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

PETITION - AMBULANCE DEPOT, BEENYUP SEWERAGE PLANT SITING
PROPOSAL

Wanneroo Hospital Siting Request
MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) [10.06 am]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, are concerned about the proposed siting of the ambulance depot
at Beenyup sewerage plant. We feel it should be located in the vicinity of the
Wannemoo Hospital.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 1 030 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 37.]

PETITION - "IT'S OK TO SAY NO" CAMPAIGN
Support

MR WIESE (Wagin) [10.07 am]: I have a petition couched in the following terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned wish to indicate our strong support for the Health Department's
"It's OK to Say No" campaign. We believe a campaign designed to inform sixteen to
twenty five year olds of the risks and consequences of sexually transmitted diseases is
long over due, and should be supported by all Western Australians.
We also believe that any effort to convince our young people to make sensible and
responsible decisions about their sexual behaviour is fundamental to the building of a
sound community. We support the Hon Minister for Health, Mr Keith Wilson, and
the decision which projects a positive message that everyone has the capacity to
control his or her life.
We support the campaign to target sixteen to twenty five year olds with the focus on
peer group influence as part of an extended programme to alert individuals as to the
consequences of sexually transmitted diseases.
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 47 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 38.]

PETITION - VICTIMS OF JUVENILE CRIME
Legislation Changes

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) 110.08 am]: I have a further petition in the following
terms -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
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We, the undersigned, on behalf of the innocent victims of juvenile crime, call on the
Parliament to legislate the following changes to our laws:
1. Minimum Terms, Mandatory Sentencing

Mandatory minimum terms to remove judicial discretion.
Maximum terms retained, for use in extreme penalties.
Prior sentences to be taken into account.
Sentences for each crime to be served separately and cumulatively.
Prosecution to continue its case after plea and sentencing.

2. Ne-Sentence Reports
Mandatory for Judges to consider before sentencing.

3. Victim Impact Statements
Mandatory offer to victims (including families and close Mrends) whether
defendant pleads guilty or not guilty.

4. Age Limits
Those living away from home on their own resources, automatically classed
as adults.
Adult crimes to be defined and punishments to fit.
Review of under 18 juvenile classifications.

5. Restitution
Mandatory, either monetarily or through enforceable work orders.
Improved examination of defendants' resources.

6. Public Education
Community education programmes to inform citizens of their legal rights as
victims of crime.
Government assistance programmes for victims (legal, psychological,
financial).

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 233 signatures and!I certify that it conformis 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 39.]

BILLS (4) - INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING
1. Western Australian Financial Institutions Authority Bill
2. Financial Institutions (Western Australia) Bill
3. Financial Institutions (Taxing) Bill

Bills introduced, on motions by Dr Lawrence (Treasurer), and read a first time.
4. Chiropractors and Osteopaths Registration Bill

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Pearce (Leader of the House), and read a first
time.

LOTTERIES COMMISSION AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading

MRS BEGGS (Whitford - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [10.15 am]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
This Bill primarily seeks to implement measures to utilise more effectively unclaimed prize
moneys held by the Lotteries Commission to benefit Western Australia. Currently,
prizewinners have 12 months in which to claim prizes from all Lotteries Commission games.
Even so. each year some prizes from lotto, instant lotteries and other games are not claimed.
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The value and percentage of unclaimed prizes rose after the introduction of on-line lotto in
1986 and peaked at 2.5 per cent of sales in 1988-89. The rate now seems to have steadied at
approximately two per cent of sales which, in 1991-92, will amount to nearly $6 million.
The Lotteries Commission Act of 1990 provides that unclaimed prizes can be used only for
additional, or promotional prizes. The Lotteries Commission believes it is more appropriate
that these funds should be used by the commission as pant of its crucial role in benef iting the
community. The Government supports this view. The Bill provides for unclaimed prizes to
be added to the pool of funds available to the commission for distribution to the community
after the statutory 12 months claim period.
The Bill also adds two important arts-related industries to the wide range of activities
supported by the Lotteries Commission. The commercial film industry is one which, until
now, has not been exploited for its potential to inject considerable sums of money into the
local economy. Funding by the Lotteries Commission will provide incentives for local,
national and international film producers to make their product in Western Australia.
Experience from all other States in Australia demonstrates that this will inject considerable
expenditure into hotel nights, transport and catering in all parts of the State - especially areas
outside the metropolitan area. The Australian experience is that a significant part of film
production expenditure tends to be in remote areas because of the use of unique locations.
This is especially true of Western Australia. It also serves a tourism promotion purpose in
that images of Western Australian urban and rural attractions will be seen by international
audiences. In addition, the initiative will create employment and training opportunities at the
highest level for our film industry workers. A creative approach to this incentive scheme
will incorporate specific advantages to producers for employing local skills and talent.
The Bill gives the commission the responsibility of determining the level of funding. Early
consultations with the industry suggest that funds in the order of $2 million annually may be
appropriate. The Hill also enables the commission to support the Festival of Perth. Each
year the Festival of Perth generates several million dollars of expenditure in this State
through audience support and job creation for all levels of the performance industry. It also
has great potential, in terms of cultural tourism, to attract tourists, particularly from interstate
as well as the Indian Ocean and South East Asian regions to visit the festival and Western
Australia. To tap this potential the festival needs an assured level of funding at least
competitive with other major Australian international arts festivals. This Bill will enable the
Lotteries Commission to provide funds to the festival and to determine the appropriate level
of that funding.
The use of the unclaimed prize moneys for incentives for commercial film production and
the Festival of Perth will not, in any way, diminish the funds being made available to the
traditional recipients of Lotteries Commission funds. The Bill also clarifies the definition of
organisations eligible to receive funds from the commission. The definition of eligibility in
the Lotteries Commission Act of 1990 has given rise to some concerns about the eligibility
of all charitable bodies incorporated under Western Australian law. Questions have arisen
about the eligibility of the majority of charitable organisations; for example, the Spastic
Welfare Association, the Marriage Guidance Council, Anglicare, and many others - all
worthy and traditional recipients of lotteries grants. To clarify the eligibility of such
organisations, the Bill provides for a new definition of eligibility. The new definition still
excludes all organisations that could be seen as part of Government in line with the original
intention of Parliament.
This is an important Bill that enhances the valuable role already played by the Lotteries
Commission in the Western Australian community. I commend the Bill to the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bradshaw.

ACTS AMENDMENT AND REPEAL (BETTING) BILL
Second Reading

MRS BEGGS (Whitford - Minister for Racing and Gaining) [ 10. 18 am]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of this Bill is to amend various pieces of legislation concerning betting practices
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in the State. It consists of seven pans. Pant 1 of the Bill concerns citation arnd pant 2 is to
amend the Totalisator Agency Board Betting Act 1960 to allow the TAB to establish reserve
accounts and to participate in combined pools with other Stares.
The legislation is being amended to allow the TAB to establish reserve accounts. In future,
the TAB will be able to establish cash reserve accounts to guard against turnover fluctuations
which may have an impact on the amounts of money returned to the industr. In the past,
virtually all available funds have been returned to the industry, so that in good years the
industry receives a higher level of funds. However, in bad years, such as the current year,
the industry will receive less. The maintenance of reserve accounts will allow the TAB to
supplement distributions to the industry in lean times, thereby providing it with a stable
revenue base. The TAB will also be able to establish capital reserve accounts for the long
term capital development of the TAB.
The final component of the amendments is a change to allow the TAB to participate in
combined interstate pools. It is generally recognised chat participation in combined pools
wI benefit the punter by offering larger betting pools and providing scope for better
dividends with fewer fluctuations. While the current legislation allows the TAB to establish
combined pools with other TABs, the current provisions regarding the level of commission
do not. The section on commission rates on win and place bets needs to be amended to allow
the TAB to match its commission rates with those in other States for the purposes of
combined pools. Generally speaking, the commission rates in other States are lower than
those in Western Australia. The move to allow combined pools will mean lower commission
rates and therefore higher returns to punter. There is evidence to suggest that Western
Australian punters are investing large amounts of money with TABs in other States because
of the lower commission rates and this move will help to reverse this trend.
Pant 3 of the Bill proposes amendments to the Betting Control Act. The amendments are
designed to achieve two major objectives: Firstly, to permit on-course sports betting by
bookmakers and, secondly, to revise and update a number of controls over bookmnaldng
operations. Sports betting is not a new gambling medium. Bookmakers are permitted to bet
on sporting events in all other States of Australia apart from New South Wales, where
proposals for sports betting are currently being studied. While no statistics are available,
anecdotal evidence suggests that substantial amounts of money are being wagered by
Western Australians with licensed bookmakers in other States on the outcome of sporting
events - primarily Australian Football League matches. It is common knowledge that
bookmakers in Melbourne and Darwin regularly advertise in national newspapers their sports
betting service. Again, evidence suggests that significant amounts of sports betting turnover
are being wagered by Western Australians with these services.
The amendments proposed by the Bill will allow bookmakers to offer sports betting to
punters as an additional service within the normal scope of bookmaking activities; that is,
only on a racecourse when a race meeting is being held. In all other respects, including the
assessment of turnover tax, sports betting will be treated in the same manner as race betting.
As with all forms of gambling, it is important to ensure that betting is restricted to those
contingencies where the integrity of the outcome can be controlled and maintained This will
be achieved by requiring that the responsible Minister approve each sporting contingency to
be bet on, and the rules under which betting may be conducted. All approvals will be
published in the Government Gazette. In this way, sports betting can be restricted to major
events of State, national or international significance where there is little or no opportunity
for interference with the result. The types of events likely to be bet on include AFL football,
interstate and international cricket matches, Wimbledon tennis, Olympic and Commonwealth
Games, international golf tournaments, etc. In fact, it is safe to say that the majority of
events likely to be approved for sports betting will be conducted outside Western Australia.
There ame a number of positive aspects to this proposal: At a time when racing clubs are
financially stretched and bookmakers' turnovers air falling, the revenue generated from
sports betting will provide a much needed boost. The provision of a new service to the
punter will help to increase attendances at racecourses and, therefore, further assist racing
clubs. The amendments will also provide a legal outlet for this form of betting, thereby
reducing the flow of money from Western Australia to bookmakers in other States; and, of
course, the people of Western Australia will also benefit from the additional taxes raised.
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Equally important are the other amendments proposed by the Bill. Initiatives include:
Allowing unrestricted cross-code betting by bookmnakers; extending the permitted use of
bookmakers' agents to allow more flexibility to meet the demands of the betting public,
removing restrictions which deny holders of liquor licences the right to obtain a bookmaker's
licence and which prevent bookmakers from making personal bets; abolishing annual licence
renewals and establishing a more efficient licensing system based on a single bookmaker's
licence; lowering from 21 to 18 years the age restriction on becoming a bookmnaker, and
increasing penalties to provide more effective deterrents and a widening of powers to combat
non-payment of betting tax. These amendmenis, which have the support of the three racing
codes, will provide a much improved climate for on-course betting while at the same time
providing the level of control necessary to maintain public confidence in the integrity of
bookmakers' betting operations.
Pant 4 of the Bill comprises further amendments to the Betting Control Act to incorporate
changes resulting from the repeal of three Acts relating to racecourse totalisators. The use of
racecourse totalisators is covered by the Totalisator Acts of 1883 and 1889 and the
Totalisator Regulation Act 1911. These Acts regulate the use of tomalisators in areas such as
the acceptance and transmission of bets, and payment of dividends; the operation of common
pools and apportionment of profit and loss between participating race clubs; prohibiting
operation of a totalisator other than at a racecourse; and prohibiting juveniles from using
totalisators.
The Totalisator Regulation Act also provides for the licensing of totalisators and payment of
licence fees annually. Currently, the Act provides that the licensing authority is the
Treasurer. Total licence fees collected annually amount to $50 000. It has become evident
that the control of on-course totalisators is primarily a racing matter and should be
transferred to the Racing and Gaming portfolio. It has become clear also that the
requirement to license totalisators annually is unnecessary. I am, therefore, proposing to
repeal the Totalisator Acts and the Totalisator Regulation Act, and to make amendments to
the Betting Control Act to incorporate those regulatory provisions which must be retained.
Implementation of this proposal will assist the racing industry by removing what is
considered unnecessary regulation. It will also abolish licence fees which raise about
$50 000 per annum. These fees do not justify the work involved in collecting them and, if
abolished, will provide some assistance to the racing industry. 'Under the amendments to the
Betting Control Act the Betting Control Board will be responsible for authorising on-course
totalisators and be given the power to suspend or cancel a race club's right to operate a
totalisator if regulatory breaches occur.
Parts 5 and 6 of the Bill comprise minor amendments to terms used within the Racecourse
Development Act and the Racing Penalties (Appeals) Act. The changes result from proposed
changes to terms used within the Totalisator Agency Board Act. Part 7 repeals the
Totalisator Act 1883, the Totalisator Act Amendment Act 1889 and the Totalisator
Regulation Act 1911.
As a package, the Bill presents an opportunity to review and simplify a large part of the
legislation covering betting practices in this State and offers valuable measures aimed at
providing a better deal for punters and simpler practices for industry. I commend the Bill to
the House.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Bradshaw.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT (FINANCIAL INTERESTS) BILL 1989
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 31 August 1989.
MR WATTF (Albany) [10.26 am]i: At the outset of my remarks, I should say that you,
Mr Speaker, and I ought to be feeling positively inferior today after the display of ties that
we have just seen around this Chamber, but perhaps you and I would not want to be seen in
some of those ties anyway!
The SPEAKER: Just as an indication and not to be rude to the member for Albany, I have
done an assessment and I think it comes down to the member for Peel and the member for
Roe. It could be considered that they are fairly close, but not wanting to have two draws in
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the same week I declare die member for Roe the winner, notwithstanding the fact that the
member for Peel came into the Chamber with some of his breakast - fried egg and
spaghetti - on his tie! The member for Roe would win.
Mr WAIT: The Bill before us has probably set some sort of record for longevity in so far as
it has been on the Notice Paper, it has been postponed, and it has been resurrected to the
Notice Paper. It seems to me that this Bill is offering some sort of challenge to "Blue Hills"
as an ongoing saga. The Bill when it was introduced previously was to have been handled by
the late Andrew Mensaros. Before I continue, can I clarify whether the time limit available
to me is 30 minutes or 60 minutes?
The SPEAKER: The 60 minutes has gone. You are the sixth speaker, and you now have
29 minutes.
Mr WATT: I commence by quoting from some notes that I obtained from the late Andrew
Mensaros' office after his retirement, in which he stated that, "I again have the dubious
honour to be the Opposition's lead speaker on a Bill which, if properly examined, should be
the laughing stock of this session of Parliament. It is an empty gesture by the Government,
which the very same Government, so far, was able to sell to the public as an insurance for the
integrity of members of Parliament - as a swift measure which, when implemented, will do
away with corruption, bribery or impropriety and even do away with such allegations." In its
efforts to achieve those aims I regard the Bill as a farce and an empty shell. It really is not
worth the paper it is written on. It represents yet another diversion and an attempt by the
Government to draw attention away from some of the difficulties it races electorally, in
particular the revelations that are coming our of the Royal Commission and the exposure of
gross impropriety and the dishonesty by some former Government Ministers in the Burke
and Dowding eras, which I doubt very much this legislation would have prevented had it
been in place. The Bill also seeks to cover up the publicity that is being attracted by the
financial losses that have occurred in this Stare.
The Bill would not have prevented some of the things that have been revealed by the Royal
Commission, nor would it have prevented Western Australia's recently having the highest
unemployment of all the States, nor the sad state of the Western Australian economy. Thke
Government does it every time: When die heat comes on, instead of coming up with positive
and creative things such as employment creation projects; and policies that will stimulate the
economy, it comes up with more diversions - daylight saving, electoral reform, and so on - to
draw attention away from its performance.
The Opposition will attempt to show, or at the very least place on the record, what this Bill
really is, and I hope that some factual explanations will find their way to the public. The
resurrection of this Bill, or at least the Government's persistence with it, is fairly shrewdly
designed to try to show the public that the Liberal Party is somewhat less than sincere in its
campaign against corruption in Government, and in its well publicised fight for open and
accountable Government. However, the design is too smart by half because it is not the
Liberal Parry but the Government which would invite, or at least tolerate, corruption, second-
hand dealings and impropriety through the provisions of this Bill. Surely it is an invitation to
corruption if we legislate to require only that die selected assets of members of Parliament
should be declared while at the same time the acquired wealth of members' spouses and
families would go undisclosed. In saying that, I do not necessarily believe it is right and fair
that spouses' income should be disclosed, but the fact remains that if this is to be complete
that really should be the case. If - and I quite deliberately put it hypothetically - a member of
Parliament, or more particularly a Minister, was of a mind to accept a bribe - say a payment
of cash, some real estate, a car, a trip to Fiji, or anything at all - all he or she would need to
do is to have it paid to his or her spouse or family and, as this Bill stands at the moment, it
would not have to be declared and therefore would not be exposed. In my view the Bill as it
stands, apart from being a hypocritical concoction, would if implemented achieve the
opposite of what it is heralded to achieve. As I have said, it is a diversion.
During this debate the Opposition will endeavour to expose the meaningless and ridiculous
provisions of the Bill. It has so many loopholes that any smart operator could drive a truck
through it, and instead of doing away with corruption, as is being suggested, it actually
invites or at the very least permits it. The Opposition will also explain why the Bill in its
present form will not and cannot achieve its stated aims. Thte Opposition will attempt to
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show that the Bill is actually more likely to damage the reputation of thi State, if there is any
left, and will point out some other grave disadvantages and bad principles in the legislation.
Finally, we will indicate the Opposition's policy and its attitude to the Bill and hopefully, by
a series of amendments, put some measure of integrity into the Bill to try to improve it.
The former Premier, Peter Dowding, when introducing this Bill more than two years ago -
which shows the Government's lack of commitment to it - failed to use the opportunity of the
second reading to discuss the Bill. He specifically said he did not want to do so, except to
talk about the restrictions contained in the Bill on the publication by members of Parliament
of information contained in the financial interests register. He said -

It provides that a member shall not publish ... any information derived from a
register unless that information constitutes a fair and accurate report or summary of
the information contained in the register, and is published in good faith.

He went on to say -

Any comment by a member in the course of proceedings on the facts in the register
must be fair, and published in good faith. A member who publishes within
Parliament, contrary to these restrictions, is guilty of a contempt for which the House
may deal with him or her accordingly. The word "publish" is given the same
meaning as is assigned to it in the Criminal Code for the purposes of defamation. A
person who publishes information or comment outside Parliament will be subject to
the usual laws in respect of defamation.

