any 
transaction between the parties in employment situations. 

HOMES WEST - ASHFIELD, REDEVELOPMENT PLANS 

615. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Housing: 

(1) Does the GovernmentIHomeswest intend to redevelop Ashfield in the same or similar 
way to the way Lockridge has been redeveloped? 

(2) Has the GovernmentIHomeswest reached any agreement with the Town of Bassendean 
on the development of Ashfield? 

(3) What, if any, plans have been made in this regard? 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 

(1) No. The Ashfield project is being run as a redevelopment project similar to those in Mt 
Claremont, Redcliffe, Midvale and Willagee. 

(2) There is an agreed concept plan for the area. This plan has been developed in 
conjunction with the Town of Bassendean and the local community. 

(3) The Homeswest redevelopment of Ashfield will include the following items -

The initial reduction of Homeswest rental presence within the redevelopment area will be 
from 40 per cent to 26 per cent Over time this will be reduced to approximately 15 per 
cent. 

Creation of an additional 142 single lots for private sale. 

Creation of additional public open space. 

Construction of new cui de sacs. 

Modifications to gazetted roads. 

Development of a range of lots including single lot and group housing sites. 

HOMESWEST - WOMEN'S REFUGES CONSTRUCTION 

616. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Housing: 

(1) Further to question on notice 37 of 1996, what is the name and location of each new 
women's refuge completed since February 1993? 

(2) On what date was each of the new refuges completed? 

(3) In which financial year was the allocation made for each new women's refuge? 

(4) What contribution was made by the-

(a) Commonwealth; 

(b) State; 

Government to the construction of each refuge? 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 

(1) Ngaringga Ngurra Aboriginal Corporation 
Pat Giles 
South West Refuge Inc 
Anawim 
Gawoolleng Dawang Womens Refuge 
Maminwamtikura Womens Refuge 
Esperance Womens Safe House 
Albany Womens Refuge 
Narrogin Womens Refuge 

(2) Ngaringga Ngurra Aboriginal Corporation 
Pat Giles 

Halls Creek 
Joondalup 
Bunbury 
Perth 
Kununurra 
Fitzroy Crossing 
Esperance 
Albany 
Narrogin 

November 1995 
November 1994 
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South West Refuge Inc 
Anawim 
Gawoolleng Dawang Womens Refuge 
Marninwarntikura Womens Refuge 
Esperance Womens Safe House 
Albany Womens Refuge 
Narrogin Womens Refuge 

Ngaringga Ngurra Aboriginal Corporation 
Pat Giles 
South West Refuge Inc 
Anawim 
Gawoolleng Dawang Womens Refuge 
Marninwarntikura Womens Refuge 
Esperance Womens Safe House 
Albany Womens Refuge 
Narrogin Womens Refuge 

July 1995 
August 1995 
June 1995 
November 1995 
September 1994 
July 1993 
July 1993 

Financial Year 
1993-94 
1990-91 
1991-92 
1994-95 
1994-95 
1993-94 
1993-94 
1990-91 
1990-91 
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(4) Funded under the Crisis Accommodation Program being a tied program under the 
Commonwealth State Housing Agreement. 

HOMES WEST - LOCKRIDGE REDEVELOPMENT 

617. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Housing: 

Further to question on notice 77 of 1996, does the answer provided by the Minister to sub
question (3) mean that the Lockridge redevelopment will be cost neutral for the State 
Government? ., 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 

Not applicable. The project will be internally funded by Homeswest. 

WORKPLACE AGREEMENTS - REPLACING AWARDS, AWARD RATES AND 
CONDITIONS THE MINIMUM EMPLOYEES MUST RECEIVE, LEGISLATION 

620. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Labour Relations: 

(1) Further to question on notice 306 of 1996, is the Government prepared to amend the 
Workplace Agreements Act to provide that where a workplace agreement supplants the 
operation of an award, that the award rates and conditions or the total value of those rates 
and conditions will be the minimum an employee must receive under the workplace 
agreement? 

(2) If not, why not? 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 

(1) No. 

(2) Consideration is being given to harmonising the federal and state industrial relations 
systems. Such considerations include an examination of requirements for registration of 
Australian workplace agreements and federal certified agreements and state workplace 
agreements. Commonwealth/state discussions on this matter are at an early stage and 
hence there is no current proposal to amend any Western Australian legislation. 