As the Bill stands the information would be available to the public anyway, so I do not see
that it martens what members might disclose in the Parliament. The public can obtain a
photocopy so I do not see the difference.
In view of the former Premier's failure to discuss the Bill's provisions during the second
reading I will spend a little time discussing and criticising some of those provisions. Part ml
of the Bill provides that all members, within two months of coming into office or of being
sworn in thereafter, or by 31 August each year, must declare to the Clerk of the Parliament
certain information. Firstly, they must declare real property. I regard that as hypocritical and
unnecessary, because information about the ownership of real property is already publicly
available at the Land Tidles Office. If anybody wants to pursue knowledge about a person's
real estate interests all he has to do is search at the Land Tidles Office. Secondly, no value is
required to be disclosed, so it does not tell anyone anything of real value about the ownership
of real estate if its value is not revealed.
The Bill also requires a declaration of sources of income. It is not necessary to include
parliamentary salaries - everybody knows what we get from those - but a member must
declare share registers. Again, that information is already on the public record for anybody
who wants to seek it, and most business matters are already public. Bank accounts must be
declared but again no amount needs to be furnished. Declaration of any beneficial interest in
a trust is also required, however, such interest by a wife or a close family member is not

required to be declared. Again, that contributes to the farcical nature of the Bill. Declaration
ofgfts valued at $500 or more, or two gifts with a combined value of $500 or more, is

required but it does not include gifts from relatives. Therefore, if somebody wanted to give a
gift to a member of Parliament, he could give it not to the member but to his wife, who in
turn would give it to the member, because then it would not have to be declared.
This legislation also requires the declaration of contributions to travel in excess of $250. 1
will deal with that aspect in derail at the Committee stage. One example is that a person
could be travelling on an aircraft and have his ticket upgraded. The value of that could be
more than $250. My concern is that a person could accept the situation and think nothing of
it, but failure to declare the value of the upgrading could cause problems. I refer also to
accommodation. A person could, while travelling, stay with friends. Is that person required
to declare the value of that accommodation? How does one arrive at that value? Would one
compare that accommodation with, say, a five star hotel or a local guesthouse?
M~r Clarko: Has the member ever stayed in a mining company's quarters overnight?
Mr WATT: No.
Mr Clarko: Most members of Parliament have. That would have some value, because the
alternative would be to sleep under the stars.
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Mr WAIT That is right. If members were taken on an educational tour of the mining
industry they would be required to declare that sort of thing. We must also declare any
interest or position in corporations, and that makes good sense - except that the Standing
Orders already provide for die declaration of pecuniary interests. We must declare positions
with unions, professional associations, and business associations. We must also declare
debts but not credits or outstanding assets. Members of Parliament could lend money to
someone for illegal purposes - perhaps to deal. in drugs - but that sort of asst is not to be
declared. The whole area of lending and borrowing can provide opportunities for
manipulation. fraudulent deals, and corruption.
Mr Lewis: The classic way to launder money is the nonreturnable loan at no interest.
Mr WAT:. We must declare the sale of property but only if a member retains a beneficial
interest, If I were to sell real estate at 10 times its value but retain no interest I am not
required to declare tt transaction. That exercise could be a way to bribe someone with an
inflated purchase price.
Provision is made also for discretionary disclosures in case a person feels he wants to put
something on the record in case a conflict of interest occurs in future, T"at provision is
hardly liely to be used often. All these matters are disclosed in the register and, as the Bill
stands, the register is tabled in Parliament. Then we have this wishy-washy restriction that
requires that if anything other than a fair and accurate report is released in public it becomes
an offence, and such reponts must be published in good faith. That is another problem,
because if any member contravened that part of the legislation he would be guilty of
contempt of Parliament and would be dealt with by the House. We all know what that
means: Whether we like it or not, regardless of the Government of the day, if that meant
being dealt with by a Committee of Privilege or by the whole of the House it would be
represent a biased hearing of dhe alleged contravention. We have seen these situations
before. It really means that Government members can act in one way and Opposition
members cannot. That is not a satisfactory way to adjudicate on these matters.
If an offence is committed by an outsider that situation is covered by the Criminal Code. If a
member commits an offence, only this House can deal with him, and the difference between
the two situations is somewhat farcical. I understand that the 1983 Bill was much tighter on
the subject and included penalties such as the loss of a member's seat. However, this Bill
with those provisions removed - has become a toothless tiger. The principle of parliamentary
privilege could be violated.
The Bill appears to be full of loopholes, and whether that is deliberate or otherwise people
can judge for themselves. The loopholes are that selected assets only are required to be
declared, no family assets need be declared; gifts to the family need not be declared;
however, debits - not credits - must be declared. Members could contrive a scheme to
dispose of assets on 29 August and repurchase them on 1 September, because declarations
must be made on 31 August each year. How does one detect from a declaration chat
someone has been bribed or paid to support someone else?
I turn now to the more general issues in the Bill, such as the need for the Bill and whether it
will be effective in its present form. The Bill is about as useless as a three dollar note - and
that is totally useless. The principal reason is that members have no real individual decision
making powers. The only power that members of Parliament have - particularly the
backbenchers - is a vote in either the party or Caucus room, and his or her one vote in
Parliament.
Mr Donovan: That used to be the case.
Mr WAIT: What has changed?
Mr Donovan: With the increasing number of Independents that does not now fit.
Mr WATT: The member for Morley's point is not altogether valid- If members of
Parliament belong to a political party, that is all they have. They have only one vote in the
Caucus or party room. If a member is an Independent all he has is a vote in Parliament. In
any parliamentary situation where the Parliament has a majority of one, I suppose everyone
is vulnerable.
Mr Donovan interjected.

2599



Mr WATT: Sure, but for the majority of members the only power is the single vote. Thiat is
not the point on which I wanted to dwell.
I have tried to think of an example, even an outlandish example - where a conflict has arisen
in this way, and which would be covered by this legislation. I cannot chink of any previous
occurrence which would justify the Bill. Ministers, however, make administrative decisions
and they can be vulnerable. I accept that. Cabinet decisions are jointly made and inisters
are collectively responsible for those decisions. That aspect seems to have been studiously
avoided by members of the Burkce and Dowding Cabinets.
This Bill requires disclosures by all members of Parliament - Ministers and backbenchers
alike - but it does not include senior public servants such as departmental heads, heads of
instrumentalities, Government advisers, or planners - the people who have the ability to
influence the zoning of land substantially. All these are areas where significant gains can be
made by the actions of one of those persons.
There is a requirement in local government for the declaration of pecuniary interests. If a
councillor has an interest in a matter he is required to declare it. Our Standing Orders
include the same requirement. However, in the 18 years that I have been here I cannot recall
a single occasion when a member has declared an interest in any subject. That is the proper
way of dealing with conflicts of interest and it is already included in the Standing Orders.
If this Bill were passed, once a member declared his so-called interest and a conflict arose,
what would happen? Nothing. Therefore, the Bill is useless and superfluous. It could also
be said to be restrictive on members of Parliament in exposing improprieties of members of
Parliament. Therefore, I have to ask again: What is the reason for the legislation? I believe
there are no good reasons. The former Premier, Peter Dowding, attempted to justify it on the
grounds of accountability. In his second reading speech, Mr Dowding referred to a statement
by Mr Fitzgerald who said -

The financial interests of any parliamentarian or person in authority are of public
significance. Such interests can result in conflicts between public duty and private
interest.

In referring again to comments by Mr Fitzgerald, Mr Dowding said -

He said the privacy of members of Parliament is imnpontant but it is arguably
outweighed by the need for decision-makers to be accountable for their decisions,
with part of that accountability being the exposure of the decision-maker to scrutiny
for conflicting or ulterior motives.

We know that the decision makers are not restricted only to members of Parliament and that
brings me to the Opposition's position on this Bill. in truth, the Opposition does not accept
that there is a need for this legislation or that it will achieve the intended purpose. However,
it intends to support the second reading on the basis that it will move a series of quite
significant amendments during the Committee stage. If they are passed, they will achieve
two aims. I add also that the amendments were drafted by the late Andrew Mensaros.
Reflecting on the eulogies that were made during the condolence motion, a number of
members opposite said how much they had respected Andrew Mensaros' judgment and
diligence in these matters. We might put that to the test today and see how much they
respected his wisdom on these issues.
if the amendments are passed, private, not public disclosure would be required. The
amendments which Andrew Mensaros prepared would result in the Chief Justice being
responsible for determining whether a conflict existe&L Only if he believed it did would he
be required to release details to the inquirer. I think that is a fairly significant change. In
proposing this alternative, the Opposition does not cast any reflection on the integrity or the
honesty of the Clerks, who, under the Bill as it stands, would be responsible for keeping the
register. The difference is chat it would be private disclosure versus public disclosure. The
second result would be that the legislation would apply to all decision makers by including
chief executive officers and heads of departments and organisations, and members of
councils or boards or organisations. It would also include any technical consultants to
Ministers. Clearly, they are the decision makers to whom the former Premier referred in his
speech when he introduced the Bill. They are the people who have the capacity to influence
decisions and they should be covered by this legislation. They are as vulnerable as anybody
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else-, we have seen evidence of that all around this country. Evidence of money changing
hands to achieve certain business dealings has been given to the Royal Commission in this
State. It is inadequate for this type of legislation to be restricted to only members of
Parliament. If we must have legislation, let us have something that is relevant.
Our amendments have been on the Notice Paper for about two years. Everybody should
have had a good look at them. Under the amendments, the register would be kept by the
Registrar of the Supreme Court and only in very special circumstances where the Chief
Justice was satisfied after receiving a request for information would that part of the
member's declaration which related to his brief be made available to the person making the
complaint. The Opposition believes that is a much fairer way of dealing with this matter and
it would keep declarations strictly private. At the same time, everybody in this House would
have total confidence in the Chief Justice and the registrar to administer these provisions in a
fair and equitable way.
The truth is that we do not need this farcical sort of legislation. If members browsed through
the declarations by some Federal members of Parliamnent, they would see just how ineffective
and stupid this legislation would be if it were passed in its present form. I have seen the
declarations made by Robert James Lee Hawke and Paul John Keating and they am useless;
they tell us absolutely nothing. That would be the case if this Bill were passed in its present
form. As I said, the Opposition intends to support this legislation through the second reading
in the hope the Parliament will accept the amendments on the Notice Paper.
MR CLARKO (Marmion) [10.57 am]: In his usual loquacious way, the member for
Albany has demonstrated why the Government lacks credibiflity in the Members of
Parliament (Financial Interests) Bill which was introduced in August 1989. Here we are, two
and three-quarter years later, and the Government is now continuing with the debate
following this very long pause.
Dr Alexander Better late than never.
Mr CLARKO: In the time I have been in this place. I have never seen a measure sit on the
Notice Paper for two and three-quarter years and I suggest that the member has not either.
Dr Alexander That is not an argument.
Mr CLARKO: It shows without question that the Government is not dinkum about this
legislation and does not consider it to be a matter of great urgency.
Mr Pearce: Why are we moving it at this time?
Mr CLARKO: The Government has come to the end of its time. It is about to fall off the
cliff like a lemming. As was its public disclosure legislation, this legislation is full of boles.
The key issue in this legislation, as it was in the public disclosure legislation, is that the
Government has no evidence whatsoever to indicate that the community or members of
Parliament will be better off should this legislation be passed. Much pious humbug has been
uttered by people like Mr Dowding and Brian Burke who have absolutely no credibility in
our community.
Mr Donovan: Why are you supporting the second reading then?
Mr CL.ARKQ: Excuse me; I support second readings if the changes will meet t objectives
much better than the present legislation. I would have thought that even the member for
Morley would have understood that it is possible to support what is the essence of a matter at
the second reading stage with a view to making changes in Committee. That is what we
intend doing. particularly with this stickybeak legislation.
That is the sort of thing the member and his welfare workers love to read in the Sunday
newspapers to find out all about the "shaves"; as he sits, feeling very depressed, in front of a
fare with the wood burning down, in his old cardigan, which he borrowed from the former
leader of the Labor Party in New South Wales, like a masculine form of The Uttle Match
Girl. As he draws himself together, and sits in a huddled state, surrounded by his children
eating gruel, he points to the people on the hill. I remind the member that John Forrest put
members of Parliament in a House on the hill - the member's mob would have kept us on the
flat. The member will point towards the hill, will look past the cathedral and say that it is
great to know they have thousands of shares in Broken ill Proprietary Co Ltd and he has
none. There is no credibility in the Government's introducing legislation which was defeated
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previously by the Parliament in 1983 and 1985. The Government introduced further
legislation in 1989, and took no action an it for nearly three years.
Mr Watt: The Bill was not defeated in 1985.
Mr CLARKO: No, it just faded away again. I thank the member for Albany for that
comment because it confirms my point that the Government is not dinkum about this
legislation. I do not know whether it is because this Government is incompetent or lacks
feeling for legislation that it delays its progress and so much of it falls off at the end of each
term.
Mr Watt: Convenience of timing.
Mr CLARKO: Yes, convenience of timing. I now refer to Mr Dowding. again a person who
no longer has any credibility. He had the reputation of being the most rude, pruff, and
abrasive person we have ever struck in this place. Peter Dowding could never have played
football; if he had his jaw would have been broken in the first few seconds of die game. He
was such an arrogant man. He has now fled, as have other members of the Labor Party. Is
the Premier also considering buying a house in Italy? In his second reading speech on 31
August 1989 Mr Dowding quoted from the report of Mr Fitzgerald, the Royal Commissioner
in Queensland, as follows -

The financial interests of any parliamentarian or person in authority are of public
significance. Such interests can result in conflicts between public duty and private
interest.

The first thing that should be noted is chat the legislation deals with the interests of
parliamentarians, but Mr Fitzgerald - who was quoted by Mr Dowding - stated that such
legislation should also cover persons in authority. However, this legislation does not cover
persons in authority. As the member for Albany said, heads of Government departments and
others hold very critical positions; for example, officers in the Department of Planning and
Urban Development have the ability to rezone land which could give an advantage of
hundreds of millions of dollars to a potential developer. This legislation does not make any
attempt to require such people to declare their interests. What about people in local
government? This legislation does not cover them. Some people are blindly wedded to this
ruse of the revelation of the personal and private affairs of people in office, but those who
want to be stickybeaks must also consider the planners in local government authorities. For
example, the planner in the City of Stirling has many other planning officers working with
him and, therefore, it would not be sufficient to merely have the details of the town planner's
private interests. What about the chief building surveyor of the City of Stirling? He plays a
very big part in the construction requirements for huge buildings such as Observation City.
Observation City is another scamn that must be laid at the door of the Government, and
probably the Leader of the House, because I think he was the Minister for Planning when the
entrance to Observation City was decided upon. The distance between that entrance and the
adjacent traffic lights is less than that set out in the Australian standards. When that plan
came before the City of Stirling the engineers stated that the grand entrance to Observation
City should not be located there on the eastern side because it was too close to the traffic
lights. The City of Stirling people have told me on mome than one occasion that although
they advised the Bond Corporation developers of this, they continued with their plans to
build the fancy lobby and entrance on that side of the building. It was eventually approved
by the Minister for Planning or the Minister for Transport, or a cabal of the two. That would
have saved the Bond Corporation huge sums of money. It was originally proposed that the
entrance be built on the western side of the building but its location was changed to the most
dangerous and unsafe location according to the road building standards. That
recommendation was overruled and approved by Ministers of the Government. contrary to
the safety and good order of the development of the site.
Mr Pearce: How many accidents have occurred there?
Mr CLARKO: I am not in the business of knowing how many accidents occur in Perth or
Western Australia, and I suggest that the Minister is not either. However, he is headed for an
accident on several fronts; the major one will be next year because that election will be the
end of his career. The Minister will be able to put back on his brown cardigan and his little
necklace, and he will be free to travel around without a tie.
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Mr Paeve: You have said that since each election.
Mr CLARKO: I have not said that at every election. I am the only one who talks about the
little brown skivvy the Minister used to wear. I do not know if anyone else remembers it.
Mr Dowding said in his second reading speech, even though it was nearly three years ago,
that we should take note of Mr Fitzgerald's comment that the financial intierests of members
of Parliament and all persons in authority are of public significance. However, a major hole
in this legislation is that it does not consider persons in authority at all. I have given
examples in local government, It would be easy to find examples in the civil service. I
wonder whether journalists should also be included. In a free society like ours should we
know whether a journalist who writes an article pushing a particular line has any financial
interest relating to that?
We can go further down the line to require, in addition, that, we look at this question from the
point of view of other members of the family. I have quoted previously from the Department
of Local Government inquiry into the question of pecuniary interests, which was prepared in
October 1988. It is proposed in the report that the interests of the family should not be
revealed. There is no doubt that if one started getting into the interests of the family one
would have a very long list of revelations about the financial affairs of the people of Perth.
In addition, it is standard practice for people in communities such as ours to have part of their
assets in the names of their wives. Also, if it suits them, and if they are headed for a
downfall it is incredible how much more goes to the wife. Nowadays, with the insecurity of
the contract of marriage, people such as I are becoming more and more like dodos. I was
married in 1958 and am still married to the same person; people such as I will eventually be
placed in museums as rarities, in view of the alternative arrangements in place today. The
most titillating example of this is the recent matter relating to Alan Bond, in which he
apparently sold his half share of the family furniture to Eileen for $350 000. The preliminary
information in the media recently about Alan's assets revealed that he had $5 000 left,
although he won $ 10 000 through gambling, because the rest belongs to Eileen or to a famnily
trust. Alan Bond is still driving around in his Range Rover and having skiing holidays in
Aspen. I wish I could do that with $5 000! Presumably he has no assets - he is a man who
reached great heights, but now he is on the way down. He is a classic example of what we
are talking about. If Alan Bond were a member of Parliament and he was subjected to this
legislation he would have no assets because they would be in Eileen's name or in a family
trust. Nothing would be achieved by this legislation because his assets would be listed wider
Dallhold Investments Pty Ltd. This legislation will not include people of authority other than
members of Parliament.
I have been critical of the local government report I quoted from in regard to the family
because it does not say where it will stop. I have a brother-in-law in Victoria who is six foot
four and if this legislation covers the members of one's family he will be required to give
details of his assets to a Government body in Western Australia. He is as strong as Nick
Nanovich and if someone were to tell him that he had to give details of his assets he would
react. This is one of the weaknesses of this legislation. Everyone knows that a spouse has an
involvement in the financial interests of a member of Parliament. It is something which is
built into our society. However, under this legislation details of the spouse's financial
interests will not be given and, in many cases, it should be. We could go further and include
the assets of one's father, mother, siblings or children. This legislation is seriously flawed by
the failure to do that.
Dr Lawrence: Are you saying it should be extended to include them?
Mr CLARKO: I am saying that is the reason we should not go down this tortuous tRi.
Dr Lawrence: Are you saying there should be no legislation?
Mr CLARKO: This legislation is seuiously flawed if the interests of the member of
Parliament and not his spouse are given, If a member transfers his assets to his spouse we
will not achieve anything. Does the Premier believe we will achieve something?
Dr Lawrence: Members of Parliament should set a standard and that is what we are talking
about.
Mr CLARKO: As usual, the mistress of obfuscation! If a member's assets are transferred to
his spouse will the community gain?
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Dr Lawrence: People who are inclined to do that sort of thing to tort the system should be
exposed, but you do not want to get to first base.
MW CLARKO: Once again the Premier is not answering the question directly. The Premier
Slways goes down the tangential path and she will use it so many dines that one day the hole
she makes will be so deep that she will fall in, break her neck and never be heard of again.
The Premier is trying to suggest an example - I am quite capable of giving the same
example - of where a person deliberately trantsfers his assets to his spouse to hide things.
There are two ways of doing this: Firstly, money can be transferred to one's spouse from the
point of view of evading taxation and to prevent people from knowing one's affairs.
Secondly, the transaction can also be done in a totally responsible way. Many people in this
community transfer part of or their entire assets to their spouses for the reason of
advantaging them. A businessman may transfer his assets to his wife because he wants to
enhance her financial position and no-one would dispute his doing that. In cases of marital
breakdown today the couple's assets are on a 50:50 basis.
This legislation does not cover the things I have outlined and, as such, it has a huge
weakness. The main issues are the family arid the people who hold key positions in the
public arena. They will not be required to reveal their assets.
The speeches I have in front of me from Burke and Dowding talk about maintaining public
confidence. What sheer humbug! What has Brian Burke done to maintain public confidence
in members of Parliament? He has done the greatest thing that one could ever imagine to
destroy public confidence in members of Parliament. Peter Dowding, with his petrochemical
deal, has added stars to that proposition. Mr Dowding said in his speech that declaring the
financial interests of members of Parliament would ensure that they were discharging their
public duties without bias and free of the influence of private interests or personal advantage.
Again, that is sheer and utter humbug. A few years earlier Brian Burke used the same
words - obviously they were photocopied. In 1983 Brian Burke said in a second reading
speech -

The disclosure of interests by members of Parliament is a desirable and necessary
step if the public are to be confident that their elected representatives are discharging
their public duties without bias or the influence of private interests or personal gain.
That public confidence is an important part of a healthy parliamentary democracy.

Brian Burke said that, but on a daily basis we read in the paper of the incredible scams he
was involved, in which scams included businessmen who were involved in Government
activities. At the time he made that statement Brian Burke was heavying those businessmen
for donations, not for the Labor Party, but for himself. He was taking that money in the
typical style of a Labor politician and investing it in stamps and gold, but he kept losing.
What an incredible way to deal with the donations from these businessmen! The situation is
that we had two absolute hypocrites who introduced the two pieces of legislation to which I
have referred. They made such pious comments about the morality of the legislation and
came up with a statement that the public demands this sort of legislation. The public is not
demanding it- Not one member of the public has told me that it is important that my
financial interests are declared.
Mr Read: You don't talk to many members of the public.
Mr CLARKO: I talk to a lot. I win my seat by as many votes as the member gets. My
record in terms of votes won compared to the member's is like an elephant to a flea. The
member's family make up his vote. I do not think he will be in this place for very long - he
is coming up to his last day. He will then be able to spend the rest of his days crabbing and
doing all the activities which are offered in the lovely city of Mandurab, but he will not be
representing the people there.
Is there any proof in Western Australia, Australia or from any country that declaring the
financial interests of members of Parliament advantages the community from the viewpoint
of good government? We have gone through dreadful government. The member for
Wannerno cannot produce one iota of evidence that those countries which have adopted
financial interests legislation are better off than those which have not.
Mrs Watkins: The Federal Parliament has my interests because my husband is a member of
Parliament in the Fera sphere and it has this legislation. I have nothing to hide.
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Mr CLARKO: If the member were a pauper she would have nothing to hide. That is the
thing about an-ant socialists like the member who wish to interfere in the personal rights and
freedoms of individuals. Members opposite and their political cousins in Moscow are the
ones who want to control people's thoughts. That is the next stage for this Government. The
legislation before us relating to disclosure of political donations is part of that approach. The
Government wants to know all the financial affairs of political pantics and candidates. It
wants to stop people spending huge sums of money on elections as the Government did on
the 1986 election. I wonder who paid for the advertisements in the Wanneroo Times. Did
they come out of the Brian Burke advertising account? I bet the member for Wanneroo did
not raise the money that was spent on her in the Wanneroc Times.
I would like the member for Wanneroo to tell the House at some time how much she spent
on tht campaign and where the money came from. Much of that money camne from funny
deals. The Wanneroo Times had never had so much advertising for a single political
candidate in its history. The member for Wanneroo's advertisements dominated the pages of
that paper in a way never done before, or likely to be done again. I invite anyone who is a
serious student of politics to look at the cost of advertising that the member for Wanneroo
and her colleague, the member for Whitford, placed for the election of 1986 at a time when
Brian Burke was collecting $6 million in oious and spurious ways.
Another matter is the question of privacy. One does not expect socialists to care about the
privacy of citizens because that is absolute anathema to them. In the long run, if socialism
succeeds all men will wear a blue singlet, Yakka workshorts and long unpolished boots. All
men will have identical length hair, although under some dictators they will be allowed to
pant their hair. If one goes to China one sees a great deal of that sort of thing in a country
where socialists are in complete control of individual citizens and everybody looks alike.
That is imposed on them by the State.
The ACT1ING SPEAKER (Dr Edwards): Order! Much as I am enjoying the speech by the
member for Marmion, I am not sure how relevant it is to the Bill.
Mr CLARKO: I think it is. The people in China have nothing in their pockets because
everything has been taken out by the State. Government members may laugh about personal
privacy because they do not value it. However, I do! This is yet another step down the
contrary path to what Australians first did when they set up the secret ballot. In the United
States when they talk about a secrt ballot they call it the "Australian ballot" where people go
into a booth and vote privately. That method of voting was introduced to the world by
Australia. This legislation is an attempt to reverse that step.
Attempts by Federal members of Parliament related to declaration of interests are all
humbug. One saw Robert James Lee Hawke, from memory, disclose that he had a mortgage,
I think with the bank, and two accounts. However, people were not told how much he owed
the bank or what was in those accounts. One got the impression that he was almost
penniless. It is interesting that in recent months he has been able to buy a $1 million
property overlooking Sydney Harbour, which I understand he is going to knock down, so he
has done quite well with his betting lately! That is sheer humbug! If a register of interests
shows that a member has a house with a mortgage at the R & I Bank, say, and a
Commonwealth Bank savings account and cheque account with another bank and the
amounts are not given that is humbug! I do not see how that helps the public to know of a
member's financial interests. It merely shows that the Labor Party federally was not serious
about the legislation when it was introduced and is not serious about it now.
I am unaware of many wealthy politicians in Western Australia. I am not saying theme are
not same such politicians, but there are not many. A member certainly cannot get wealthy on
the salary of a member of Parliament. A group of people in Western Australia, including the
media, get on their high horse and write denigrating articles about politicians any time a
suggestion is made that the salaries or allowances of members of Parliament should be
raised. That is done in a deliberate attempt to keep politicians' salaries down. I have no
doubt that is the case in Western Australia. The point is that if politicians are kept poor the
potential exists for improper financial inducements to be received and for people to be bribed
to follow a particular path. That is made much easier if every politician has a huge overdraft.
I remember Brian Burke saying to this Chamber that he had a mortgage on his Balga home
of the order of $70 000 and a bank overdraft of approximately $14 000. That occurred in the
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first year after he ceased being a backbench member of this Parliament. It was remarkably
fortuitous that he won the 1983 election because he would have been in a financially
deplorable position had that not happened, based on the comments he had made to this
House. This illustrates the difficulty politicians have financially.
Mr Read interjected.
Mr CLARKO: A boofhead like the member who just interjected would not know about these
things. He makes a speech here once every couple of years so he is not due to give another
speech and has probably given his final one. When he does give a speech nobody interjects
because he says nothing of interest or colour. He looks like the blue manna that has been
lying on the foreshore of the estuary for the past eight years. The salaries in Western
Australia ame designed co keep politicians in a position where they are unlikely to have many
financial interests. People will be able to avoid this legislation if they use trusts and ocher
such devices to do so.
NM SHAVE (Melville) [ 11.28 am): I commend the member for Marmion on his wonderful
speech. He is a hard act to follow. In speaking to this Bill I will first go through a number of
interesting dates. A Mr Peter Dowding from Maylands, now of Edgecliff Road, Wooliahra,
introduced this Bill in 1989. It is interesting to read his comments. He stated in the first
paragraph of the second reading speech on 31 August 1989 that this Bill is "a mirror of the
Bill brought to the Parliament in 1985". That Bill was introduced by his predecessor, Brian
Burke, eminent stamp collector and protector of the public purse.
Mr Read: Mr Dowding did not say that in his speech.
Mr SHAVE: I see that the Minister for the Environment is leaving the Chamber because of
embarrassment. Mr Dowding might have pretty broad shoulders, but I agree with the
member for Murray that he certainly would not have said that about Brian Burke. One could
not believe that he would, after what we have read over the last 12 months! Peter Dowding
stated also that, "Public disclosure of the financial interests of members of Parliament is a
longstanding commitment of the Labor Parry, at both State and Federal levels."
Mr C.J. Barnett: With the emphasis on "long".
Mr SHAVE: Yes. That reference refers to public disclosure. It is a matter of what one
discloses to the public, is it not? What he is saying is a bit confusing to me. Is he saying that
one discloses only what one wants the public to know or that one makes full disclosure? It
has been pretty clear over the last four years of watching this corrupt Labor Government in
operation that its theory is not to make full public disclosure. It tells the people only what it
wants to tell them - lie after lie after lie. This Bill was introduced by one of the former
colleagues of members opposite, who was involved in all of these rotten, corrupt practices
which a lot of members opposite allowed to happen. I do not include the member for
Pilbara. I notice that he has been elevated. I was convinced that the member for Pilbara
would always be on the backbenches and it is wonderful to see that he has been promoted.
Mr Read: Have you been elevated yet?
Mr SHAVE: Things happen. I hope something will happen in the future before I retire from
this place, but I have been waiting for three and a half years and they cannot put me any
further back and I cannot hold my breath forever! I am talkng about what was said by the
former short term Premier, now of Edgecliff Road, Woollabra. I used to have a flat in
Edgecliff Road. I was not a wealthy person like Peter Dowding. I was on the wrong side of
the road and not on the side of the road from which one can sir and look at the beautiful view
of Sydney Harbour with all of the taxpayers' funds.
Mr Clarko: Have they all gone that way?
Mr SHAVE: Bob Hawke spent $1.2 million to buy a home there. He is a dedicated socialist.
What a wonderful guy he was! He really looked after the electors in his electorate. The only
time they ever saw him was when they saw his picture!
Mr CJ, Barnett: They took the public's money. They just forgot to redistribute it.
Mr SHAVE: That is what socialism is all about. We have only to look at East Germany -
indoor swimming pools and everything one would want. They just rip it off the mugs and
spend it themselves!
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Mr Donovan intejected.
Mr SHAVE: The member for Morley is sitting theme in desperation. I see that he has got rid
of that jumper that the member for Marmion was talking about and has put on a jacket. If
members opposite stay here any longer, the member for Morley will not have a singlet on his
back!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Edwards): Order! I think enough latitude has been allowed.
You have had a very broad ranging second reading debate. Will you bring your comments a
bit closer to the Bill.
Mr SHAVE: I will get back to the point. Ihe now "Mayor of Edgecliff Road, Wooilahra"
stated that -

The Government believes that members of Parliament, as trustees of the public
confidence, ought to disclose their financial interests to demonstrate to the electorate
that they have not been, nor will be, influenced in their official business by
considerations of private gain.

We have here a gentleman, the son of a pastor, who has had a good upbringing, and who was
surrounded by all these people who are sticking money in their back pockets, their socks, and
everywhere else they can put it, making that statement -

Point of Order
Mr READ: The member for Melville has stated by way of implication that members on this
side of the House ame somehow putting illegally gained money into their pockets, and so on.
I consider that an unparliamentary comment.
The ACTING SPEAKER: The debate has been so broad ranging, and so many interesting
comments have been made about a range of people and celebrated authors, that I did not put
the same interpretation on the member for Melville's remarks, but I ask him to keep his
comments in line with the second reading speech rather than gratuitously offer other
comments.

Debate Resumed
Mr SHAVE: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. I appreciate the fairness of that ruling,
and I certainly was not reflecting on the member opposite. I hope that the member for
Murray's successor in six months' time does as good a job as he has been doing over the last
few weeks in his electorate. People tell me that the member for Murray is wearing out his
shoes at the moment.
This Bill is treating the people of Western Australia with the same contempt with which
Peter Dowding was treating this Parliament in 1989. 1 will explain why that is the case, and I
hope the member for Morley will not feel too bad about the situation after I have explained it
because I think he honestly believes that this Bill will be of some relevance and benefit.
Mrs Watkins: You do not have to convince me.
Mr SHAVE: The member for Wanneroo should listen and she may learn something.
Mr Donovan: You have missed out the number of times that the Liberal Party has rejected at
the second reading stage the declaration of financial interests.
Mr SHAVE: I have only 23 minutes and I am running out of time, but I will explain to the
member for Morley that there is no point in our introducing a Bill that will be totally
irrelevant. That is the problem with this place. The member for Morley is one of those
people who thinks that every time we introduce a Bill in this place and pass a law, we fix the
public's problem. The reason the public have a problem is that too many Bills are passed in
this place. There are too many restrictions. Academics like the member for Morley and
people who read books all the time should get out onto the street and listen to people who are
productive in the private sector, and they would understand why we on this side of the House
cannot be bothered. The Minister for the Environment has just come back into the House.
He is an academic. He has never held a decent job in his life. He thinks that his sitting in
this place and passing legislation and this sort of nonsense is of some benefit to someone.
Mr Pearce: I was a teacher when you were running a pub.
Mr SHAVE: The Minister for the Environment should not get nervous. I was disgusted to
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read yesterday in The West Australian comments that the Minister for the Environment made
about one of our endorsed candidates. That man is a fine person, a vice chancellor of a
university, and the Minister for the Environment should be ashamed of himself. Why did he
not get out onto the street and make the allegations that he made in here?
Mr Pearce: I am happy to do that.
Mr SHAVE: Go and do it. The Minister for the Environiment seeks the protection of this
place, and he and his colleagues talk about parliamentary standards! The Minister for the
Environment is going out of the Chamber again, in embarrassment. Every time he comes in
here, he straight away goes out of' the place. Does he have a problem?
Mr Read: May I leave? I have to go to the toiler.
Mr SHAVE: We will have to get a mobile loo in here, the way he is going.
The Bill refers to disclosure of the name and address of the senilor and the trustee of any trust
in which a member of Parliament has a beneficial interest. My thirteen year old daughter
does not know a lot about miusts, but I can tell members that if she wanted to hide something
from me - and she is a very honest girl so she would not do that - she would give it to her 11I
year old sister and get her to look after it so that I would not find out about it. She is only 13.
but she can understand that principle.
We have here an eminent solicitor in the State of Western Australia, Peter Dowding, who is
supposed to be a top lawyer and who represented people in big cases -

Mr Read: And won.
Mr SHAVE: He won some, yes, and lost a few, and they finally caught him out. I cast no
aspersions on the member for Murray because he is a fine person. However, if he wants to
become involved in illegal activities and he sets up a trust with a couple of solicitors as a
settlor and a trustee and puts his wife's and children's names into the trust as beneficiaries,
where do the public of Western Australia go?
Mr Read: If I owned a huge parcel of land near the Dawesville Channel would you consider
it appropriate for me to vote in support of the Dawesville Channel?
Mr SHAVE: The member for Murray must understand that people who are crooks look for
ways to avoid the law. The member has just made a classic statement to illustrate what I am
saying: One does niot put the land in one's own name but in the name of "The Freddie Jones
Trust". It is not hard. The member should ask Mr Dowding - he would have told hin. He
knew when he brought in this legislation that it was a load of nonsense. One can set up a
miust, make a lawyer the settlor and an accountant the trustee, and have one's daughter, auntie
or mother as beneficiary, and when one makes this wonderful annual disclosure the public of
Western Australia know nothing and are no better off.
Dr Lawrence: I think you are misreading the Bill.
Mr SHAVE: The Premier has been in the job long enough to have decent legal advisers who
should tell her it is an embarrassment to introduce this legislation in this House and go to the
newspapers and tell them that she is protecting the public interest. This legislation is a fraud
on the people of Western Australia and the Premier should be ashamed of herself for
following the former Premier into this place with this sort of legislation. The Premier stood
in this place and said that we would be accountable in this place, that we would have
standards. The Premier should show us where the accountability is.
Dr Lawrence: There is the opportunity - there is the Sill. You will not even support it.
Mr SHAVE: The Premier is showing no accountability to the public of this State. This
legislation is nothing more than a fraudulent attempt to deceive the people of Western
Australia.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [11.42 am]: I am stunned after hearing the dissertations of the
members for Melville and Marmnion. I found the member for Marmion entertaining today, as
I always do. I do not mind my red cardigan being singled out by him for a bit of humour,but
I object to people, the member for Melville in particular, standing in ibis place and speaking
in that manner. I suppose moves are afoot to decide who will be on the Opposition front
bench next week and I can understand that he might want to make some play in here.
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However, I find it outrageous that members can debase this legislation in that way -
legislation which people in this State should know the Opposition intends to suppomt
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Edwards): Order!
Mr DONOVAN: I do not mind interjections but I would like to make a few comments of my
own. A moment ago the Public Gallery was full of visitors who heard the member for
Melville's speech and the last part of the member for Mannion's speech and who must now
be totally bemused. They know that the Liberal Party will support this legislation but they
beard speeches from two of its members that were in absolute opposition to it. Is it any
wonder that the people of this State become a little confused, when they are not being
despondent and depressed, about the performance of their politicians? The member for
Melville said that it is just a matter of bringing into this place legislation about a problem and
the problem will be fixed. He knows that is not a fair representation at all. I remind the
member for Melville of my comments in relation to the Electoral Amendment (Political
Finance) Bill we recently passed in this place, when I said repeatedly that it represented a
first step in the restoration process. This represents a second step. It is not foolproof or
complete.
Mr Cowan: Is there any truth in the rumour that Senator Bolkus is seeking to defer the
enactment of the Federal legislation until 1 July in ordier to allow the Labor Party to salt
away some large donations without having to declare them?
Mr DONOVAN: I have no idea. I am not informed of those things these days. What I am
saying to members apposite is that this is another step in the process. It is not foolproof and,
as the members for Albany, Marmion and Melville said, there is the capacity in this Bill for
members to find ways around it. I remind members opposite of what their own erstwhile
leader, now known as the member for Jandakot. said during the last debate we had on this
sort of matter on 5 May in relation to restoring standards in public life. The debate was
about parliamentary standards in particular, and he quoted Gandhi -

Political life must be an echo of private life and there cannot be any divorce between
the two.

What members opposite seem to want to do is make sure that that divorce in respect of
financial interests is well and truly maintained.
Mr Bradshaw: That is not true.
Mr Shave: We do not want to deceive the public as you people do.
Mr DONOVAN: Members opposite do not want to deceive the public, but they do not want
to tell them anything. Perhaps the member for Jandakot does not share the view of his
colleagues this morning. In his speech which I referred to earlier he said -

... unless parliamentarians see the need for renewal or reform, the first steps towards
improvement will not occur...

I remember that when he said that members opposite all said, "Hear, hear!" Do they want to
do that today?
The first step in the member for Jandalcot's 10 steps of political renaissance - and the most
critical, he said - is -

*... a demonstration of the willingness by all members and Governments to undergo
that personal renaissance. Without a genuine desire to clear the decks, all the strict
new laws in the world will not amount to a row of beans. However, a serious effort
to improve private behaviour will ultimately echo in the public arena.