HOMES WEST - ASHFIELD 
New Tenants Placement Criteria 

622. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Housing: 

(1) With the exception of priority placements, does Homeswestplace or offer new tenants 
accommodation in Ashfield strictly according to the zone wait tum list? 

(2) If not, what other private or separate criteria are used for the placement of new tenants in 
Ashfield? 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Not applicable. 

CRICHTON-BROWNE, SENATOR NOEL - RESTRAINING ORDER 
Copy Obtained by Mr Viner, QC 

630. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Attorney General: 

(1) Has the Crown Solicitor's office formed or obtained an opinion on the right or otherwise 
of Mr Viner, QC to obtain a copy of the restraining order issued against Senator Noel 
Crichton-Browne? 



1342 [ASSEMBLY] 

(2) Was a copy of the restraining order obtained contrary to the law? 

(3) If so, what is the precise nature of the breach? 

(4) Was a copy of the restraining order obtained contrary to the Ministry of Justice policies 
or other administrative procedures? 

(5) If so, exactly what policies and/or procedures? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

The Attorney General has provided the following reply -

(1)-(5) These questions are inadmissible in that they relate to the opinions of the law officers of 
the Crown and also to mallers which are sub judice. 

CRICHTON-BROWNE, ESTHER - TITELIUS, RICHARD, MINISTRY OF 
JUSTICE OFFICER 

632. Mr BROWN to the Minister representing the Attorney General: 

(1) Did Esther Crichton-Browne make an application under the Freedom of Information Act 
for information the Ministry of Justice had on Ministry of Justice Officer Richard 
Titelius? 

(2) Did Mr TiLelius lodge an objection to that information being provided? 

(3) Did the Ministry of Justice provide information to Esther Crichton-Browne before the 
objection from Mr Titelius was dealt with? 

(4) Did the Freedom of Information Commissioner in her preliminary review advise that she 
had no objection to the ministry providing the information to Esther Crichton-Browne 
prior to the completion of the review process? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

The Attorney General has provided the following reply -

The process for external review on a complaint to the Information Commissioner is a matter 
between the parties in each case. Under the Freedom of Information Act 1992, the Information 
Commissioner is an independent statutory officer who is responsible to Parliament and has sole 
authority for dealing with complaints. It is therefore not appropriate that I comment on, or reveal 
details of, particular matters which may be before the Information Commissioner. If a complaint 
is not conciliated to a satisfactory conclusion, the Information Commissioner determines the 
matter by issuing a formal written decision with detailed reasons, which are made publicly 
available. 

HOMES WEST - LOCKRIDGE REDEVELOPMENT, CONTRACTORS 

633. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Housing: 

(1) What contractors does Homeswest use in the Lockridge redevelopment? 

(2) Have there been any cost overruns? 

(3) If so, what are the details? 

(4) Has the work been carried out to contract specifications? 

(5) If not, what are the details? 

(6) Have any accounts been submitted or paid for work, equipment or materials not supplied 
or done? 

(7) Have any accounts been submilled or paid for work or materials not ordered? 

(8) Have any accounts been submitted for materials that were supposed to be supplied when 
other lower grade materials were supplied? 

(9) If so, provide details? 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 

(1) Contractors and builders -

Active Plumbing Pty Ltd 
Active Sand Supplies 
Alan Cheng Carpentry 
Ambcrley Homes 
Bancrofts Cleaning Service 
Carpet Call 
Dale Alcock Homes 
Dawn Express Partitioning 
Densford Holdings Pty Ltd 
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Edge Brick Paving 
Environmental Industries 
Frank Brown & Co 
Greencare Lawn and Garden 
Hydro Engineering Pty Ltd 
Interior Electrics 
Instant Gardens 
J & M Ovens Signs 
Lucy Simich World of Slate 
M & S Mackie Painting 
Malua Reticulation 
Midcity Building and Maintenance 
New Breed Security 
Next Services 
Pacesetter Homes 
Perma Bond Surface Systems 
P J Roof and Wall Coatings 
Plunkett Future Builders 
Pristine Constructions 
Smorgon Fencing 
Statewide Demolition 
Total Eden 
Total Fencing 
Treacy Fencing 
W Russell Baxter and Company 
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(2) The costs of completed works are within Homeswest's budget and the projectJllanager 
Voran Holdings Pty Ltd has verified that there have been no cost overruns. 