Although there are holes in this Bill and members opposite can all find their way through
them, if they do they will be right out of step with their erstwhile leader's view of propriety
in parliamentary conduct. Perhaps that is why they dumped him; they are out of step.
Several Opposition members interjected.
Mr DONOVAN: How else do members opposite explain how they gave their former leader
accolades on 5 May for making those statements I have just quoted, yet today they arm saying
they do not agree with him?
0655-13
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Mr Shave: He did not rat on his mates as you did. You were voted in on a ticket and you ran
out on your friends.
Mr DONOVAN: The member for Melville's comments in that respect run off my back like
water off a duck's. I am much more sensitive to the views these people might have about
that than I could ever be to the views he might have about it.
Several members inteijected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The members for Pilbara and Melville will come to
order. Let us hear dhe member for Morley.
MW DONOVAN: The second reading speech on this Bill can be used in two ways. 'The first
is the disparaging way we have heard so far and the other is the more constructive way,
perhaps the more serious way, to which we should return - as the member for Melville said.
Yes, Peter Dowding did say that the Bill in 1989 was a mirror of that brought to Parliament
in 1985 which, in turn, was substantially modelled on the Members of Parliament (Financial
Interests) Bill 1983, both of which were rejected at the second reading stage by the Liberal
Party in this State. Members of the Liberal Party have always rejected it. I am still mystified
by the change of heart today. I wonder whether that has something to do with recent events
or with the forthcoming election.
Mr Watt: The decision to take this approach was made a year ago.
Mr DONOVAN: It is true that Peter Dowding said in his second reading speech that the
financial interests of any parliamentarian or person in authority are of public significance;
but if they were not they have certainly been made so over the last few years starting with the
Fitzgerald inquiry in Queensland and the Royal Commission here, to name but two. Those
interests can result in a conflict between public duty and private interest. That is why it is an
issue in the public arena. The member for Melville suggested I should stop reading books
and go out and talk to people. I can tell him what people say to me. It is the same as they
tell the member for Melville: We are up here on the hill lining our own pockets. How many
members have not heard that?
Several members interjected.
Mr DONOVAN: In the Pilbara people do not need to say it any more.
Mr Bradshaw: Do you think this legislation will change that perception in the community?
Mr DONOVAN: I am not saying that. I have never said that. I have said consistently about
these pieces of legislation that they represent steps in a process. If members opposite do not
wish to take those steps I suggest it will be on their heads.
Mr Bradshaw: We are happy to support this legislation with amendments.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr DONOVAN: It is true that this Bill has weaknesses. Any piece of legislation that seeks
some level of commitment and some level of reform by members of Parliament, or indeed
any group in the community, will always have weaknesses. People will always find their
way around such legislation. The tax laws should tell us that, if nothing else. More energy
has been spent on legislating to close the tax loopholes in this country over the years than on
any other piece of legislation. That does not mean that this legislation should not be
supported. I will be taking a close look at the amendments at the Committee stage but that
does not mean that this Bill should be opposed. It should be supported, but for heaven's sake
if members are to support it they should get straight about it; they should not spend the entire
second reading stage making the same speeches they made in 1983, 1985 and 1989. It makes
no sense. Members might as well oppose the second reading. For my part, I will support this
legislation as another step in the restoration process.
MR McNEE (Moore) [ 11.54 am]: I am appalled that I should be brought in to this place to
discuss with this disgusting Government the issue of financial affairs. Only a few days ago I
was appalled to think that we had been asked by these people opposite to discuss
parliamentary standards. I had the flu that day so I could not discuss that issue. Members
opposite could nor spell the word, let alone understand its meaning. Members opposite have
no standards.
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Let us get a few things straight when talking about financial affairs. I suppose if one is on
the dole or comes out of a union office one does not have a chance to accre much. Perhaps
that is something with which members opposite must live. Perhaps their inability to accrue
assets sets them aside as being jealous of those who possess that ability. Perhaps members
opposite should take a leaf from the Opposition members' book. Perhaps the
mismanagement of this State's affairs reflects the disgustingly low appreciation by members
opposite of just how that management should be undertaken. The fact that 30 per cent of
Western Australians under the age of 25 do not have a job - and many of them probably live
in the member for Morley's electorate - is the result of the Government's bad management.
Yet the Government has the temerity to require that members publicly display their financial
affairs. What in the name of fortune has the rmnatcial affairs of anyone on this side of the
House to do with the Government? What have our family arrangements to do wish members
opposite?
Members opposite who have no standards want the opportunity to examine publicly our
financial affairs. I have no problem with disclosing financial information to a person such as
the Chief Justice, or someone of that calibre; a person for whom I have respect. I have no
respect for the Government I would be delighted to show a person whom I respect any
details about myself or what I have done, but I will not have a bunch of leeches and vultures
prying into my private, family affairs. That is what members opposite wish to do because
they think they might learn something. They have not learnt much so far, and they are not
likely to start. They want to look at my private affairs which have nothing to do with
members opposite. Perhaps they want that information so chat they can get the Press to write
rude stories about me. The truth is that members opposite have had many rude stories
written about themselves.
Let us look at some of the pious things that Premier Dowding had to say. I note that Premier
Lawrence is leaving the Chamber. That is unfortunate because I intend to come to her in a
moment. She will get her serve. Former Premier Dowding said that the financial interests of
any parliamentarian or person in authority are of public significance. How true were those
words! How those people tried, through all the deceit, to cover it up, to make sure that the
public did not have access to what they were doing. Premier Dowding also said that such
interests can result in conflicts between public duty and private interest. I ask members!
Members opposite sank so low that they took money from their employees. I refer to the
Halls Head development; they stole that money. They put it into Labor Party funds. If they
had any decency they would draw a cheque plus the interest and put it back where it belongs.
They have no decency; yet, they have the cheek to ask me to talk about the disclosure of my
financial affairs. They had the same cheek a week ago to talk about standards in this place.
As I have said before, they have no standards.
Mr Catania: We did not ask you to come in.
Mr Pearce: What did you have last week?
Mr McNEE: They are not bad, are they? They are a bunch of triers; there is no question
about that. This legislation will prevent decent, honest people from coming into this place.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Mr McNEE: The Minister for Local Government, "Jackboots", should worry because I
might examine briefly local government. If I were Jackboots, I would be very quiet because
I have his measure.
This legislation will prevent decent, honest people from coming into this place simply
because they are proud of their achievements. However, they are private people. They do
not want to have their affairs, which have nothing wrong with them, displayed to she public
and especially to people with records like those of members opposite. They will not do that
so they will decide not to stand for Parliament. All that means is that we will not get the
right sorts of people as members. The Government says that it stands for open Government.
Twice in a week I have been told by officers in the office of the Minister for the Environment
and in the office of the Minister for Transport that they had been told by their Ministers that
they were not allowed to talk to private members.
Mr Pearce: That is rubbish.
Mr McNEE: That is not rubbish; it is absolutely true and the same goes for the Minister for
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Transport's office. Of course, I arranged for those people to get in touch, so there is no
problem. These are the people who say they stand for open Government! The Premier has
said it so many times. In fact, she went on television with flour on her cheek and egg on her
apron and said that she stood for fair and open Government. She stands for cover-up and
deceit. When she appeared at the Midland abattoirs inquiry with the Minister for Local
Government and the Minister for Fuel and Energy, they tried to cover up the truth. Members
should make no mistake about that. These are the same people who expect me to come in
here and talk about my financial interests. They have no interests except the preservation of
their own skinny souls. Their only interest is to hoodwink the people of Western Australia.
Dr Gallop: This is a bit of desperation from Dandaragan.
Mr McNEE: They shredded all the informiation, did they not? They made sure that no-one
got control. They ripped everything through the old shredder. They decided that they would
not take any nonsense and these people have the temerity to talk about standards and the
disclosure of interests. It is a charade. I would not trust anyone opposite to run a free raffle.
What will the deficit be this year? Will the Labor Party top $9 billion? How much further
will it blow out?
Mr Clarko: It is about $300 million, but they have moved money left and right with their
devious tricks.
Mr McNBE: Of course. I could not go past mentioning finance without mentioning the
terrific blowout which has blown Australia out the door. What was that policy of theirs
called?
Mr Omodei: WA Advantage.
MrT McNEE: That is right. Is there not a chain store named 'Advantage"?
Mr Bradshaw: What do the public think about that?
Mr McNEE: Nothing. It is an example of what members opposite understand about
financial matters. Can members believe that the Prime Minister has said that he will still
meet any tax cuts and that he is on target? He also said that before he introduced a Budget
that was going to "bring home the bacon". I am not prepared to discuss my financial
interests with these people because they know nothing. AUl this is is a fishing expedition to
find out about the affairs of decent, honest people. That is what is behind their thinking.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you think Brian Burke would have declared his stamp collection if he
had still been here? Would he have valued the stamps properly and picked out those that
belonged to the ALP?
Mr McNBE: We can be pretty sure that he did not take too much notice of whom the stamps
belonged to. If I believed in the fairy godmother, I would also have to believe that there is a
fairy godfather. There certainly must be one in Ireland because he went there and borrowed
$400 000. Interestingly, he does not have to pay interest on that loan. Could I walk down
St George's Terrace anid find someone with that sort of money? Of course not; theme is none
left in this State. There is no-one on the Terrace who could lend me that money without
interest because if he were that stupid he would not have made the money in the first place.
However, this person did. I am going to buy one of chose satchels. Is Boans still in
business?
Mr Bradshaw: Yes.
Mr McNEE: That is goad; at least one business is still going. Perhaps I could bring it in
here when I declare my financial interests and I could say to the Clerk, "Here is my satchel."
Mr C.J. Barnett: You can see why they don't want a GST. Their satchels would have to be
taxed.
Mr McNEE: That is right. These people are destitute of any standards and of financial
management expertise. If I were the Premier of the State I would be in this House moving
legislation to provide jobs for the 30 per cent of people under 25 years who do not have a
job. Those people do not have a future. They have no jobs and they are dependent on these
people opposite to support them but they are offered no future. The Labor Party has no
policies and it is worried about my financial interests! My financial interests have absolutely
nothing to do with this House although I am delighted to tell someone of the calibre of the
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Chief Justice about them. He can look at anything he likes because I have total confidence in
him. That does not mean that [ do not have confidence in the staff of Parliament House.
However, I will not allow people sitting on that side of the House to examine my financial
affairs.
Mr Bradshaw: If you did, it would be public disclosure.
Mr McNEE: It would be; it would be like a public confession. "I confess to having been a
success.' That is one thing that members opposite would not be able to do. They would
have to confess to being a bunch of total disasters. Government members will say they have
nothing to declare. The next move will be to have us walking around in sackcloth and ashes
because we have been successful. At least our money was not chiselled out of the public
purse. In addition to that public confession, the Bill states that the register of the House of
Parliament shall be open to inspection by any persn at the office of the Clerk of that House
between the hours of 10.00 am and 4.00 pm, on any day except Saturday, Sunday or a day
which is a public holiday. The month of April has more public holidays than working days,
and it is no wonder that 30 per cent of our youth do not have a job. The Bill details the times
when the register can be inspected so that the public confession can be consumed by any
member of the public. It is an absolute sham. I am appalled that we should be discussing
this issue with the Government. It will serve no useful purpose. I Trmind members that
locks keep honest people out; thugs and thieves still find a way in. If this Government thinks
it can make people what they are not by virtue of this legislation - which appears to be the
case - it will fail.
MR GRAHAM (Pilbara) (12.12 pm]: I am a little concerned about the Members of
Parliament (Financial Interests) Bill 1989. 1 was quite keen on the legislation and intended to
support it, until I discovered that it was a socialist initiative. I am now not sure what to do.
Notwithstanding the speeches by members opposite violently opposing this Bill, I understand
they will support it. I am in a quandary. It is absolutely amazing. The member for Moore
gave a good old Billy MeNee virulent speech. Halfway through that speech one of his
colleagues gave him a copy of the Bill so that he knew what he was talking about.
Notwithstanding the fact that he will vote for the Bill, he expressed opposition to it.
Mr Omodei: When the Bill is amended in another place, will you vote for it?
Mr GRAHAM: In the first place, I do not have a vote in another place and, secondly, how
does the member know what will happen in that place?
Mr Shave: They will take notice of sensible amendments.
Mr GRAHAM: The mob on the Opposition benches are an absolute charade. Three issues
excite them: Anything to do with sex, and they make heavy speeches about sex; secondly,
anything to do with their dollars; and, thirdly, anything to do with votes. When I became a
member of this place three years ago members apposite went through the pretence that there
was some independence in the upper House, and on that basis they opposed legislation
providing for a fair voting system. They no longer pretend that there is any independence in
the upper House. The President of that House decides who will lead their party, and his
members opposite decide what will be done in this place and members of the upper House do
as they are told. It is a cosy little arrangement.
Let us consider the arguments against this legislation, which I find fascinating. To my
knowledge it started in 1990 with a speech by the former member for Floreat, the late
Andrew Mensaros, who said that this legislation is not needed. He quoted a few examples of
American graft and corruption and how it had been exposed by a system other than public
exposure. He also said that people found it easier to get away with graft and corruption when
the public system was in place. He said that was an argument against this type of legislation.
I do not understand that. The former member also said -

This legislation is a gross intrusion on members' privacy.
That argument has been further developed today. The former member for Floreat said -

When we -

I presume he means members of Parliament. It continues -

decided to attempt to enter this House it was no? on the basis that at some time in the
future our privacy would be excessively intruded upon.
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I had some respect for the late Andrew Mensaros, but if members opposite thought when
they came into public life and politics that the public would have no interest in them
personally or in their financial affairs and interests. I have news for them. The system in
Australia, and in democratic countries generally, demands that members of Parliament
declare what they stand for and their interests in any issues. Any person who does not accept
that will have great difficulty in public life. That is one of the truisms. The second point
made by the former member for Floreac was that this type of legislation would in some way
advertise that corruption existed in Western Australia. That is the argument the Opposition
has picked up, saying that the legislation should not be passed because certain things have
been alleged in the Royal Commission. The very fact that allegations have been made in the
Royal Commission and that people are publicly concerned about the private financial
interests of members of Parliament clearly demonstrates the need for this type of legislation.
Mr Omodei: Will you stand down all the people involved in allegations of impropriety at the
Royal Commission?
Mr GRAHAM: I anm not in a position to stand anyone down. The only person I could
possibly stand down is my electorate secretary, and I have no desire to stand her down
because I get along with her very well and she is doing a good job
When one goes through the arguments, and I have listened to them on a number of occasions,
they can only be regarded as absolutely amazing, The member for Nedlands, when talking
about parliamentary standards, introduced a new flavour into the political debate in
Australia; it is a principle I have not heard before and it has now been picked up and
expanded upon by members opposite. Notwithstanding the fact that people may have been
doing something improper or illegal, he suggests there is no point introducing a law to
control those activities because people who are behaving illegally will not take any notice of
the law. What a nonsense principle to introduce; it cannot be substantiated in any form of
law making.
Mr Clarko: The argument was not advanced like that.
Mr GRAHAM: That is exactly the argument members opposite are running.
Mr Clarko: Are you suggesting that members of this House should support legislation even
though it is demonstrably bad?
Mr GRAHAM: That is not what I said. I hope people will go back through the speech made
by the member for Marmion and, although they may find it entertaining, as the member for
Morley said, another aspect must be considered. The high farce in this place is wonderful
but to make a comparison between this legislation and the communist regime in China, while
stating that all Asians look the same, is drawing a pretty long bow. It was nearly as long as
the comment by the member for Melville who compared the Labor Party with the East
German socialists. The mob opposite do not listen to their own leaders. Nick Greiner was
previously strutting the stage in Australia as the Liberal Party's political guru. A speech he
made in Sydney was directed at the Liberal Party losers around Australia; he told them that if
they wanted to win an election they had to stop scaring people by their talk of socialists
because no-one believed them. The Liberal Party in this State has gone through a leadership
challenge and it now has a new leader - it has come up with the good old 1960s reds under
the beds stuff. Even their most senior Liberal State Premier told the Liberal Party two years
ago that it was nonsense. The party has not improved in two years. Members opposite
simply get bet up and their blood pressure rises.
Several members inteijected.
Mr GRAHAM: People who are interested in this debate may well read the speech by the
member for Marmion. He not only expressed concern about the disclosure of the financial
interests of members of Parliament, but he probably demonstrates a need for admission
exams and IQ tests for potential members of Parliament. It was a bizarre speech. If we
scrape away the hyperbole from the Opposition's contribution and take a good, hard look at
what its members said it comes down to two things. The member for Melville did put up a
wonderful argument for a union of politicians and I will organise someone from the Trades
and Labor Council to pursue the issue with him. He made a substantial case for an
improvement in pay and conditions of members of Parliament and I am interested in
pursuing that. Apart from his argument the contribution by members opposite comes down
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to two points. The first point I have already addressed, that is, that ibis legislation is not
needed.
Mr Clarko: You have not produced any evidence.
Mr GRAHAM: Although I disagreed with what members opposite said, they produced
enough evidence to prove that this legislation is needed- They made outrageous allegations
about people's financial interests, including Peter Dowding and Brian Burke. The member
for Moore made allegations about David Parker. Even if the Government did absolutely
nothing to prove its case for this legislation, members opposite, with their rhetoric, have
provided all the evidence necessary to prove the legislation is necessary. Members opposite
are concerned, because having said publicly that we should have legislation of this type - it
has been part of the Labor Party's platform for years - they now want to throw it out and they
are starting to squirm. I must ask members opposite why they are vehemently opposed to
this legislation.
Mr Clarko: You have not given any evidence to show why we should have this legislation.
Mr GRAHAM: Members opposite have given us the evidence we need.
Mr Clarko: Demonstrate it.
Mr GRAHAM: The Opposition argued the need to do somethng in this area and the
Government is doing something about it. I suspect that members opposite are objecting to
the legislation because it is a little too close to home. The member for Cotresloe was
drawing a long bow when he referred to the goods and services tax; it was almost as long a
bow as the East German socialists. Members opposite may be concerned that the public will
check to see how they vote on issues to ascertain whether they have any interest in them. I
see nothing wrong with that.
Another line run by members opposite - I go back to when the late member for Floreat,
Mr Mensazns, spoke on the legislation - is that the legislation does not go far enough. On the
one hand members opposite are saying that there is not a need for this legislation,
notwithstanding the fact that they have produced evidence in favour of it, but on the other
hand they are saying that the legislation does not go far enough. When I heard that I asked
myself whether it did go far enough and whether it would cover all the possible
circumstances that the members opposite, with their warped minds, came up with. I read the
Opposition's amendments to see. how the legislation could go further and I found that it
wanted members to publicly disclose their financial interests in private. It is like the
Opposition's line during the Ashburton by election that we had stagnation by growth; now
we have public disclosure in private! What will happen when we publicly disclose our
interests is that we will go into a dark room with the Chief Justice and whisper in his ear
what our assets are.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You have no respect for the office of Chief Justice and his integrity. It may
be that someone else will bemore appropriate.
Mr GRAHAM: I have no difficulty at all with disclosing my financial interests to the Clerk
of the Parliament, but to disclose my interests in private is bizarre. It is not a philosophical
or ideological argument; it is an argument that members opposite cannot logically sustain.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: You disclose your interests to a person who keeps the information
confidential until it is challenged. It is not a public disclosure in private.
Mr Thiompson: How can you challenge it when you do not know what is in it?
Mr C.J. Barnett: We want to protect t privacy of members of Parliament and their
families. That is not unreasonable. I suspect that many people on your side of the House
share that view. They do not want their assets on the public record.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! An interjection should not be a speech.
Mr GRAHAM: The member's interjection leads me to the next point which has been raised
by the Opposition; that is, the question of privacy. This question was raised in a number of
ways, but the member for Moore beat his breast and told us that he had been a successful
fanner. I do not know whether he has, and quite frankly, I do not care. His difficulty is that
he does not understand that he is not in this place as a fanner. We do not care about his
success as a farmer, what we care about is his role as a member of Parliament. There is a
clear difference between the two roles.
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Several members interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: I could give 150 million reasons why farmers like this Government and not
the economic policies put out by members opposite.
Mr Trenorden: You are joking!
Mr GRAHAM: The member far Avon can ask the member for Cottesloe where the wheat
guarantee was.
Several members interjected.
Mr GRAHAM: The point is not whether the member for Moore is a good or bad farmer as
that is his business. I cast no aspersion on him, but he raised himself as an example. Of
interest to the public of Western Australia is whether the member for Moore's success as a
farmer, and in particular his financial return from his business as a fanner, influences his
decisions as a member of Parliament. That is a valid concern. I am not suggesting for a
moment that it does in the case of member for Moore. However, a fair and valid concern of
the public is whether members of Parliament have a financial interest other than the
pecuniary interest defined in Standing Orders, which is a direct financial interest and which
allows for all the arrangements that members opposite have raised as means of getting
around declarations. That begs the question, does it not? Some members on this side of
politics were actually taking notes at the stage that was raised to find ways around the system
that they had never heard of before.
Mr Shave: Just stick to gold bars and stamps.
Mr GRAHAM: I do not have any.
Mr C.J. Barnett: If you missed out you must be the only one.
Mr GRAHAM: I have a couple of million tannes of iron ore, if the member for Cottesice
wants it.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr GRAHAM: The principal argument raised by members opposite related to the need for
this legislation. The member for Avon by way of interjection made the allegation that some
sort of pecuniary or financial interest is held by members of the Labor Party.
Mr Trenorden: It is not an allegation; it is history!
Mr GRAHAM: No way exists under the current system whereby a member who is attacked
can protect himself, If a member stood now and said I was part owner of an operation in Port
Hedland that would be advantaged by a Government decision, I would have no way to refute
that and the public in Port Hedland would have no way of establishing the truth of the
allegation.
Mr Omodei: Did you get any money from the leader's account?
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! We will have one speaker and one interjector at a time.
Mr GRAHAM: The difficulty for the member for Warren is that not only is he a little thick
and does not understand these issues, but also he cannot read a calendar. Had he been
following those events he would know that the leader's account was folded up before 1 was
ever preselected. The answer to his question is, unfortunately, no, I did not get any money
out of the leader's account. However, had I been offered same I would have taken it! It is a
damned shame that the current Premier has principles and does not have a leader's account
or I would be at her door for some money. If members opposite have any money in the
500 Club I will have that, too. I have no scruples at all about such things until members
opposite pass disclosure legislation. Until then I will take money from anyone who offers it
on a no strings attached basis, and where it comes from, quite frankly, is none of their
damned business. If members opposite want to find out that sort of information they should
pass disclosure legislation.
MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) (12.34 pm]: In speakting to this Bill I must point out that I
do not have the wit of some of the earlier speakers. One of the difficulties with public office
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is the potential for a conflict of interest which can be real or otherwise. I will highlight some
of the concerns held by spouses of those in public office who have good professional jobs,
commercial interests, or earn a salary. I turn first to dhe definition section of Standing
Orders, chapter 2. which defines pecuniary interest as meaning -

... an immediate direct personal pecuniary interest and does not include such an
interest which is general.

In chapter 18 under the heading "Divisions" section 195 states -

No Member shall be entitled to vote in any division upon a question in which he has a
pecuniary interest.

Later, at section 357, it states -

No Member shall sit on a Select Committee wha shall have a pecuniary interest in the
matters to be investigated by such Committee.

Therefore, Standing Orders contain provisions relating to direct pecuniary interests which
could result in a conflict of interest. They state that a member must declare pecuniary
interests and shall not vote or sit on a Select Committee while holding such interests. That
does not come into play for a Minister letting contracts to certain organisatians or groups, or
if the organisation or recipient of an order or the outcome of an order or piece of legislation
is a spouse of a member. That is where this legislation falls down badly. It is seriously
flawed because it does not include spouses of members.
I remember clearly the debate which occurred when similar legislation first went before the
House of Representatives and the Senate. It was proposed at that time that public disclosure
should be made and that where spouses had a commercial interest, that should be disclosed.
They thought that was an invasion of their privacy far that information to be disclosed just
because they were the spouse of a member of Parliament. If such information is to be
disclosed privately, that invasion of privacy is lessened somewhat. T1hat is a good reason
why, this legislation should be improved by extending the conflicts of interest and the
requirement for disclosure by spouses. The second thing is that to cover one's privacy that
disclosure should be made in the way we will seek to amend this legislation during the
Committee stage of the Bill. Any legislation which comes before this House is accompanied
by a moral and ethical obligation that a member does not vote on any legislation which may
benefit the member's spouse. Even though that may not be a real requirement it would be
seen by the public to be at least a moral and ethical obligation.
The United States congress has an ethics committee, If members of Parliament wish to
check whether they can become involved in a certain matter they go to that committee which
decides whether it would involve a conflict of interest. In one example Barbara Monri Lent,
wife of a New York congressman, became a lobbyist for NYNEX telecommunications
company. She sought an assurance from the United States House of Representatives ethics
committee that her job would not interfere with his voting on communication legislation. I
had a similar example as a solicitor in the light industrial area of Wangara where some of my
clients were dealing with the City of Wanneroo. My husband was, and still is, a councillor
with the City of Wanneroo.. The conflict I had was one I could not disclose to him because
of my professional background as a solicitor, and the confidentiality of my clients. However,
we were very much aware that there could have been a potential conflict of interest because I
was representing a client making applications to the City of Wanneroo in one form or
another.
We did not wish to be put in a position whereby he might be voting on a matter in respect of
which I was representing a client. The difficulty was that I could not reveal the confidential
information which my client had given me. We got around that by writing to the Minister for
Local Government and seeking his advice about how he would handle the situation, and he
advised us accordingly. We then wrote to the City of Wanneroo. advising it of the fact that if
at any time I as a solicitor represented someone who made an application, or something
similar, to the City of Wanneroo, it would be up to the Town Clerk of the City of Wanneroo
to advise my husband, as a councillor, accordingly. T1herefore, we were able to get around
that potential conflict of interest and prevent my husband from voting on matters ini respect
of which I was representing the person who was making that application.
At times it can be unfair and unjust to disclose such information publicly because it is easy to
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make allegations but very difficult to refute them. It is important that we as members of
Parliament try to cover ourselves by being open and up front about our particular financial
interests, but at the same time we have to ensure that those interests retain a private nature so
that any potential conflict of interest can be disclosed by the member or can be advised to the
responsible officers of the House without being disclosed to people outside the House.
I do not want to get into the personal details of members of Parliament in Western Australia
or Austrlia so I will give some examples from the United States. Bill Clinton, the Governor
of Arkansas and a Presidential candidate, found himself recently in a difficult situation
because his wife is a well qualified and highly respected solicitor in the United States, and
his rival candidate, Gerry Brown, accused Bill Clinton of steering State business to his wife's
Arkansas law firm. In fact, his wife had gone through every single possible legal step to try
to protect her husband from having an allegation of conflict of interest made against him.
She had entered into what could only be described as a prenuptial agreement whereby any
possible profits that she would gain as a partner in that law firm as a result of its engaging in
any State Government business would not be distributed to her. However, under this
legislation, the Governor could still deal with that Arkansas law firm and issue contracts, and
in the eyes of the public there would still be a conflict of interest, so that action would not be
morally and ethically acceptable. This legislation would not stop that.
Two major changes need to be made to this legislation: Firstly, the information that is
disclosed should be kept private. Secondly, once that is done, we could realistically extend
the legislation to spouses. I do not know how many other members would go to the extreme
lengths of checking what they are required to do when they vote on legislation which might
directly or indirectly be of benefit to their spouses' business. I do not know how many
members would go to the trouble of going to the ethics committee to ensure that their
spouses are able to vote on such legislation. To make public such information would lead to
a recurrence of allegations about potential conflicts of interest which are easy to make but
extremely difficult to refute.
In another example in the United States, an investment banker, Richard Blum, husband of
former San Francisco Mayor, Dianne Feinstein, stated that his firm was hampered because he
turned down some clients to avoid the appearance of impropriety. He stated that he could
have done better if his wife had stayed home and baked cookies. Today we have women
who can choose to work or not to work. We have many members of Parliament whose
spouses are doing very well professionally or commercially. We are not talking just about
professional jobs. Non professional jobs equally pose pocential conflicts of interest, although
they are probably less likely to attract the same sort of criticism.
Mr C.I. Barnett: In fact, it could very much restrict the spouse's choice of career.
Mrs EDWARDES: Very much so, because if the only non conflict position is for the spouse
not to have a profession, that may mean that the spouse cannot proceed along the path along
which he or she would normally have proceeded.
Mr D.L. Smith: A spouse always has a lot to pay when his or her spouse decides to go into
public office.
Mrs EDWARDES: Yes. This Bill does not deal with real or potential conflicts of financial
interest because it does not cover the member's spouse.
Mr D.L. Smith: You and I both know that it makes no difference whether the money is
going to the spouse or to the member of Parliament. The conflict is the same, and we have to
prevent it from happening.
Mrs EDWARDES: The difficulty would arise if a spouse were a director or shareholder of a
company and was receiving the money along those lines, because this Bill does not deal with
that.
Mr D.L. Smith: We want to avoid any form of a person's obtaining money by virtue of his
office. We have to prevent that money from going to the family.
Mr Strickland: You are deliberately excluding gifts from the spouse and, therefore, are
providing a situation which goes against what you have just said.
The ACING SPEAKER (Mr Kobelke): Order! The member for Kingsley has the floor.
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Mrs EDWARDES: Mr Acting Speaker. I was interested to hear die Minister's comments
and, with your indulgence, I would be pleased to hear his response to the member for
Scarborough, because we would like to deal with same of the aspects of the Bill.
Mr D.L. Smith: In relation to the detail of the Bill, there are arguments to be had. In relation
to the general principle of whether we can avoid going into the financial affairs of the spouse
and family, in my view we cannot if we are serious about making sure that people in public
office act with absolute propriety.
Mrs EDWARDES: That supports our proposition that if the register of financial interests
were kept private and not made public, it could not be abused in a way which would affect a
spouse. A member of Parliament or a person in public office tends to accept diat that is part
of that job. It is most unfair, and we acknowledge die fact, that spouses of people in public
office have to pay a high price. However, it is important to ensure that no real or potential
conflict of interest could arise out of the spouse's public office position. If this information
were only disclosed privately and not publicly, there would be fewer outcries of its infringing
on a spouse's right to privacy.
Mr Read: How would a person get access?
Mrs EDWARDES: Anyone can come to the House within die hours of 10.00 am to 4.00 pm
and get a copy of the register.
Mr Read: I know our Bill. I have read your amendments but I do not understand them.
Under your Bill how would an individual who has a suspicion that there is a conflict of
interest proceed? You mentioned the Chief Justice. How would a person come to a point
where the Chief Justice makes the decision?
Mrs EDWARDES: The actual mechanisms would be worked out in the regulations which
would set up the procedure.
Mr Read: But it would require some sort of court activity if it involves die Chief Justice.
Mrs EDWARDES: Those practical mechanisms would be set up in the regulations, as with
most Bills. I imagine they would nominate the Supreme Court as the holder of the register
and would not allow people to walk in off the street and obtain that infornation. I have no
qualms about people obtaining details about where I live, or how much I owe, or have, or
anything lie that. However, we would not want to include the details of members' spouses,
where they already have professional jobs and commercial interests, because of the potential
invasion of their privacy; they are not involved in public office. Equally, however, there is a
potential conflict of interest, morally and ethically, where a spouse is earning a pay cheque.
So it should be disclosed, although this legislation does not require that, but as a protection
for them it should be kept private.
Mr Cowan: The member for Murray should read proposed new section 17(2) on page 11 of
the Notice Paper.
Mr Read: But that does not mention spouses. I have read the amendments.
The ACTNG SPEAKER (Mr Kobelke): Order!
Mrs EDWARDES: This legislation will not assist the situation I have outlined, and if the
Government were really serious it would take the issue to its limits. If the disclosure were
private rather than public we could then include spouses of members and it would not
infringe individuals' rights and privacy. In those respects this legislation remains seriously
flawed.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) (12.52 pm]: I anm keen to contribute to this debate on the
Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Bill 1989. and I will begin by highlighting my
grave concerns about it.
This week the Prime Minister told the people of Australia that although Senator Graham
Richardson, a Federal Minister of the Crown, neglected when disclosing his interests to
disclose that he was a director of a company, which he had a direct responsibility to do under
the Commonwealth legislation that covers the register of members' interests, that was all
right The senator did not say he held a directorship.
Mr Read: In which company?
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Mr TRENORDEN: It is an Australian Labor Party controlled radio station in Sydney, which
makes it even more important because Senator Richardson derives a direct benefit from that
radio station. It helps him with his profile, it helps him to earn money as a member of
Parliament, and it keeps him in the Parliament. He did not declare that directorship.
Mr Graham: He is number one on the Senate ticket in New South Wales.
Mr TRENORDEN: That does not matter. The Prime Minister of Australia takes that attitude
to the Commonwealth legislation which requires the kind of disclosure we are discussing: A
senator and Minister of the Crown contrvenes that legislation and the Prime Minister says
that the fact that the senator does not disclose that he is a director of an ALP related
commercial company from which he derives a direct benefit is not a problem.
Mr Graham: What is the direct benefit?
Mr TRENORDEN: Because it is an ALP radio station it allows that Minister to promote
himself.
Mr Gordon Hill: That is not true.
Several members interjected.
Mr TRENORDEN: Of course it is a direct financial benefit; the member for Pilbara is not
that thick. In his speech earlier today he showed his typical method of accounting when he
said he had four points to raise; the first was that the legislation was not needed and the
fourth was privacy. That shows how well the member can count; he did not even mention
the other two.
Mr Graham interjected.
Mr TRENORDEN: A number of things the member said in his speech were interesting.
Usually the Minister for Microeconomic Reform, in his political lectures to this Chamber,
points out how the conservatives of this world get into problems with sexual affairs -

Mrt Graham: Don't get me wrong - I do not include the National Party in the conservatives.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kobelke): Order!
Mr TRLENORDEN: As the member for Pilbara raised the matters of financial affairs and sex
scandals, I point out to him that members opposite have monopolised both of those aspects
for some time. He can understand why members on this side of the House become upset:
Not only do members opposite have the traditional Labor Party money scandals, as they have
had for years - and the Minister for Mcroeconomic Reform likes to cell us that the money
problems are on that side and the sex scandals are on this side - but Labor members
monopolise the 1L
Mr Pearce: That is not what he said. He said you people, for all your conservatism, look
very interested when sex is mentioned.
Mr TRENORDEN: No, the Moinister should look at the Hansard of a couple of years ago.
The member for Pilbara also made the amazing admission in this House that he has no
scruples at all. I must tell him that I have scruples and I wish to maintain them. Four years
ago a certain businessman offered me a substantial amount of money for my campaign and I
refused it, and I would refuse it again tomorrow if I thought any strings were attached.
However, the member for Pilbara clearly said that he would not; that there is no way be
would not accept that sort of situation unless I did. That is a responsibility of the member for
Pilbara alone, it is not a collective responsibility of this House and it is not my responsibility.
Mr Graham: That is exactly what I said.
Mr TRENORDEN: If the member wishes to take offerings that are tainted or have strings
attached, that is his responsibility. I have been made such an offer in the past and I have
refused it. The person who offered it to me would not have caused me any political
embarrassment but would have caused me personal, private embarrassment, and I still
refused it. It was 55000 and in a country electorate that is not a bad sum of money; but I did
not take it.
Mr Graham: We are proud of you.
Mr Pearce: Good on you.
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Mr TRENORDEN: That is the paint: It is up to me to decide what my propriety is.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The member for Pilbara said a few moments ago that he would take money
from anywhere.
Mr Graham: Provided there were no strings attached. You heard me.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I draw the attention of members to the number of
interjections taking place across the Chamber. That is highly disorderly, and certainly is
most inappropriate if members are not in their own seats.
[Leave pranted for speech to be continued.]
Debate thus adjourned.
[Continued on p 2438.]

Siting suspended from 12 59 to 2 .00 pm
[Questions without notice taken.]

MATT'ER OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
Royal Comission - Access to Australian Taxation Office Records

THE SPEAKER (Mr Michael Barnett): Earlier today I received a letter from the Leader of
the Opposition seeking to debate as a matter of public importance a request to the Prime
Minister to give the Royal Commission in Western Australia access to the records of the
Australian Taxation Office, on the same basis as similar data was made available to the
Fitzgerald Royal Commission in Queensland.
If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it.

[At least five members rose in their places.]
The SPEAKER: In accordance with the Sessional Order, half an hour will be allocated to
each side of the House for the purpose of this debate and, if necessary, a further 10 minutes
will be allowed for any Independent members who wish to contribute to the debate.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Leader of the Opposition) [2.36 pm]: I move -

That this House -

(a) fully endorses the Premier's action in writing to the Prime Minister requesting
that access by the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of
Government and Other Matters be given to such records of the Australian
Taxation Office as may be material to its inquiries;

(b) insists, furthermore, that the Royal Commission be granted the same rights of
access to confidential data as those granted to the Fitzgerald Royal
Commission in Queensland and that the Speaker convey this insistence to the
Federal Parliament forthwith; and

(c) is of the opinion that, where the Royal Commission could quite possibly find
chat illegalities could have been committed by senior public servants, those
public servants should be stood aside until those possibilities have been
reported upon by the commission.

We are witnessing at the moment a classic cover-up by the Prime Minister of this country.
This involves double standards at their worst; the Federal Government is adopting one set of
rules when attacking its political opponents, and another set of rules when looking after its
political mates. It will be very interesting to hear the Premier's response to the second
paragraph of this motion calling on the Speaker of this House to convey the insistence of this
House to the Federal Parliament forthwith, because that is the only positive action which
could occur as a result of the Prime Minister's further refusal to allow access.
I will explain to this Parliament the events that took place in connection with the Fitzgerald
Commission of Inquiry into Possible Illegal Activities and Associated Police Misconduct. A
Commonwealth Royal Commission has considerable powers to gain access to important
taxation information. At the same time, important safeguards are "i place to protect that
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information. However, the position of the Royal Commission inquiring into WA Inc
activities is no different from the position of dhe Fitzgerald Royal Commission in
Queensland. The following special provisions related to the Fitzgerald Royal Commission -

Nothing in section 16 shall be deemed to prohibit the Commissioner of Taxation, a
Second Commissioner or a Deputy Commissioner, or any person authorised by the
Commissioner, a Second Commissioner or a Deputy Commissioner, from
communicating any information to the State Commissioner for the purposes of the
inquiry.

That means that the Royal Commission could seek from the Taxation Office whatever
information it required. Certain restrictions applied to that information: The State
commissioner may -

communicate the information to the Director of Prosecutions of the State of
Queensland if the State Commissioner is of the opinion that the information relates,
or may relate, to proceeds of crime proceedings, being proceedings under a law of the
State of Queensland relating to the restraint of dealing with, or the confiscation of,
proceeds of crime.

Dr Lawrence: My brother is a very good researcher.
Mr COURT: Bevan Lawrence was on a radio program this morning, and he is very
knowledgeable in this area.
Dr Lawrence: You have some of that knowledge in your hand.
Mr COURT: The important point I make is that the purpose of those powers was to allow
the Fitzgerald Royal Commission to attempt to retrieve any funds which were the proceeds
from illegal activities. The Royal Commission in Western Australia wants to make sure that
it can follow that path and gain access to information on funds involved. That is the political
consequence of the Royal Commission. The Premier was pretty blast about the Prime
Minister's statement today in his Press release. The Prime Minister was very cute in the
statement he made. The Press release states -

I have received advice today from the Commissioner of Taxation that a WA Police
unit is working with the Royal Commission and that this unit is empowered to seek
tax information from the Australian Tax Office.
Further, the Commissioner of Taxation has advised that "we stand ready to assist the
Royal Commission by supplying information to its police unit, as authorised by
section 3E of the Tax Administration Act".

What the Prime Minister is suggesting, as the Premier would know, is that if it can be proved
that an illegality has occurred, a mechanism is then available for that information to be
sought from the Commissioner of Taxation.
Dr Lawrence: I agree that what he suggests is too limited.
Mr COURT: That is right. The Prime Minister, and also, I might say, Ron Edwards, are
trying to give the distinct impression that a mechanism exists already whereby that
information can be obtained. The Premier would know that that is putting the cart before the
horse. We have seen in this State in excess of $1 billion lost in WA Inc dealings and in
excess of $30 million allocated to race that money. None of us would want a situation to
occur where we could not go the full route of making available that information. That begs
the question: Why is the Prime Minister so keen not to take further action and not to provide
to the WA Royal Commission the same powers that were provided to the Fitzgerald Royal
Commission?
The Federal Attorney General, Lionel Bowen, stated in 1987 when the taxation Acts were
amended for the Fitzgerald Royal Commission that -

Parts VI and VIII amend taxation laws to enable the Fitzgerald Commission to have
access to taxation information on the same basis, and subject to the same restrictions
on further disclosure of the information that applies to taxation information disclosed
to a Commonwealth royal commission, with the exemption that the commissioner
may disclose the information to State law enforcement agencies as well as to
Commonwealth agencies. The information may also be used in evidence in certain
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proceedings to restrain dealings in, and confiscate, proceeds of crime under State and
Commonwealth law.

What was supposed to be achieved in that exercise was spelt out clearly. We now have a
situation which has arisen in the past couple of days where the Commonwealth Government
is not prepared to give to the Western Australian Royal Commission the same powers. The
advice that I have received from a number of people -

Dr Lawrence: Including my brother.
Mr COURT: The Premier's brother has spoken on the radio and has spelt out clearly the
position; namely, that the Federal Government's refusal to give the WA Royal Commission
access to taxation details in the same way as it gave access to the Fitzgerald Royal
Commission will limit the Western Australian Royal Commission because there is no way
that it can get that information through the negotiation process referred to by Ron Edwards.
We have therefore a pretty clever campaign in which both the Prime Minister and a local
Federal member of Parliament are saying it is possible for that information to be obtained. I
repeat what I said earlier: Is it not interesting that if Labor members are going for their
political opponents, they do not mind going in boots and all and making available all those
powers, but if they want to protect their political mates, they have a different set of mules?
Restrictions were placed upon the Fitzgerald Royal Commission in respect of what it could
do with the information that it obtained from the ATO. That information was made available
to the Royal Commissioner, but there were restrictions upon which part of that information
could be made public. We are not asking for taxation details to be given out publicly Willy
nilly. The Prime Minister stated also -

Well, look frankly, look - with all due respect to Premier Lawrence and anybody
else - politicians asking plaintively by press release for broad access to the Tax Office
and its resources are not to be taken seriously by the Commonwealth.

The Prime Minister is obviously not taking seriously our concerns about the approach of the
Federal Government in this matter. It was not a case of the Royal Commission's asking for
people's personal taxation details to be exposed. It was a matter of those details being made
available to the Royal Commission, with strict safeguards on what could be done with that
information and on how much of it could be made public.
Section 16A(4)(d) of the Tax Assessment Act states that the State Commissioner may -

communicate the information to the State Attorney General if the State
Commissioner is of the opinion that the information indicates that a person may have
committed an offence against a law of the State of Queensland punishable by
imprisonment for life or for a period exceeding 6 months.

The request from the WA Royal Commission was relatively simple, and it would be
relatively simple for it to meet the same requirements that were demanded of the Fitzgerald
Royal Commission, yet Prime Minister Keating is not prepared to meet that request, and, as
far as I am concerned, has tried to cover up the situation by coming out with a Press release
which, on the surface, gives the distinct impression that a mechanism to obtain that
information is available already. He knows only too well that the only way that the police
unit can get that information is if it is able to prove an illegality has occurred.
Dr Lawrence: Not so much prove as have reason to believe.
Mr COURT: Yes. The WA Royal Commission has gone a long way down the track. It has
now nearly completed its findings. It would be an absolute disaster if the Royal Commission
were not allowed to complete the course of action with which it has asked the Government to
assist it.
I believe that because of the Prime Minister's action today, it behoves the Prime Minister to
spell out publicly what were his relationships to many of the key players in the WA hnc
exercise. What did Mr Keating have to do with Connell and Bond? What did Graham
Richardson have to do with those people? We know about their fishing trips and how they
spent time at their holiday houses, and so on. If the people of this State are to know just what
was the full story of the WA Inc saga, they need to know what was the involvement of
Federal members of Parliament. We have now finally been able to draw out the close
relationship between the Labor Government of this State and the key players in WA Inc.
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The Federal members of Parliament have tried to give the impression that it all happened in
Western Australia and they had no connection with it. We have noaw found out that the same
people - Keating, Richardson, and the like - had pretty close connections with these WA Inc
dealings. We become very suspicious when the Prime Minister, who as we know had a close
relationship with these people, is now reluctant to assist the Royal Commission in this State.
We give a message to the Prime Minister that this Royal Commission is extremely important
to clearing this State's name. Itris an important part of the cleansing process that is required
to get rid of the stench that has surrounded a decade of this Government's dealings, If the
Prime Minister continues to refuse to cooperate in this manner, he will pay the price dearly.
If the Royal Commission in this State is not able to get access to that information, that will
seriously jeopardise any opportunity that we may have to recover some of the hundreds of
millions of dollars which have been lost in the WA Inc dealings.
MR LEWIS (Applecross) [2.50 pm]: This motion is all about standards and principles. It
is also about the double standards of the actions of the Labor Party. It was all right for the
Fitzgerald Royal Commission which inquired into the National Party Government in
Queensland to have the imprimatur of the Federal Labor Party. The Fitzgerald inquiry was
able to delve into the tax records of the people appearing before that inquiry. In this State,
with a Labor Government in office and the Royal Commission inquiing into a Labor
Government the doors are closed by Canberra. This same type of Royal Commission cannot
go through those doors and inquire into the tax records of the major players in this State.
That reflects the double standards of the Labor Party. It is the same old story; Canberra is
looking after its mates in the Labor Party. That is the bottom line.
I turn now to the part of the motion that calls on the House to recognise that public servants
should be suspended from duty if there is a reason to believe - as the Premier stated - that
they have been involved in illegal or improper conduct. This is where we find a glaring lack
of standards in the actions of the Government, particularly because the Government has not
taken any action regarding the Registra of Cooperative and Financial Institutions, John
Metaxas. Of course he is the brother of the chief executive officer of the Ministry of the
Premier and Cabinet and perhaps mateship is the reason that no action has been taken against
him. Perhaps it is another case of the Government looking after its mates. We should revisit
the circumstances surrounding the reasons that Mr Metaxas should be stood aside, and the
reason the Parliament should say that he should be suspended. Mr Metaxas has admitted to
the Royal Commission that he procured confidential financial documents and that he passed
them to Premier Burke. The documents were used for political purposes and Mr Metaxas
knew that that would be the case.
Mr Pearce: Thai is not the evidence. I have been through the transcript.
Mr LEWIS: It is the evidence. The Leader of the House should not worry about that. The
public is outraged by the admission of Mr Metaxas. A motion was moved in Parliament
which was dismissed in typical fashion by the Government. We have seen scathing public
comment in the Press to the effect that Mr Metaxas still occupies his position and that no
sanction has been made against him. The Premier has refused to take action against
Mr Metaxas. She stands in this place every second day saying that the Royal Commission
must report and that the Government cannot cake action until it does. The truth is that
Mr Metaxas, from his own mouth, has admitted what he has done. The Royal Commission
does not need to hand down any finding on this issue because Mr Metaxas has admitted all.
Mr Thomas: He admitted what?
Mr LEWIS: He admitted that in contravention of the Statutes of this State he made available
to Brian Burke confidential financial information for political reasons. In the words of
counsel assisting the Royal Commission, Michael Barker, the commission could find that
Mr Metaxas acted illegally and improperly by giving Mr Burke information on the private
financial affairs of former Liberal Party President, Keith Simpson. Secondly, the
commissioners were open to find that Mr Metaxas exceeded his powers and acted illegally
and improperly in approving the proposal that the R & I Bank should rake over the
management of the Teachers Credit Society in August 1987, when he had not had a chance
to give the proposal proper consideration. Thirdly, Mr Metaxas gave his approval, for
political purposes, at the direction of Brian Burke or his advisers, Edwards and Lloyd. The
point is that Mr Metaxas admitted that
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We should deal with these three serious matters. Mr Metaxas is a very senior member of the
bureaucracy. He holds a very sensitive and senior position of maust and responsibility.
Mr Metaxas has been accused of illegality against the Criminal Code, and impropriety. We
must remember that the Teachers Credit Society collapse cost the State $128.5 million. The
Premier cannot ignore the facts; no conflict of evidence has occurred. All the allegations
have been tested; indeed, Mr Metaxas admitted to them. The Government has only one
course of action; it must take that course and stand aside Mr Metaxas. He has acted in
blatant breach of his duty. To what limits must this public servant, this friend and lackey of
the Government, go before the Government will take action against him?
The public must have confidence that financial information will be kept confidential, that it
will not fall into the wrong hands but, mare particularly, that it is not used for the wrong
purposes. The fact is that Mr Metaxas breached the provisions of the Statutes. I draw the
attention of the House to section 8 of the Building Societies Act which addresses the secrecy
provisions applicable to Mr Metaxas' responsibilities. I also draw attention to section 153 of
the Credit Unions Act 1979 which also includes strict provisions for secrecy. Mr Metaxas
breached both of those sections when he obtained information knowing that it was to be used
for political purposes. A good analogy of that is where a treasurer of a football club may
have had his fingers in the till. The committee of the club may notice that the funds are not
what they should be at the bank, and undertakes a spot audit. Discrepancies are fount
money is missing. While a further audit is undertaken, the treasurer is not left in charge of
the money; he is moved sideways until it is proved conclusively whether he has had his
fingers in the till. I am sure that all members - if they were not looking after their mates -
would stand aside that treasurer; just as in these circumstances Mr Metaxas should be stood
aside. That is the bottom line.
To give an indication of the Government's double standards I quote section 44(1) of the
Public Service Act which is headed "Offences and penalties" -