(3) Not applicable. 

(4) Yes. 

(5) Not applicable. 

(6) No. Voran Holdings Pty Ltd was overpaid on one occasion through an administrative 
error. Voran refunded this money to Homeswest upon detection of the error. 

(7) No. 

(8) No. Materials have been rejected as part of quality assurance for the Lockridge project. 

(9) Not applicable. 

JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - VICTIMS OF SEXUAL ABUSE 
Counselling Funding 

667. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister representing the Attorney General: 

What is the total amount appropriated in 1995-96 for counselling for victims of sexual abuse? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

The Attorney General has provided the following reply -

The primary agency responsible for counselling of victims of sexual abuse is the Sexual Assault 
Referral Centre, which is funded by the Health Department. The budget allocation for the victim 
support service of the Ministry of Justice for 1995-96 is $951 000. Approximately 10 per cent of 
the clients of the victim support service so far in 1995-96 have been victims of sexual assault. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

MUL T ANOV AS - SPEEDING INFRINGEMENT NOTICES 
Motorists not Prosecuted 

141. Mr McGINTY to the Minister for Police: 

In reference to the Auditor General's criticism today over the use of Multanova and red light cameras at 
intersections, I ask -

(1) How does the Minister justify the fact that thousands of owners of interstate vehicles caught by 
Multanovas for speeding are not being issued with infringement notices? 

(2) How does the Minister justify the use of these cameras for revenue raising, while not targeting 
black spots on our roads? 

(3) How does the Minister justify the fact that a further 3 600 motorists caught speeding by 
Multanovas escaped prosecution in 1994-95? 
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Why should interstate and corporate speedsters get off scot-free while speeding prosecutions 
against Western Australians doubled to 111 000 in 1994-95? 

Mr WIESE replied: 

(1)-(3) I am glad that the Leader of the Opposition highlighted the increased number and use of speed 
cameras over the past couple of years. The Auditor General's report also indicated that as a result 
of the use of those speed camems the number of speeding motorists in Western AustmIia had 
dropped by 29 per cent. and that where red light cameras were opemting there had been a drop of 
40 per cent in the number of accidents or crashes occurring. That contrasts with the intersections 
with no cameras where the number of offences had not dropped. Interstate offences have been in 
the system for a long time, long before I came into this job. It is not an efficient utilisation of 
police resources to ascertain who those people are and to ensure that the fines are paid. The 
matter of corporate speedsters is also under consideration. I do not believe those people should 
escape by using a weakness in the legislation. The Auditor General has highlighted that problem. 
I am dealing with it and work is being done on it. 

MUL T ANOV AS - SPEEDING INFRINGEMENT NOTICES 
Non-Prosecution o/Corporate Offenders 

142. Mr McGINTY to the Minister for Police: 

(1) Is it true that of the 3600 motorists who were caught speeding by Multanovas, the corporate 
offenders who have escaped prosecution are with government departments? 

(2) Will the Minister tell the House the departments those offenders are with, and will he ensure that 
government departments do not use that loophole to avoid the scrutiny of the law? 

Mr WIESE replied: 

(1)-(2) I am not in a position to say whether drivers with government departments are evading the law by 
utilising that loophole. I do not think there is any reference to that in the Auditor General's report. 

Mrs Hallahan: Will you inquire? 

Mr WIESE: Subsequent to some comments that apparently were made by the Auditor Geneml in a press 
conference this morning, I have asked the police to provide me with any information about whether any 
government departments are evading their responsibilities by utilising this weakness in the law. If there 
are, I shall ask the Premier to take the necessary steps to ensure that it does not happen. I do not believe it 
is appropriate behaviour for either government departments or the corporations. 

TRANSPORT - GLEN IRIS ACCESS CORRIDOR 
Bunbury Inner Harbour 

143. Mr OSBORNE to the Minister for Regional Development: 

The Minister is well aware that the Glen Iris access corridor is essential to avoid massive transport 
problems associated with the growth of the Bunbury inner harbour. What is his department doing to ensure 
that this major project is approved and constructed as soon as possible? 

Mr COWAN replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question.' Two applications have been made for funding from 
the Commonwealth Government for this project: First, through the Building Better Cities program; and 
second -

Mr D.L. Smith: That has been terminated by the current Government. 

Mr COW AN: - through the proposed regional development organisation infrastructure progmm. 

Mr D.L. Smith: That has also been terminated by this Government. 

Mr COW AN: As members opposite know, both are subject to review. I am not overly concerned about 
those programs being reviewed for the simple reason that this State did not receive any great amount of 
funding through either of them. 

Mrs Hallahan: So you did not intend to give any funding to this? 

Mr COW AN: I must also acknowledge -

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! It seems to me that many members here think they are the Minister for Regional 
Development. There is only one, and I seek the coopemtion of members to allow those who are interested, 
of whom I am one, to hear the remainder of the Minister's answer. 

Mr COWAN: It was very disappointing to Western Australia that the Building Better Cities program 
found funding for projects in only one area in regional Western Australia. 

Mr McGinty interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Leader of the Opposition. 
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Mr COW AN: That was why I would be very pleased to see the program reviewed and altered. I would 
still like to see a commonwealth contribution - this is the point - to genuine regional development projects. 
The project referred to by the member for Bunbury is ideal for commonwealth funding. However, the 
Government has acknowledged that is unlikely if programs subject to a review are slashed. Therefore we 
have commenced a program to identify sources of funds through the state consolidated fund to ensure an 
appropriate transport corridor exists to the Bunbury inner harbour, given that is one of the most significant 
port infrastructure developments in the whole of the southern region of the State. 

HOSPITALS - ROYAL PERTH HOSPITAL 
Contract Cleaners - Quality of Service 

144. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

I refer the Minister to the deplorable state of contract cleaning services at Royal Perth Hospital. 

(1) Is it not true that the contract does not allow for a proper service at the hospital? 

(2) Is it not true that hospital departments have complained about the quality of the service provided 
by the contract cleaners? 

(3) Is it not the case that Royal Perth Hospital was given the spit and polish treatment this morning 
before the media were invited on a guided tour? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1)-(3) Regarding the third part of that question, it is highly unlikely that would have happened. Royal 
Perth Hospital was onto the media on the radio at 8.30 this morning refuting all the claims made 
last night by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. 

Dr Gallop: I was right; they have already backed off about the blood in the lift. 

The SPEAKER: Order! Deputy Leader of the Opposition. • 
Mr PRINCE: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition mentioned in a media release that a spillage of blood 
in the lift had not been cleaned for days. There has not been a spillage. One occurred three weeks ago on 
17 April. It was seen, notified and cleaned out within 35 minutes. The total time allowed for that is 40 
minutes. 

Dr Gallop: You have your advisers and I have mine; mine are better. 

The SPEAKER: Order! It is not appropriate. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition asked his question and 
without doubt he should give the Minister an opportunity to answer it. 

Mr PRINCE: The spillage of blood was cleaned in less than the period allowed under the contract. 
Contract spccifications are exactly the same as the conditions under which cleaning was carried out by 
government employees before the contract was given to Spotless. 

Dr Gallop interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! Deputy Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr PRINCE: If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is interested in the question, he should listen to the 
answer. There is no change in specification between precontract and now and the spillage was cleaned up. 
Royal Perth Hospital has gone to the trouble, thanks to his media release, of examining all the rosters and 
there has been no lack of cleaning on the weekends. 

Dr Gallop interjected. 

Mr PRINCE: Regarding what he said recently about the public hospitals in this State -

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call LO order the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and tell him that if he 
keeps it up, I will keep up and he will be able to have a pleasant afternoon away from here. It is not 
tolerable that he answers every sentence that is uttered by the Minister. He did the same yesterday. 
Nobody should tolerate it. I ask him not to continue to interject on his own question. 

Mr PRINCE: A few weeks ago the Deputy Leader of the Opposition raised the question of a particularly 
virulent form of golden staphylococcus at Royal Perth Hospital. Every telephone line of that hospital lit up 
that afternoon. He caused alarm, despondency and fear. 

Dr Gallop interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order for the second time the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. 

Mrs Hallahan interjected. 

Dr Gallop interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Deputy Leader of the Opposition for the third time and 
I formally call to order the member for Armadale. If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition continues to 
interject, I remind him of what action I must take. 