Every officer who -

(a) disobeys or disregards a lawful order made or given by any person or body
having authority to give such order,

(b) commits any breach of the provisions of this Act;
(c) commits any act of misconduct;
(d) is negligent or careless in the discharge of his or her duties; or
(e) is inefficient or incompetent ...
is guilty of an offence.

Section 44(2) reads -

An officer who is guilty of an offence under subsection (1) is, subject to this Act,
liable to any one or more of the following penalties -

(a) reprimand;
(b) transfer to another office;
(c) transfer to another deprtent ...
(d) a fine not exceeding $500;
(e) reduction in salary;
(f) reduction in classification;
(g) requirement to resign;
(h) dismissal.

Not one of those penalties has been suggested for Mr Metaxas. He still sits there in breach of
the secrecy provisions of the Credit Union Act which provides for a term of imprisonment of
one year after such a breach. Mr Metaxas is immune to any sanctions. This is an example of
the double standards of the Government. Any public servant who does not have mazes in the
Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet can have sanctions applied against him as a consequence
of the Public Service Act, but Mr Metaxas, who has admitted that he has contravened these
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Statutes, sits there, completely immune to any sanctions. These are the double standards of
the Governiment.
Prime Minister Keating must do the right thing and recognise that he must give information
to the Royal Commission as he did in the Fitzgerald inquiry; but he will not because of his
double standards. Premier Lawrence knows that she must do the proper thing because for the
community to have confidence in the Premier and her Government she must be seen to not
allow senior public servants, irrespective of whether they happen to be her principal officer's
brother, to carry out illegal or improper acts without imposing sanctions against them.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [3.02 pm]: it is important to put on record the
Government's agreement to the first two of those items and my very clear commitment, as I
said in question time and on many occasions in this House, to ensure the Royal Commission
completes its investigation thoroughly and without hindrance. In establishing the Royal
Commission we appointed not only three commissioners to hear the evidence but also
support staff sufficient for them to do so, with electronic and other support second to none,
with data collection facilities that are the envy of many who are engaged in the business of
investigation, precisely so that they could investigate all the terms of reference
comprehensively and thoroughly. Furthermore, we have extended the commissioner's
powers at the request of the commission so they have the most wide ranging power of any
Royal Commission established in this country. Some members of the legal community
particularly believe those powers to be perhaps too extensive, but in my view they are
necessary to enable the commission to complete the task. Furthermore, in response to two
separate requests from the Royal Commission, we have extended its time of reporting to
ensure that nothing was left uninvestigated. that everything that needed to be discovered was
discovered, and that every witness who was needed to be called was called. In addition, the
Government has provided everything the commission has requested - not only resources but
also access to material, Cabinet minutes, records and the like. No obstacle has been placed
in the way of the Royal Commission's investigations, because having established the
commission to determine what had occurred, how it had occurred, what should follow in the
way of prosecutions and what might be done in this State to ensure that the events were
never repeated, I am not about to second guess the Royal Commission and I said as much
this morning.
I have examined the argument between the Royal Commission and the Federal Taxation
Commissioner - that is who the argument is between. The Taxation Commissioner is
insisting on certain rights and the former Treasurer now Prime Minister seemed to be
confirming that advice. That dispute must be resolved. Having examined the dispute and
having determined that the original position as I understood it of the then Treasurer and now
Prime Minister was still an obstacle to the commission, I wrote to the Prime Minister this
morning and urged him to a course of action that would see the necessary records provided to
the Western Australian Royal Commission. I have no problem with the first two parts of the
motion, because everything that we have done on this side of the House has been designed to
ensure a comprehensive, complete and completed investigation. We do not want the
commissioners to say at the end of the time that, "There were some matters we could have
investigated if only we had the powers, the resources or the time." None of us wants to see
an incomplete or an inconclusive result; so I have no trouble in urging and continuing to urge
the Prime Minister to ensure that the relevant officers of the commission and the Taxation
Office get together and devise a way of ensuring the information can be provided. I do not
believe that is beyond our wit or imagination. If it turns out there is indeed a statutory
limitation or prohibition on that, the necessary amendments must be made in the Federal
Parliament. That is not too much for us to ask in Western Australia.
Mr Court: 'The Opposition appreciates your support for those first two parts of that motion
but we would like you also to support the third part.
Mr Taylor: You wouldn't put it up unless you wanted us to support it.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Deputy Premier is exactly right.
The other thing that clearly distinguishes us from the Opposition is that we have said of the
Royal Commissioners, "Having been given the task we want you to complete it." As a
Goverrnent, we do not intend, and neither should the Parliament nor members of the media,
to attempt to anticipate the findings of the Royal Commission, especially those that relate to
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particular individuals having either broken the law or having engaged in improper conduct or
behaviour. That is precisely the cask we set the Royal Commission. As we all know, very
many allegations and statements have been made before the Royal Commission that the
amateur lawyers among us might want to conclude are evidence of wrongdoing either illegal,
immoral, or improper. The evidence placed before the Royal Commission has put many
people in the private sector, the public sector, and former and current members of
Parliament, in a position where some people at least might be of the view that some matters
need to be answered. That is a task for the commissioners. If every person about whom an
allegation has been made before the commission -

Mr Lewis: Metaxas has admitted it.
Dr LAWRENCE: The member for Applecross will find that he has not admitted anything of
the kind and that mutter, as I understand from what I have read in the newspapers, will be
challenged. Sir Ronald Wilson has invited those people about whom comments have been
made in summing up to come back if they believe that is warranted. That is a very explicit
message from the commission that it has not concluded on those matters, that it has not
formed an opinion on these matters. The fact that Sir Ronald Wilson made that statement
after Mr Barker's summing up was a clear signal that he wanted to make it clear that it
should be remembered that the commission has made no conclusions in these matters and
that by referring to certain matters counsel is simply drawing the attention of the commission
to matters that are open to its consideration. If there is an ounce of justice or fairness in
members opposite they will understand that, as the commission clearly wants us to. They
will understand that the same standard must be applied to all those, without exception, who
appear before the commission. I know that because counsel assisting the Royal Commission
has made observations about Hon George Cash the Opposition is prepared to accept those. I
suppose there is a certain consistency in it before -

Mr CiJ. Barnett: Which public office does he hold?
Dr LAWRENCE: He is a member of Parliament with very significant influence in this State.
That is a significant position. I have never asked, nor did I ask at any time during the hearing
of evidence, when it might have been presumed there was a case to answer, that Hon George
Cash stand aside or resign. I have not asked this of people on the other side of the House nor
on this side. I have not asked that of public servants or members of Parliament. A standard
of fairness should be applied here. There is also a commitment to the Royal Commission:
The standard of requiring them to come to conclusions, to make the necessary
recommendations if prosecutions are to follow, and to make the necessary findings in
relation to all those matters. I do not purport to follow every piece of evidence in the
commission every day. In fact, I do not. I would be derelict in my duty if I did, because it
would take up so much of my time 1 would be doing nothing else. I have a sneaking
suspicion that there are members of the Opposition who do nothing else. Despite the fact
that members opposite wanted a Royal Commission and that they wanted to appear
committed to its operations and findings, they now try to set up their own internal Royal
Commissions - and with a good deal less solidity and depth than the Royal Commission - and
reach their own conclusions in advance of the Royal Commission. I find that farcical. It is
an insult to the commissioners.
Mr Lewis: It does nor have to be rested.
Dr LAWRENCE: The member for Applecross is so accurate that he talked about those so-
called admissions being breaches of the Criminal Code. Th1ey are not. The member for
Applecross cannot even get a simple point like that right. So I am not about to listen to his
views about what has been admitted and what has not, whether the point has been conceded
or not, whether it has been tested by lawyers or not, and of which Act it might be said to be
in breach. Frankly, the member for Applecross is an amateur in the legal game. The
member for Applecross has not heard the evidence before the Royal Commission and he is
not in a position to reach these conclusions. Even if he were a highly skilled lawyer he
would still not be in a position to reach those conclusions because he has not heard or seen
all the evidence. There have been in camera hearings and papers provided to the commission
in confidence which the commissioners have kept in confidence, as I imagine they would do
with taxation records as well. Again,!I quote, the views of Sir Ronald Wilson -

It should be remembered. of course, that the commission has made no conclusions in
this matter.. .
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How many times does that have to be drummed through the member for Applecross's head
before he understands its significance.
Mr Lewis: You keep defending the indefensible.
Dr LAWRENCE: I am defending die Royal Commission. If the member for Applecross
believes the Royal Commission is indefensible he should leave the House. The Government
has insisted that the Federal Government cooperate with and provide records to die Royal
Commission to enable it to conclude its investigations. I have undertaken an action which is
consistent with everything I have done in the past in relation to the commission, in terms of
resources, time, powers and a commitment to allowing the commission to conclude its
findings, without scoring political points, without attempting to anticipate its findings and
without making judgments about members of this community who have appeared before the
Royal Commission or those who we do not know have appeared before it. I do not know
what members opposite know, but al I know of the Royal Commission is what is reported in
the Press and what I read, from time to time, in transcripts when members have raised
matters and I have had to check the accuracy of what they have said. [ am not surprised to
find that what they say in this place bears little resemblance to what has been said before the
commission. I amn not prepared to support the third paragraph of the motion and I am
entirely consistent, fai and reasonable in that.
Mr Lewis: Are you standing by Mr Metaxas?
Dr LAWRENCE: I stand by no person more than I do any other. Equally, I do not stand
against any person more than I do any other. They must all be treated in the same way;, that
includes the Leader of the Opposition who has given evidence before the Royal
Commission - evidence which some people have interpreted to mean that he may have had
knowledge that could have been useful to the State in saving money. I do not reach a
conclusion on that matter, I leave it to the commission to do that. I am not asking that the
Leader of die Opposition to stand aside until the commissioners reach a finding on that, nor
will I ask that of any other member of the public sector or Government. While the
Government supports paragraphs (1) and (2) of the motion it does not support paragraph (3).

Amendment to Motion
Dr LAWRENCE: I move -

That paragraph (c) be deleted.
MR PEARCE (Armadale - Leader of the House) [3.12 pm]: I note that the Leader of the
Opposition's first foray into the Parliament as leader of the team has been an inauspicious
beginning.
Mr Clarko: You always snake that comment.
Mr PEARCE: I cannot be held responsible if there are so many leaders of the Opposition.
All the Opposition can do is queue behind the Premier to ensure that relevant records are
made available to the Royal Commission. The Premier has taken the consistent stance since
calling the Royal Commission that wide powers should be given to the Royal Commission
and that it should have access to all sorts of information so it can reach the right conclusions.
Mr Taylor: The Leader of the Opposition as a former yachtsman had the wind taken out of
his sails on point after point in his speech.
Mr PEARCE: Absolutely. No-one has done more than the Premier in ensuring that the
Royal Commission is provided with the information it requires. The action the Premier has
taken today is consistent with her general approach. At the same time, the Premier and the
Government have been consistent in their positions, expressed by the Premier with regard to
paragraph (c) of this motion. That is, the Royal Commission has been set up. it should have
access to all the information, and it should make a ruling. The Government is prepared to
wait until the commission makes a ruling before taking any action that may be necessary.
Mr Lewis interjected.
Mr PEARCE: The member for Applecross tries to pick up on everything that is happening in
the Royal Commission. A witness will appear before it, will make a claim and the member
for Applecross will call for someone to be stood down, sacked or sent to gaol because a
claim has been made. That is unless they are Liberals, because they do not have to do
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anything. We did not hear the member for Applecross calling for the member for Mt Lawley
to be stood aside when he was accused of taking a substantial bribe. All of a sudden things
went quiet on that side of the House. However, if someone is not a Liberal, the rule is that if
anyone makes a claim against him, he should stand aside and if he does not stand aside the
Premier should do it. I do not know on what basis in law, precedent or constitutionality that
premise is based. As I understand the basis of the English common law, a person is innocent
until proven guilty. That is the premise upon which the Premier has predicated all of her
actions in this matter and she has been consistent ini that. The lawyer for the Royal
Commission, who is effectively acting as a prosecutor in the various areas, has made a range
of submissions to the commission because someone has made an allegation to the Royal
Commission, but that does not make those things true.
While the member for Applecross was spouting about the summation by Mr Barker, the
counsel assisting the commission, I was going through the 29 page submission which is to be
made by my lawyers in response to Mr Barker's submission. My lawyers have put together a
very compelling case. I have no doubt that the lawyers for Mr Meraxas are also going
through the submission made by Mr Barker and they will be putting their submission before
the Royal Commission in the next day or so to answer the prosecution's arguments about
Mr Metaxas. That is where the member for Applecross is wrong in principle. He always
wants to stand people down as soon as something disadvantageous is said about them in the
Royal Commission, unless they happen to be Liberals. The member for Applecross cannot
even read the evidence and understand it in any coherent way. It has always interested me to
see how people who have made claims about the Royal Commission perform themselves
when they appear before die Royal Commission. The member for Applecross did no: get
more than 30 seconds into his evidence before the commission before he started
commenting, "It is all very vague. I cannot recall it very clearly." The former Leader of the
Opposition used to come into this House wearing a tie with the doggerel pig Latin version of,
"I can't recall" on it. The member for Applecross used, "I cannot recall" at least a dozen
times in his own evidence before the Royal Commission.
Mr CJ. Barnett: Didn't Mr Metaxas say he could not recall and admitted it?
Mr PEARCE: Mr Metaxas said that he was caught in a set of circumstances where a request
was made of him by his Premier. He responded as a public servant should facing requests
from his Premier.
Mr Lewis: He has a Statute to abide by.
Mr PEARCE: Mr Metaxas. has many Statutes by which he must abide, one of which is the
Public Service Act, which lays down clear requirements of public servants in meeting certain
responsibilities. I have no knowledge of what Mr Metaxas' lawyers may say to the
commission in making their submission in response to Mr Barker's submission, but it is not
impossible that they will argue that Mr Metaxas, when he appeared before the Royal
Commission, did weigh up all of his responsibilities, both legal and moral, and felt that he
had to answer questions asked of him by his Premier. The Royal Commission will make
findings about whether it believes those things are right.
If the Royal Commission makes findings of illegalty or impropriety against Mr Metaxas,
that will be the time for the Opposition to ask questions of the Premier about what action she
proposes to take. It will then be for the Premier to decide because she will be ahead of
them - as she always is - in announcing the actions she proposes to take. Those conclusions
will be made when the decisions are handed down. I have been comparing, as have others,
the way in which the Opposition in Western Australia has faced up to the Royal Commission
with the way in which the Opposition in New South Wales has faced the Independent
Commission Against Corruption into Mr Greiner, Mr Metherell and Mr Moore. Mr Canr said
that the Opposition in New South Wales would not seek to raise that debate in the Parliament
once the inquiry was set up because it did not think it was proper. He said it thought the
proper thing to do was to let the commission, which will deal with the issues, do its job.
Mr Court: You gave this speech last week.
Mr PEARCE: The issues are just as pertinent and valid because we are dealing with
principles and that is not something the Opposition is acquainted with.
Several members interjected.
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Mr PEARCE: Who is throwing up a smokescreen now? It is not a question of political
advantage for today or how members opposite can make their patchy ream look like a new
bill of health - after seeing the new Leader of the Opposition in full flight today I am not
surprised that they are trying to make their team look shinier than it is.
The Government has adopted a consistent position that the Royal Commission should make
its findings before any action is taken against any person. It is a consistent and valid position
and it supports the presumption of innocence principle which has always applied in this
community. If we were to apply this situation to other trials, for example a criminal trial, the
Opposition would be calling for a decision before the jury or judge had made a decision after
the prosecution had summed up.
Mr Lewis: Is that not what you are indicted for?
Mr PEARCE: I am not indicted at all.
Mr C.J. Barn: In a criminal trial the person is taken away from his position of
responsibility until the case is resolved.
Mr PEARCE: That is not necessarily the case. It shows how much members opposite know
about criminal trials. It is not a question of the person on trial being held in a lockup. In
most cases he is allowed to go home unless he is on trial for murder or something very
serious. Members opposite want to call the result after the prosecution's summing up and it
does not want to hear what the defence lawyers or the judge and jury have to say. I stand by
the presumption of innocence until someone is found guilty. I am amazed that the
Opposition does not stand by the same presumption. Why do they not say they have given
up on the presumption of innocence while the hearings of the Royal Commission are
continuing because they can make political points out of it? If they were confident of these
findings being made they would wait until the findings of the commission raised these issues.
However, members opposite are not confident and that is the reason they are raising these
issues now. The Government is taking a proper position and I am sure the House will also by
deleting paragraph (c) of the motion.
MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [3.22 pm]: I speak in favour of the amendment which will have
the effect of reducing the motion to paragraphs (1) and (2). These paragraphs have been
supported by Government members and they support the Premier's action which is that the
information held by the Australian Taxation Office should be made available to the Western
Australian Royal Commission. One would have thought that, as there is agreement on both
sides of the House, there would have been some sort of accord. The Opposition could not
help itself and had to turn this debate into an attack on the Prime Minister. The attack is
entirely misdirected because the Opposition overlooked an important aspect; that is, since the
Fitzgerald inquiry sought the information there have been amendments to the
Commonwealth legislation which mean chat access by State authorities to Commonwealth
tax information is now provided for. When the Fitzgerald inquiry requested access to
Commonwealth tax information that provision was not available to it and there had to be
ministerial action to make the information available. The then Treasurer, Mr Keating, did
what he thought was right under the circumstances and made the information available. Not
wanting to be caught in chat situation again, the Federal Government amended the legislation
to cover the situation. If it turns out that it does not cover every situation, including Royal
Commissions, no-one is seriously suggesting that is anything other than an inadvertent
oversight in framing the amending legislation.
There has been reference by members of the Opposition in this debate to Labor mates trying
to cover up and there have been suggestions of impropriety by the Prime Minister. It is
absolutely absurd. How can members opposite talk about double standards when the
circumstances surrounding the request by the Western Australian Royal Commission are
different from those in the case of the Fitzgerald inquiry.
Mr Court: That is not correct.
Mr THOMAS: It is, because the amendment was made in 1989. I am supporting the
proposition advanced by the Premier and I think members opposite are also. They should
have the good grace to say that the Premier has put a proper argument in support of her
proposition. No-one could seriously suggest that the 1989 amendments to the
Commonwealth legislation sought to do anything other than provide proper access by the
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Stares to information held by Commonwealth authorities where it is warranted. I have dealt
with the matter and I -
Mr Court: You do not understand it. One must show illegality.
Mr THOMAS: One must show grounds for suspicion of illegality and that is nor what this
complaint is with regard to the deficiency in the legislation. The alleged deficiency in the
legislation is that Royal Commissions are not regarded as law enforcement authorities. If
that is the case it is an inadvertent oversight and could hopefully be corrected by an
Executive action or, if not, by legislative action.
Mr Court: Mr Geoffrey Kennedy said today that the commission believed it would not have
been possible for it to obtain information through the Commissioner of Police. The
condition of governing in relation to a law enforcement agency would preclude the release of
the information to the commission for investigative purposes. He was explaining that you
are wrong in what you said.
Mr THOMAS: That is confirming exactly what I anm saying; that is, we should vote only for
paragraphs (1) and (2) of the motion. Paragraph (c) suggests that in circumstances where
illegalities could have been committed by a senior public servant he should be stood aside.
That is an absurd proposition. Someone could make a ear-fetched allegation.
Mr Court: This is not an allegation. Metaxas said he did it.
Mr THOMAS: The suggestion has been made that a senior public servant~commiuted an
illegal act and that that person should be stood aside. Let us look at the circumstances. We
have a statement from one counsel to the commission on this matter and that is what the
Opposition is hanging its hat on.
Mr Court: We are hanging our hat on his evidence.
Mr THOMAS: We have not heard the submissions by his counsel.
Mr Lewis: It is finished.
Several members interjected.
Mr THOMAS: He gave evidence as to facts, but we have not heard the submission from his
counsel as to whether what he did constituted illegality.
Let us refer to the actual circumstances: As a senior public servant this man is answerable to
the Minister. Members opposite aspire to hold ministerial office; do they suggest that if they
make a request to a senior public servant he should not comply with that request? Do they
further suggest that if that information is misused the senior public servant providing it
should be held responsible rather than the person who misuses the information?
Mr Court: The person who misused the information is the Leader of the House.
Several members interjectedt.
Mr THOMAS: This motion is not directed at him; it is directed at someone else. Members
opposite are aiming at the wrong person.
Mr Court: We asked a question of the Premier during question time and she said that she
would not stand down the Minister for the Environment.
Mr THOMAS: It is appropriate to argue in relation to that, but what we have here is not
directed at the Leader of the House or at anyone else who holds or has held ministerial
office; it is a scurrilous attack on a senior public servant. I do not know the man to whom
members opposite are referring, but they described him as a lackey of the GovermenL. I
understand that before this person was employed by the Western Australian Government he
was a senior Commonwealth public servant of long standing, including the period when the
Fraser Government was in power. Was he then a lackey of the Fraser Government simply
because he held office while that Government was in power?
Mr Lewis: He did the bidding of Burke like that.
Mr THOMAS: All this because the person involved is the brother of someone of note? The
member who interjected is involved in a MeCarthyist exercise in which he is trying to have
people found guilty of something on the basis of allegations that have been made. He is
casting a slur on the reputation of the people involved.