Mrs Hallahan: Answer in an acceptable way. 
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The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Armadale for the second time. Either she 
ceases to interject or she takes the consequences. 

Mr PRINCE: With regard to the olher two questions, there is a proper service. Departments have not to 
my knowledge complained about lhe service. I will make inquiries again this afternoon and report the 
results of those inquiries, as I have done with every olher matter the Deputy Leader of lhe Opposition has 
raised. 

W AGES AND SALARIES - A VERAGE WEEKLY EARNINGS 

145. Mr JOHNSON to the Minister for Labour Relations: 
Can the Minister inform the House on the latest average weekly earnings figures for Western Australia? 

Mr KIERA TH replied: 

The State Treasury has provided a Western Australian economic summary, which again shows that 
Western Australia is lhe economic powerhouse of this country. I point out to members opposite that in 
1991 lhe average weekly earnings in this State were on a slippery dip and going downhill. Our average 
weekly earnings had gone from being better than the national average to being worse than the national 
average. That downhill slide was halted in September 1993 when they began to improve again. In 1994 
and 1995 lhe average weekly earnings rose by 5.5 per cent, which was superior to the national average. In 
the last 12 months it has been 6.1 per cent, which is again superior to the national average, which during 
that period was 3.1 per cent. Members can see lhat the increase in take home pay in Western Australia is 
virtually double lhe national average. The important part of this is the accompanying increase in 
productivity. Without an increase in productivity, wage increases would simply fuel inflation. That is the 
sad, tragic lesson we learnt from the Labor Government in the 1980s and early 1990s. In the last 12 
months there has been an overall increase of 1.2 per cent in productivity over the previous year. That is all 
the proof that Western Australians needed lhat our labour relations policies in this State are working not 
only for the benefit of all concerned, but particularly for the working men and women of Western 
Australia. 

COMMISSION ON GOVERNMENT - CODE OF ETHICS FOR MEMBERS OF 
PARLIAMENT 

Parliamentary Secretary's Behaviour 

146. Mr RIPPER to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Parliamentary and 
Electoral Affairs: 

(1) Does lhe Government support establishing a code of elhics for members of Parliament as 
recommended by the Commission on Government? 

(2) Would the Parliamentary Secretary's behaviour yesterday in deliberately sitting behind the 
President's chair in the other place and eyeballing Hon Barbara Scott in an intimidatory manner be 
prevented by such a code? 

(3) How can the community have confidence in the integrity of such a code when the Parliamentary 
Secretary will be one of the people responsible for developing it? 

The SPEAKER: Order! I believe some parts of that question do not relate to the duties of the 
Parliamentary Secretary. I ask the Parliamentary Secretary to address what is appropriate. 

Mr SHAVE replied: 

(1)-(3) I would have preferred lhat -

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr SHAVE: - lhe member opposite had given some notice of the question. 

Mr McGinty: Do your best anyway. 

Mr SHAVE: I will. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr SHAVE: We are still evaluating all the recommendations of lhe Commission on Government. When 
the Minister has done lhat I will supply members wilh the relevant answer. Wilh regard to my visit to the 
upper House yesterday -

Mr McGinty interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr SHAVE: I have to disappoint members opposite by telling them that I was there not to see Hon 
Barbara Scott, whom I hold in high regard, but more to listen to the announcement of the new leader in the 
upper House, Hon Norman Moore, who I think will do a very fine job in his new position. 
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HEALTH - WATER SUPPLY 
Contaminated Bore at Madora 

147. Mr MARSHALL to the Minister for Water Resources: 

1347 

(1) When will the health authorities determine whether a health risk is associated with the 
contaminated bore water at Madora? 

(2) When docs the Minister foresee scheme water being introduced to Madora? 

Mr NICHOLLS replied: 

(1) The Health Department through the Minister has provided me with the results of the sampling. It 
indicates that the claims by some local people that the copper levels are a major risk to health have 
been disprOVed. The copper levels in the sampling related to water that was lying in the copper 
piping internally in the homes, and the sampling was taken when the tap was first turned on, rather 
than after the water flushed via the tap. The sampling that was done as a follow-up indicated that 
once the water had been allowed to run for one to two minutes, the copper levels reduced to a 
minimum, equivalent to levels normally expected in other homes. The information from the 
Health Department effectively removed copper as a health issue. However, approximately 10 or 
11 per cent of samples indicated that there has been some contamination from septic tanks, either 
on the same property or within the area. The contamination from septic tanks is an issue when 
considering bore water. Advice has been given to people in the area that they should boil water 
before consuming it. 