2431



Mr Lewis: Read the Act.
Mr THOMAS: I have read the Act. There are many Acts governing the employment of
public servants. Reference was made to that during the debate. The Public Service Act, for
example, governs employment of public servants. People employed under that Act are
answerable to Ministers. A sarong body of case law exists which says "subject to the
Minister" in legislation means that people have to obey a Minister's command. That point
has arisen in a number of areas under different legislation in this State and is an arguable
position. If the member thinks it is wrong for information to be spread abroad, he should
direct his comments to the people who made it available and not to the employee who is
subject to the Minister responsible.
MR COWAN (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [3.31 pm]: The first thing one
learns in this place is that no matter what appearances are given to the position adopted by
the Government it is not necessarily an accurate reflection of what happens. If one rakes the
first two parts of this motion on the surface no person here - and I am sure when the vote is
taken this will be verified - is opposed to those parts of the motion; that is, that the House
endorses the action of the Premier in seeking to have reversed a decision made in Canberra
that the tax files of certain persons not be made available to the Royal Commission, so that it
can more properly and accurately conduct its investigation into the affairs of some of the
people who axm subject to its investigation.
However, I have the distinct feeling that the Premier is hiding behind the knowledge that
even though she has written to die Prime Minister requesting this be done she knew full well
before the letter was written what the answer would be. That answer will be no, she Will not
get that information, that access will not be provided and that the Commonwealth will not
give the files to the Royal Commission. This is a wonderful charade which looks good. The
truth of the matter is that the Premier already knows the answer, that is, that a few people
have to be protected. You and I know, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Kobelke), that evidence
given before the Royal Commission revealed that substantial funds were made available as
donations to the Labor Parry. Not all of those donations were made to the State Labor Party
as some went to the Federal Labor Party.
One incident involved the infamous luncheon now referred to as the "gold tax luncheon"
where a substantial amount of money was promised to the Labor Party, as I understand it
from evidence given to the Royal Commission, by people attending the luncheon. Not all of
that money was to go to the Western Australian Labor Party. I would not mind betting that
not all of those funds have been accounted for. The only way the commission is likely to
account for those funds is by examining the tax records of some of the people involved to
ascertain where the money went. For that reason there may have been a discussion between
the State Government and the Federal Government about whether it would supply that
infornation or whether it would not be advisable to allow it to be released.
Mr Taylor: Who are you suggesting had that discussion?
Mr COWAN: Anybody the Deputy Premier likes.
Mr Taylor: That is an outrageous allegation. The Leader of the National Party has
absolutely no basis on which to make that comment. He will not even say who he suggests
may have had chat discussion. He should know better than that. He is following the
standards of the member for Applecross.
Mr COWAN: I suggest that as it was the Premier who was responsible for writing that letter
either she or someone in her office made contact with the Prime Minister about the matter.
Mr Taylor You have absolutely no basis whatsoever for that comment.
Mr COWAN: I said that it is a suspicion. I suggest that somebody said "I will be writing to
your office seeking to reinforce the request of the Royal Commission for access to these tax
files. Even though I will be doing that as a public front, I would appreciate it - or we would
appreciate it - if you continue to stand by what you have said and maintain your position by
saying no." I suspect that is what happened.
Mrt Taylor You are exhibiting the same standards as the member for Applecross. You
should know better!
Mr COWAN: I am surprised that the Deputy Premier comes into this place and by way of
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interjection talks about standards. Unfortunately, his predecessors had no standards. It was
his Government that made the decision it would take Government largesse and attach it to
public and political donations. The Deputy Premier's predecessors made that decision, so be
should not interject on me and tell me about standards because he has no such standards and
neither did any of his predecessors. They were the people who corrupted the system. That is
the position; it is a charade.
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) 13.36 pml: I am amazed, on listening to the debate on this
matter, at how people can find things to disagree about when they should really agree. It
shows that this is a strange business. I believe the amendment is not worthy of support for
two reasons: Firstly, the way in which it is phrased contains too many qualifications. It
seems to say that if the name of any public servant is raised before the Royal Commission in
evidence by anyone it could quite possibly make a finding that some illegality could have
been committed. That is so qualified and could cover such a wide range of people that 1
cannot see how it can be supported. The Royal Commission by its very nature, as we have
seen, has heard many allegations. Some of those allegations will in time be substantiated, I
have no doubt about that; some in time will be upheld by the commission, which will suggest
chat prosecutions might follow; and others will not be substantiatedL I do not believe the
third paragraph of the motion can be supported because of its general nature, despite the fact
that the debate today has focused particularly on Mr Metaxas. I know the matter involving
Mr Metaxas has been debated before and I am unsure why the thir] paragraph was attached
to the motion because it does not relate to the first two paragraphs, in my opinion.
The point needs to be made, and has been made, that one way or another, if Mr Metaxas
were in a court of law - and he might end up in court - there is great doubt that he would
plead guilty to anything with which he may be charged. Let us wait and see. I would be
surprised if he did. It has been said that he admitted he provided certain information to a
former Premier on the strong request of that person. My reading of the evidence before the
Royal Commission is that, firstly, he did that under some duress, and, secondly, he was not
very comfortable with the fact that he was providing information which he thought might be
used in certain ways. As I recall, he attached a note to his submission to the Premier saying,
"Here is the information you requested, but it should not be used in the public forum." He
said specifically that he requested the Premier not to use that information in the Parliament.
We all know what happened to that information; chat request was not observed.
Mr Court: Does the member for Perth know that that information came from three separate.
sources and people in this Parliament tried to say they had not asked for chat information?
Dr ALEXANDER: That is another story. I am making the point that, on the evidence which
has come before the Royal Commission, I do not think Mr Metaxas has committed an
illegality; or, if he has, that has not been substantiated. The primary blame in the situation
lies with the political masters and not with the public servants. Indeed, I believe time will
prove that to be the case. I recall that just before it was announced that there would be a
Royal Commission, I received a telephone call from a Cabinet Minister who said, "A Royal
Commission is to be announced in an hour.t I said, 'What fantastic news." The Cabinet
Minister said, "Why do you think that? It will be a disaster for the Labor Party." I said,
"Well, it is very good because those who have brought the Labor Party into disrepute wifll
finally be brought to justice." I hope that will be the outcome of the Royal Commission
because it is my view that the political instructions that were given to public servants all over
the place were responsible primarily for the mess which the Royal Commission is
investigating. The labor Party was in chat sense highjacked; but chat is a separate issue.
It seems to me and to my Independent colleagues who are here today that the two paragraphs
of the motion which refer to taxation information should be supported strongly. I believe,
according to a briefly heard legal opinion, that the second paragraph may have even gone a
bit further, because my understanding is chat, despite what the member for Cockburn has just
said, an amendment to the taxation legislation will be necessary before this information can
be provided. I understand that the Commissioner of Taxation has told the Prime Minister
that he cannot legally provide this information under the current legislation. It seems that
short of his being directed to commit an illegality, the Federal Parliament needs to legislate
to further amend the taxation Acts so that this information can be provided legally to the
Royal Commission.
Mr Thomas: It can be given to the Commissioner of Police.
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Dr ALEXANDER: Yes, but the Leader of the Opposition has quoted from a document
which makes it clear that to provide that information to the police at this stage, when charges
have not been laid in this case, would not help the Royal Commission. The Royal
Commission needs this information in eider to assist it in its deliberations and in reaching its
findings. The question of political mates is an interesting one. I am not sure what is going
on here, but I know that when I was a member of the Labor Parry and visited a National
Conference it seemed to me that the New South Wales Right was in fairly good control of
the party. In fact when the members of the New South Wales Right walked into the
conference room they looked very much the same: Portly figures in dark suits They did not
seem to me to illuminate either the proceedings or the debate.
Mr Court: Were they all portly?
Dr ALEXANDER: They all looked like shadows of each other. It was a bit like an Alfred
Hitchcock movie with shadows walking across the screen.
Mr Lewis: Were they members of the Mafia?
Dr ALEXANDER: I would not necessarily go that far; certain parallels did cross my mind&
That group has had far too much power for far too long in the Labor Party, and if it is in this
instance protecting some of its current or former mates, that must be found out. I hope that is
not the case, but whatever is the situation I cannot really understand the reason that the Prime
Minister will not move immediately, as requested by the Premier, and now as requested,
presumably, by this Parliament, to enact that legislation. Theft seems to be no good reason
that he cannot say, "if there is a problem in providing this information, let us legislate to fix
the situation."
Mr Lewis: That is what he should be saying.
Dr ALEXANDER: Exactly, so that that information can be provided. I doubt whether this
motion, from what he probably regards as some parochial, regional Parliament, will persuade
him.
Mr Donovan: Burke's backyard!
Dr ALEXANDER: Yes; it was at one point. I hope that this motion will bring to the
public's attention the fact that the Federal Government seems in this case to be applying a
double standard, for while it readily adapted the legislation when the Queensland National
Party was under fire, it will not do the same thing when some elements of the Western
Australian Labor Party are under fire.
Mr Thomas: It is different legislation.
Dr ALEXANDER: Yes, but those amendments in 1989 did not go far enough, and I
understand that Executive action is not sufficient to achieve the objective; in other words, a
further amendment to the taxation Acts, according to one fairly good legal opinion, is
required. The fact that there have been fturther amendments to the taxation Acts since then
does not necessarily mean that that information can now readily be provided. It is
appropriate for this House to insist that the Federal Parliament act forthwith to overcome that
problem so that this information can be provided legally and quickly, because if it is not
provided quickly it will not be of any use to the Royal Commission. If in the end the Royal
Commission is prevented or partially prevented by political action from coming to a
conclusion, that will make a farce of the terms of reference and proceedings of the Royal
Commission.

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

Ayes (23)
Ni Alexander Dr Edwards Dr Lawrence Mr PJ. Smith
Mr Bddge Mr Graham Mr Leahy Mr Taylor
Mr Catania Mr Grill Mrt Marlborough Mr Thomas
Dr Constable Mrs Henderson Mir McGin~ty Dr Watson
Mr Cunningham Mr Gordon Hilt Mr Read Mrs Watkins (Teler)
Mr Donovan Mr Kobelke Mr D1-. Smith
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Noes (17)
Mr Ci. Sarnea Mr Omayden Mr Nicholls Dr Turnbuft
Mr Clamko Mr Kierazb M& Shave MW Bradshaw
Mr Court Mr Lewis Mir Stricklad (feller)
Mr Cowan Mr Macinnon Mr Trenorden
Mrs Edwardes Mr Mcflee Wr Fred Tubby

Pairs
Mr Wilson Mrfllaikie
Mr Troy Mr Bloffwitci
My Beggs Mr Watt
Mr Naive mr Minson
Mr Ripper Mr House
Dr Gallop MrWiese
Mr Riebeling Mr Ainsworth

Amendment thus passed.
Motion, as Amended

Motion, as amended, put and passed.

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN LAND AUTHORITY BILL 1991
Report

Report of Committee adopted.
Third Reading

MR DL. SMITH (Mitchell - Minister for Lands) [3.50 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a third time.
MR LEWIS (Applecross) [3.51 pmn]: The debate on this Bill has been quite protracted and
very important. I reiterate that the Opposition supports the legislation. However, we have
made it perfectly clear during the second reading and Comnmiuee stages that we have
reservations about it. Indeed, we believe it still requires further amendment. The concept of
the Bill is correct. We do need a land authority to overview and facilitate the development of
Government land, particularly residential land; but we think the legislation in the form in
which it will pass this House is misdirected because it does not encompass all of the land
agencies and it remains silent as to the activities of Homeswest, which is by far the principal
Government land developer in the State, and as to the Department of Land Administration's
activities.
Of course, the legislation also brings under the control of the Western Australian Land
Development Authority the Joondalup Development Corporation and the Industrial Lands
Development Authority. We believe those two agencies, which have very creditable records,
should have been left outside this legislation and been able to continue in their own statutory
right. They both have dedicated functions. The Joondalup Development Corporation could
quite properly have run its course and been repealed in two or three years' time, and ILDA
has an ongoing function and a dedicated purpose and was doing its task well. The
identification, setting aside and development of industrial land does not follow the same
process as for residential land. It may be that RLDA will be smothered ider WALA and
lose its direction, and that in the end the State will still be left with the need to identify and
set aside suitable sites for the future industrial economy of the State. I hope that does not
happen.
The Opposition's position on the Western Australian Land Authority is that it should operate
at the lower end of the market to moderate the availability of developed urban land. It
disturbs me a little that WALA will virtually take up the function of the Western Australian
Development Corporation, which has been wound up, and take control of LandCorp. The
Minister for Lands has said repeatedly that LandCorp, under WALA, will be operating
principally at the lower end of the market to moderate and provide land for those people who
have difficulty satisfying their own resources for land. However, LandCorp's record,

2435



certainly in more recent years, shows it has not been operating at the lower end of the
market. On the contrary, it has been operating in the middle and at the upper end of the
market and a strong policy change should be given to LandCorp to bring it back to its true
brief.
Mr D.L. Smith: What do you think about the developments at Clarkson and Annadale?
MrT LEWIS: It has also been involved in St John's Wood and numerous other developments,
but I will not go into that now. LandCorp, under WALA, should refocus on what its charter
really is, and from the Minister's comments I expect that that will be done.
It is clear that WA1.A will have extensive powers. I am very pleased that after we had
discussed the Bill for two or three days the Minister finally camne to understand that the
Committee of the Whole of this House would not relent on the need to put belts and braces
on the accountability clauses in the legislation. I am pleased the Minister recognised that
necessity and accepted the amendments moved by me and the member for Morley to put
those controls in place.
The Opposition is concerned about the extensive resumption powers WALA will have, with
the Statute giving it a virtually unfettered right to resume privately owned, alienated land
which probably will be resumed in an in globo sense and not be zoned for a specific purpose
but for a use below that for which it is intended to be used after the resumption. So it will be
resumed at a very favourable price; then, with the agencies of Government on side to
progress the rezoning applications, very handsome profits will be able to be made at the
expense of the originalplandowners. I repeat that the Opposition will never accept that
resumption clauses specifically for the Government development of residential land should
be needed. The Minister has emphasised that WALA is to operate in the marketplace on
commercially level ground with the private sector, but giving it privileges such as rates
exemptions, the cloak of the Crown, guarantees of borrowing, resumption powers and so on
certainly puts WALA in a very favoured position.
If the Minister really believes that this authority does not have a preferred position, he is
rather naive. In Government we would use this authority for some of the purposes intended
by the Government, and we would use it as an agency for land banking. On that basis we
believe the rates and taxes should be brought to account so that the real value of assets are
brought to account every five to 10 years. That could be done not only with the initial capital
costs but also when a rationalisation of the sale of that land needs to be done; in that case one
could see from the books of the authority what rates and taxes have been forgone. That gives
a true understanding of the cost of the land in bringing the land to that stage, and should be
properly reflected. In that case the Government of the day will be able to easily compare the
authority's activities with the private sector which, unfortunately, does not have the
privileges of the Crown. The Opposition trusts that in the next part of the session we will
consider a message from the Legislative Council which includes all the amendments which
have been rejected by this Chamber.
Finally, it is obvious that the Industrial Lands Development Authority will be sunsetting
itself in a legislative sense on 30 June, and this legislation will not be passed by both Houses
of Parliament by 30 June. As members are aware, legislation is on the Notice Paper to
extend ILDA's life by a further 12 months. I hope we can bring forward promptly the
second reading debate of that legislation so we can let IDA continue in its own right - that
is, at least until the Western Australian Land Authority legislation is in place. I suspect that
the Minister will support that legislation when it is debated. The Opposition supports this
Bill with reservations.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [4.04 pm]l: This is important legislation and, as suggested by its
wording, produces a single authority for the efficient management, administration and
coordination of the State's land assets. It was important that this was achieved - this is where
I stand apart from the Opposition - without any hiving off, so to speak, of housing and land
issues into a social welfare-type of framework. I am pleased that that did not occur.
Consistent with the East Perth Redevelopment Authority legislation, this Bill achieves a
matter of fundamental importance; that is, accountability for the authority through the
process of tabling documents in this and the other place. T'hese will be available for scrutiny
by the Parliament which can maintain the level of accountability which is increasingly
demanded by the community. This requirement relates specifically to the acquisition and
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disposal of land valued at more than $1 million-, contracts and arrangements, again valued at
more duan $I million; and written directions by the Minister to the authority, which leads me
to the important questionr of the tabling of guarantees.
The only surprise about the third reading of this Bill is the strength of the struggle required to
achieve the amendments to include the requirements to which I have referred. The strength
of the struggle is largely due to the Minister, although I straight away commend him for his
ultimate cooperation. I refer to the struggle as a surprise because the amendments come
straight out of traditional Labor Party thinking about these issues and reflects its platform of
accountability. I was taken aback by our difficulty initially in achieving the amendments.
However, with the cooperation of all members we have produced a good piece of legislation,
which I hope is not unduly or badly altered in another place; that would be unfortunate. This
is good legislation which is all the better for the fact that it did not require the amendments to
be made in another place. This Chamber did what it should do; that is, initiate good
legislation for good government.
MR DiL. SMITH (Mitchell - Minister for Lands) [4.06 pmJ: I thank members for their
contribution to the debate. I am somewhat surprised that the liberal Party still claims that
this is an important Bill. The purpose of the legislation is to amalgamate the Joondalup
Development Corporation, the Industrial Lands Development Authority and LandCorp
operations into the Western Australian Land Authority; however, the Liberal Party supported
only the inclusion of the LandCor-p operation and seeks to include in the authority
Homeswest. and the Department of Land Administration and other activities. That is hardly
supporting the legislation. The Department of Land Administration will have a change of
practice in the future in that broadacre land will be made available to it, and the land
development operation, in time, will become the responsibility of WALA. To that extent the
Liberal Party's wishes will be part of the plan. For the reasons expressed by the Mlinister for
Housing, it was inappropriate for Homeswest to be included.
Mr Lewis: They were not very good reasons.
Mr McGinty: I could have kept the argument going for much longer.
Mr D.L. SMITH: It was unfortunate that, due to the time of his speech, the Minister's
contribution was not more fulsome. However, the reasons given regarding the objectives and
agreements made between the State and the Commonwealth meant that it was impossible for
Homeswest to be made part of WALA.
I assure members who expressed fear that the activities of ILDA would become submerged
in the new authority, that that will not be the case. The intention is to achieve the call of the
members opposite - in its rhetoric at least - that efficiencies and savings in Government be
achieved through a common board, common corporate and human services, yet with
specialist divisions concentrating on land development, specialist projects, like Joondalup,
and residential land development such as LandCorp has been doing. I me-conflnn that it is
not the intention of the Western Australian Land Authority to be aggressively competitive or
displace private developers from the land development industry. Rather, it is simply to
operate as a developer of Government land and to even out the peaks and troughs in the
development industry which occur with successive cycles of boom and bust in Australia. I
confess that I was a little disappointed that my friends, the agrarian socialists, were not able
to support the Bill. I thought they would be more determined about promoting rural
interests. The Western Australian Land Authority, properly used and operated, will be very
valuable.
Mr Lewis: It will be properly used; we can guarantee that.
Mr D.L. SMITH: It will be very valuable in the development of rural Western Australia. I
hope that when members from that party in the other place consider the matter they will be
able to support it. The contributions from the member for Morley and the member for Perth,
as usual, were very valuable. I have given in to the accountability provisions they sought- 1
say again that they will make the commercial operations of the authority much more
difficult. I honestly believe that if a change of Government were to occur in the distant
future those accountability provisions for almost immediate tabling of directions and
decisions in the Parliament would, on occasions, be detrimental to the authority's ability to
act commercially. I am, therefore, sure those provisions will be removed in the future and