(2) It is my view that scheme water should be provided to those communities as soon as possible. 
The Government has an obligation to advertise the belief that water should be provided. An 
advertisement will be placed in local newspapers as well as in The West Australian. That 
advertisement will indicate the intent to provide scheme water to those communities and.Jhe cost 
that the residents will be required to contribute. It will call for submissions and a periodof 21 or 
30 days will be allowed for people to provide submissions. If a majority of people do not object 
to the provision of water, the Water Corporation will proceed with the provision of scheme water 
to those communities. I hope the majority of houses in that area will have access to scheme water 
by the end of this coming summer. However, I stress for the understanding of members in this 
House that we are talking about providing water to the boundary of the properties. It remains the 
choice of the owners of the properties whether they connect to the scheme water. 

The SPEAKER: I ask the Minister to conclude. 

Mr NICHOLLS: However, I hope that every person living in that area will see the benefit of connecting to 
scheme water and will move to do so as soon as it is available. 

HEALTH CARE OF AUSTRALIA - JOONDALUP HOSPITAL CONTRACT 
Tabling 

148. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

I refer to yesterday's question on the privatisation of the Joondalup hospital and the Minister's promise to 
table the contract. 

(1) Given that the contract has been signed, why has it not been tabled so that Parliament and the 
public can scrutinise it? 

(2) When will it be tabled? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1)-(2) Health Care of Australia asked that the contract not be tabled until it had completed its final 
negotiations with the Australian Medical Association, which I understood to be now. I was 
supposed to sec representatives from the AMA later this afternoon and would confrrm that with 
them . 

. Mr McGinty: What has that to do with the contract, if it was signed? 

Mr PRINCE: It was a request they made. It would have delayed the tabling for amatter of only two or 
three days; therefore, it did not seem unreasonable. Just before lunch I spoke to the officers in the Health 
Department who are handling the malter. I have asked that they prepare a full package of not only the 
agreement, but also all the other paperwork that has been sought since the tenders were first called so the 
documents can all be tabled at once and are as complete as possible to ensure the disclosure of everything. 
I hope to be able to table them next Tuesday. 

BUNBURY CITY COUNCIL - HOUSING DENSITY BONUS SCHEME 
ABOLITION 

Residents' Concern 

149. Mr OSBORNE to the Minister for Planning: 

(1) Is the Minister aware that the Bunbury City Council has recently resolved to abolish its density 
bonus scheme? 
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(2) Has the Minister received any appeals against this decision? 

(3) What support can the Minister give to residents who are deeply concerned at the effect that the 
increasing number of multiple housing developments will have on the quality of their 
neighbourhoods? 

Mr LEWIS replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of this question. 

(1) I am aware that the City of Bunbury resolved to amend its town planning scheme No 6 to delete 
the density bonus clause. 

(2)-(3) I have not received appeals against that action because there is no right of appeal against a council 
initiating an amendment to a scheme. However, the amendment will go to the Western Australian 
Planning Commission and be advertised. At that time the residents of Bunbury will have the 
opportunity to make their thoughts known to the council on whether the density bonus scheme 
should remain. An appeal against the existing provision is before me and is being considered. 
Like all matters of this kind it will be treated strictly on its merits. I can understand the City of 
Bunbury's position with regard to the reconsideration of the density bonus scheme. These 
schemes were included in town planning schemes in the mid 1980's. It came out of the 
philosophy which was pursued by the Government of the day to increase urban consolidation by 
allowing more dwelling units on particular lots. Unfortunately there has been a lot of concern 
about what has transpired in certain communities. In some communities it has worked very well 
and in others it has not been accepted. It is appropriate for the City of Bunbury to initiate an 
amendment to allow the citizens of Bunbury to make their thoughts known on whether the density 
bonus scheme should proceed. 

HOSPITALS - MANDURAH HOSPITAL 
Construction Contract 

150. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Health: 

I refer to the proposed new Mandurah hospital. 

(1) Can the Minister confirm that a contract has not been signed with Health Solutions (W A) Pty Ltd 
for the construction of the new hospital despite a publicly announced 30 April deadline. 

(2) If yes, can the Minister explain why the contract has not been signed? 

(3) Is the Minister still considering the model 2 option for Mandurah which will give the local people 
a genuine public hospital, publicly operated and managed on behalf of the community of Western 
Australia? 

Mr PRINCE replied: 

(1)-(3) I thank the member for some notice of this question. No contract has been signed. Later today 
and next week I will be meeting officials from the Health Department to discuss this issue. I 
understand negotiations with Health Solutions are continuing. More than that I am not at liberty 
to say because I have no further information. Whether other options would be considered really 
depends on the state of the negotiations with Health Solutions. 

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS - EDUCATION DEPARTMENT DISPUTE 
Minister for Labour Relations' Role 

151. Dr HAMES to the Minister for Labour Relations: 

Some notice of this question has been given. Will the Minister explain to the House his role as Minister for 
Labour Relations in the seulement of the dispute between the Education Department and the Civil Service 
Association/Civil Public Service Union? 

Mr KIERATH replied: 

There was a great deal of misinformation concerning this dispute, none peddled more furiously than by the 
CSA or the CPSU. It really indicates the style of some unions which have been operating in this State. 
First, the Government says it is prepared to make a pay increase and makes an offer. The union usually 
goes through a lot of industrial action. The end result is that the final agreement reached is almost identical 
to the first agreement which was offered. All that happens is that the public of Western Australia has been 
inconvenienced and, more importantly, the workers have lost pay because of the action of the union 
leaders. 

Mrs Henderson interjected. 

Mr KIERATH: I thank the member for the question, because it is important that people in Western 
Australia realise that in the end, the dispute was resolved in the proper manner. More importantly, the 
union that was involved was the union that negotiated the framework agreement, and it knew the 
boundaries, yet it tried to put forward an agreement that was clearly outside those boundaries and that 
conflicted with the agreement which it had signed. I wonder if that union is not the real opposition in this 
Parliament because of the incompetence of those people. 
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STATE BUDGET - COMMONWEALTH FUNDING CUTS 

152. Mr McGINTY to the Treasurer: 

I refer to the Treasurer's deliberately leaking elements of the 1996-97 state Budget to the media. I refer 
also to important elements such as the $73m cut in commonwealth funding to this State in 1996-97, and the 
possibility of savage cuts to this State as a result of the $8b cut in federal government spending over the 
next two years. How will those cuts sit with the Treasurer's claim that under a federal coalition 
government, Western Australia will be better off? 

Mr COURT replied: 

I thank the Leader of the Opposition for the question. The Grants Commission has recommended that there 
be a $73m reduction in grants to this State this year, and we also had substantial cuts in the previous two 
years, so over a three year period we have lost about $180m as a result of the changes by the Grants 
Commission. Members opposite cannot blame John Howard for that, because that is just a fact of life. We 
are concerned that the Grants Commission takes into account, for example, the revenue streams that we 
receive from royalty payments from the North West Shelf project - and we lose a lot of those revenues 
because of the changes by the Grants Commission - but it does not take into account properly the 
infrastructure requirements that we have to meet for those projects. The submission that we are currently 
preparing for the Grants Commission addresses that issue. The Grants Commission has outlined to us that 
we will receive further cuts in the following year, so in a way this State is being penalised for its good 
performance. 

In regard to the Federal Government's budget, which will be handed down in August, we have two revenue 
streams: General financial assistance grants, and we believe there will be no changes to those grants this 
year because an agreement is in place with the States with regard to those payments; and specific purpose 
payments, where the Federal Government pays for specific projects. Under the previous FaIeral 
Government, there was a lot of tied funding, where we were shifting money from the general grants into 
the specific purpose grants. We have told the Federal Government that we would like to see all of those 
tied grants go back into the general revenue grants so that they are no longer tied. If the Federal 
Government has announced that it will cut a specific program, it will cut a specific program, and that is a 
decision which it makes, and the States will not have the ability to pick up the shortfall in funding. 

We support the move to both reassess the Grants Commission funding formula, particularly to take into 
account this State's infrastructure needs, and shift tied grants into the general revenue grants. 