2437



2438 [ASSEMBLY]

that the authority will be able to operate under what are the proper accountability provisions
set by the Burt Commission on Accountability according to which the Bill was drafted in the
first place. Beyond that, I thank members generally for their contributions to the debate and
ask that they support the third reading.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT (FINANCIAL INTERESTS) BILL 1989
Second Reading

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [4.12 pm]: Earlier I referred to the fact that Federal Parliament
has legislation similar to that which we are debating. I also pointed out that the Prime
Minister and Senator Richardson in particular were making an absolute mockery of that
legislation. My concern about this Bill is that it is simply another flag running exercise by
this Government like the duck shooting, daylight saving and other highly important matters
we have dealt with over the past several years because the Government has nothing of
substance to bring to this Parliament.
Representatives in both Houses of Parliament have an absolute responsibility to declare their
own interests, If I were to support an issue involving something in which I had a
shareholding which would benefit me, that would be contrary to the best interests of this
House. As members well know, Standing Orders address those issues. It is I who must
govern my actions because if I go beyond the bounds the good people sitting in the gallery
above the clock will pull me into order as will members on the other side of the House once
information about my interests comes to light. It is important that that should occur. This
legislation, however, requires that all members must complete a register of their interests. It
is important that members understand what is involved with this legislation. I have with me
the register of the Commonwealth Government; no doubt that which is required under this
legislation will be similar. One is required to declare items held by one's spouse, children, or
trustees of those individuals. A company exists called Max Trenorden Pty Ltd which has
massive assets of about $2 300! My son is secretary of that company. I wonder what is the
great importance to this place of that company. I have also a 19 year old son who,
30 minutes ago, rang me and attempted to con me into being guarantor to enable him to
purchase a motor vehicle.
Mr CJ. Barnett: You are lucky; my son usually wants the money.
Mr TR.ENORDEN: Unfortunately, my son has been listening to the Royal Commission and
thinks his old man has truckloads of money. If this State's register is to be similar to the
Commonwealth register of members' interests I will be required to declare that because it
will be a liability. What real interest would that be to Parliament? I will also be required to
declare my real estate holdings and my directorships in companies. I am a director of Max
Trenorden Pty Ltd which, as I said, has massive holdings! In addition, I would have to
declare my liabilities, mortgages and bank overdrafts. The Commonwealth register does not
require a member to fill in the value of the bank overdraft. As members all know, bank
overdrafts increase and decrease, although one tries to keep them down. The
Commonwealth form also requires one to declare the nature of any bonds, debentures and
like investments one holds. Most members receive tax refund cheques because they spend
more than their allowances; they are therefore able to claim against their assessable income.
If one put that in a debenture and, like Senator Richardson, forgot that one invested $4 000 or
$5 000 one would be at fault according to this register. A register like this must be kept up to
date weekly. If I decided to withdraw an investment from a Westpac Banking Corporation
account and put it into an ANZ Banking Group Ltd account and did not inform the
appropriate officer of the House, I would be at fault. Another requirement is to declare
saving &r investment accounts of any nature and the nature of any other assets each valued at
over $5 000. Does that mean that if I had a leather satchel worth $4 999 in the bottom
drawer of my desk that would not have to be declared? Does it mean that a stamp collection
or gold coin collection which did not amount to $5 000 would not have to be declared? We
all know the argument to which I am referring. This legislation is a nonsense.
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I agree with the member for Pilbara who said a need exists for members of Parliament to
declare pecuniary interests. However, how will such a register be managed? According to
the Commonwealth register we could all be at fault over our pecuniary interests because of
our normal day to day operations. If any one of our children wished to purchase a house and
we were guarantor for the mortgage or gave them a few thousand dollars to put a deposit on a
house, both of those items would need to be declared. It has to be on the farm. Of what real
interest to this place is that transaction? I am a major shareholder in The West Australian
newspaper. I have 1 000 shares. If I fronted the editor of The West Australian and, as a
shareholder, told him to make changes to his newspaper, he would laugh me out of his office
in three seconds. When does a holding became substantial? To someone who does not have
a thousand shares in The West Australian, a thousand shares is a reasonable holding. Who
measures these things and for what purpose? Whether members apposite like it or not, they
have a dreadful record in keeping confidential the interests of people outside this place. I
would not care if people knew my assets and liabilities. I amn mare concerned about what
members opposite will use if it falls off the back of a truck like many things have over the
last three or four years. All sants of allegations have been made in relation to the Teachers
Credit Society and Rothwells. Ministers of the Crown have obtained information an private
individuals and used it in this place. The Premier has often accused the Opposition of doing
the same thing. Why will a register of pecuniary interest not become more of a political
football than a register to maintain the honesty and integrity of members?
What about antique furniture? I would be interested to see Mr Keating's entry in the Federal
register of members' interests. Has he declared all of his clocks and his thousand dollar suits
as personal assets? I would consider that to be an asset of some note because I do not have
one. Where do we draw the line?
Mr Donovan: What about your jumper? Where did you get that?
Mr TRENORDEN: I got it in Northamn and it is 100 per cent wool. The form refers to "any
other source of income". Do we need to list sources of income? It does not define what is a
source of income. What is substantial to me would not be substantial to Mrs Holmes a Court
or others. Who makes that judgment? Members on either side of the House will have to
make that judgment as it suits them.
Mr Strickland: Do you realise that if you are married and your spouse gives you an antique
clock, gifts or gold bars, you do not have to declare them?
Mr TRENORDEN: I am not sure about that. What I am saying is that there are dark areas.
Mr Strickland: Clause 9(2) states that a gift received by a member need not be disclosed in
an annual return if the donor was a relative of the member.
Mr TRENORDEN: Therefore, if my brother gave me $150 000 worth of gold bars, that
would be all right.
Mr Strickland: That is right.
Mr TRENORDEN: That makes a mockery of the legislation.
The point I am trying to make is not that disclosures of this type are not necessary; the
function of the disclosure is a nonsense. Recent actions by the Prime Minister and Senator
Richardson have shown them to be a nonsense. This is a charade to allow the Government to
run this issue up and down a flagpole. If it was anything more than that, why has it taken the
Government two years to bring on this matter for debate? The member for Pilbara said in his
speech that this Bill is all about votes. That was a pretty amazing admission. However, he is
right; it is all about votes and, at the end of the day, whether we get elected at the next
election or members opposite retain Government, I will still have to function in this
Parliament and will have to live by the rules.
I do not believe it is good governing to place legislation on the Notice Paper which
prescribes some sont of action on which it is impossible to deliver. I would be more
comfortable making a declaration through an independent party. The member for Pilbara
said that that was nonsense because if members' interests are kept secret, it is not a
disclosure. However, these things will matter only if a member is fronted about a particular
case. If a member were fronted and had made the disclosure, presumably he or she would be
free from harassment. I have problems with that because, if I have a direct interest in an
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issue, I should declare it at the time of the debate. The fact that I have disclosed it and it is in
someone's filing cabinet does not make it any better or wanse. It is swill voted on.
I am concerned that we will pass this legislation and that it will not be workable. Members
opposite have glibly passed over the question of privacy. The Prime Minister is currently
arguing with the Royal Commission in this State about taxation records because apparently
the Commissioner of Taxation recognises privacy as being an important matter. However, to
members opposite privacy is not important. I do not care if any member of this House has a
go at Max Trenorden, the member for Avon; he or she is entitled to do that. However, I will
get very disturbed if they have a go at my children. Luckily I cannot argue for my wife
because I do not have one. I would get very disturbed though, if anybody in this place had a
go at my children, my brothers or my mother.
Mir Catania, Members on this side would not do that.
Mr TRENORDEN: No? Members opposite have done that on only two or three occasions!
Not to me, though.
Mr Thomas: What happened to Barry Hodge's medical records? He was the member for
Melville. Somebody publicised his medical records.
Mr TRENORDEN: I have no recollection of that. I would be good Royal Commission
matrial: "I have no recollection."
Mr Thomas: Don't you admit it would be a pretty reprehensible thing to do?
Mr TRENORDEN: All of those accusations are reprehensible. The point I am trying to
make is that these things occur and all we will do is make more information available for use
in attacks. Once these forms air filled in they will instantly become obsolete. Members will
forget about Uncle Fred who died leaving them a $10000 inheritance, or that they bought
Westpac shares or The West Australian newspaper shares, or that they are involved in a
property development. One of the things I have leant since I have been the member for
Avon is that the person whose private affairs get the least attention is Max Trenorden. I tend
to look after everybody else and do not spend enough time on my own interests.
Mr Catania: We axe all like that.
Mr TRENORDEN: We are all like that. When members fill in these formis which contain a
fair amount of detail and which will be available to people within and outside the Parliament,
we shall all put ourselves in a position of having made a statement which, after a period, no
longer applies. I am prepared to support the second reading of the Bill and to make a
decision at the Committee stage. I will not support unworkable legislation of this House that
will affect the members. I am not suggesting that the public do not feel there is a need for
this legislation; I agree that that is the public perception. However, it must be done with
workable legislation. It will bring pain upon all members in future if we pass nonsense
legislation - and these registers are nonsense because they cannot be maintained.
This move has been driven by members of the Government in the past three or four years
going through a great deal of pain in the Royal Commission. I can understand that members
of the Labor Party want to act like Pontius Pilate and wash their bands clean of the matter,
but we must live with the consequences of any legislation passed. This legislation could
cause some pain in the future.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [4.32 pm]: There is a clear expectation that members of
Parliament will serve the common good rather than their own personal gain. That basic
philosophy or principle is widely accepted in the community by voters who elect us to this
place, and also by the members of this House. We are elected to represent the interests of
people and not to line our own pockets. This principle was first expressed as a ruling in the
House of Commons in 1811, and is referred to in Legislative Assembly Standing Order
No 195, which I will read into the record -

No Member shall be entitled to vote in any division upon a question in which he has a
pecuniary interest.

This Bill furthers this principle by establishing clearer and more derailed guidelines on what
constitutes a member's own financial or pecuniary interest. Our parliamentary democracy
can work only while it has the confidence of the people; support for the parliamentary system
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and confidence in members of Parliament are very much intertwined. This Bill can play an
important part in helping to improve the public confidence in members of Parliament and the
community's perception of our whole parliamentary system. This Bill will enhance the
reputation of die Parliament and improve its working. The establishment of Government
policies will be more clearly seen as representing the common good of the population in
general, and not contributing to the rmnancial interests of any particular member or group of
members. This legislation takes up just one part of a whole range of measures which are
needed across this area. This Bill complements the Electoral Amendment (Political Finance)
Bill which passed through this House a couple of days ago. These two measures support
each other and will bring into the open all donations of a political nature, whether to a
political party or to an individual member of Parliament. This wil ensure that the potential
for undue influence over political decisions will be greatly reduced. The general call from
the community is for members of Parliament to be accountable, and the present Government
has addressed that in a number of ways. This Bill adds to that, as I have already mentioned
and, along with the Bill passed in this House a couple of days ago, wil help to cover most of
the areas causing concern in the community today. If money is directed to a member of
Parliament, that member must ensure it is covered, whether it goes into the member's
personal account or into a party political account for the member. If we passed one Bill
without the other, we would leave a large loophole. This eml is very important in
complementing the Electoral Amendment (Political Finance) Bill, and ensures that all money
directed to members of Parliament or political parties is clearly in the open, and all members
are called to respect the political system. Money contributed to the political arena must be
clearly accounted for if we want a fair electoral system to work, and to be seen to work.
Electors must have confidence that their votes count, and that they are properly reflected in
the composition of the Parliament. Any suggestion that members or candidates receive
financial consideration which improperly influences the election results undermines our
democratic system. This Bill, by disclosing the financial interests of all members, sets
pround rules which will create greater confidence in Parliament and its members.
I allude to the fact that there is no. suggestion that these two Bills cover the whole range of
possible improprieties. In New South Wales the Metherell. incident, which has caused great
disquiet in that community, indicates that it is possible for incidents such as this to occur,
which would not be trapped by either of the two Bills. However, that is not to say we should
back away from the need to take action in this area. It is appropriate that Parliament take this
action now.
I refer to the comment by the member for Avon that the Bill has been introduced for party
political purposes. He is completely mistepresenting the case with that allegation. There is a
need to establish confidence in the political system and it has been a longstanding
commitment of the Australian Labor Party to legislate in this area. Two Bills of this form
were introduced to the Parliament, one in 1983 and the other in 1985. In both cuses, the
conservative members in this House and in another place opposed the Bills and they were not
passed. It has been a clear and longstanding commitment of the Labor Government to ensure
that pecuniary interests of members of Parliament are disclosed. Thbis Bill has been in the
Parliament for some time in order to get the support it requires for passage through both
Houses. I hope that on this occasion it will succeed in becoming law. Given the public:
standing of members of Parliament, it is important to address this issue now, and members
opposite who suggest it is a load of nonsense - as the member for Avon did - are completely
misreading the current public perception. The community very much wants members of
Parliament to be accountable and this type of legislation is dearly sought by the great bulk of
the population. If the Opposition wishes to call it nonsense and does not face up to t issue
because of the problems involved, it is sorely misreading the times and the present political
climate.
As an aside, I briefly indicate that this Bim is one of many steps taken by this Labor
Government to try to update the parliamentary and electoral systems which function in this
State. This Government has an excellent record in that area, contray to that of Liberal Party
Governments when they were in power in this State. The Labor Government has set about
ensuring that people have a say in the political system, a vote that is equal and, although it
has not been completely successful yet, it has removed the worst political rorts, and the
gerrymandering which previously existed, by introducing an electoral system which reduces
0657S.14
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the discrepancy in the vote weighting to something more reasonable than was previously the
case. The Government has ensured that independent Electoral Commissioners draw electoral
boundaries, and that was a big step forward from the system used by the Opposition to try to
ront the electoral system. The Government has enacted various legislation which enables
electors to cast their votes, and it has not tried to deny them a vote. Previous procedures
were enacted by Liberal Governments to try to deter people in remote areas from getting
onto the electoral roll and from voting. All of those reforms have ensured that all citizens in
this State are not only equal before the law but also are equal within the electoral system and
can contribute to the formation of cte Government in this Stare.
The disclosure and limitation of election expenditure by candidates is not new to this State.
Previous legislation required that there be a certain maximum expenditure on elections. That
legislation proved to be impractical.
The SPEAKER: Order! The level of background conversation is far too high.
Mr KOBELKE: The Government of the day, now the Opposition, could have tried to
improve that legislation and make it workable, but its approach was to repeal it and take
away any control on election spending which may have existed.
This matter is not a matter of nonsense, as stated by the member for Avon. It is a matter
which has been addressed by most other democracies around the world. As far back as
October 1974, the Commonwealth Parliament's Joint Committee on Pecuniary Interests of
Members of Parliament, sometimes known as the Riordan Committee, made a report which
led to a register of members' interests being established in the House of Representatives in
October 1984. We are certainly a little way behind the Commonwealth Government in that
respect. AUl States and Territories, with the exception of Tasmania and Western Australia,
have similar requirements for the declaration of members' interests. Victoria introduced a
register in 1978.
Dr Alexander A Liberal Government, incidentally.
Mr KOBELKE: It may have been. I am saying that any Government which wishes to have
an effective electoral and parliamentary system has to address this issue. There is not
necessarily one correct way to do it, but it is an important issue that must be addressed. I am
sure that Liberal Governments around the country at various times have been willing to face
up to the real issues, unlike the Opposition that we have here, which seems to think that if it
ever comes across a real issue, it should run away from it and not try to deal with it.
A register was introduced in the Northern Territory in 1982, in New South Wales and South
Australia in 1983, and in Queensland in 1989. The Queensland Electoral and Administrative
Review Commission indicated in a report in August 1990 that -

The Westminster system has a long tradition that requires Members of Parliament to
declare their financial interests. Requirements for public registration of a Member's
interests are not novel and indeed have been in place in the majority of Australian
Parliaments for some years. As well similar registers are to be found in the following
Commonwealth countries.

The table which follows that quote lists the Commonwealth countries which have pecuniary
interest registers. In the South Pacific region, they are Papua New Guinea, the Cook Islands
and the Solomons; and in the Caribbean region they are the Bahamas, Belize, Jamaica,
Trinidad and Tobago, and Turks and Caicos Islands. I emphasise that I am referring only to
Commonwealth countries. Other Commonwealth countries which have pecuniary interest
registers are Canada, in all Provinces and Yukon Territory, except Alberta and Quebec, and
for all members of the Canadian Parliament; Tanzania, Zambia, Nigeria and Zimbabwe in
the African region; India and certain of its States, and Sri Lanika in the Asian region; and the
United Kingdom House of Commons and the Isle of Man, Guernsey, Gibraltar and Malta in
the Atlantic and Mediterranean region. It is clearly part of the Westminster democratic
tradition that there is some disclosure of the pecuniary interests of members of Parliament.

The United States of America, which is outside the Commonwealth but is seen as perhaps the
leading democracy in the world, has had Federal legislation in this area, under the Ethics in
Government Act, from 1978, and that Act has been amended since that time. The current
legislation applies to members of Congress and officers and employees of the Congress,
congressional candidates, and spouses and dependent children of the above, who are required
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to submit a report to the Secretary of the Congress, who would be similar to our Clerk. That
report is available for public inspection. The items that must be covered are: Income of
$100 or more in value, dividends, interest, rent and capital gains; any gifts of transport,
lodging, food or entertainment aggregating $250 or more; all other gifts which aggregate to
more than $100; and any property interest which has fair market value exceeding $1 000.
It is obvious that we in Western Australia need to catch up with what is happening in other
democratic countries around the world. We cannot simply sit back and say that because it is
a difficult area we cannot do anything. Members opposite have outlined many of the
difficulties. The difficulties are real. It is not an easy area in which to legislate effectively.
However, since most other democratic countries around the world have seen the need to deal
with this issue and have found ways to do that, we cannot continue to bury our head in the
sand and say that it is too difficult for us. It is necessary at this time to have a high level of
accountability in Western Australia. A code of ethics which applies to Ministers was tabled
in this House on 17 May 1992. However, it is obviously necessary to extend that code of
ethics to all members of Parliament because that code requires only inisters to declare to
the Premier and to the Auditor General their financial interests.
Members would be aware from the long consultations that have gone on in developing a new
Local Government Act that there is a strong move to ensure that local government
councillors disclose their financial interests.
The SPEAKER: Order! The level of conversation is really far too high. I have had to ask
on another occasion that members lower their voices. If members really must talk, can they
do that somewhere else? I do not wish members to do that because there are not many
people left here, but if they could tone down their conversations it would be a lot better.
Mr KOBELKE: Thank you, Mr Speaker. It would be hypocritical in the extreme for this
Parliament to require local government councillors to disclose their pecuniary interests and
not take on for members of Parliament a disclosure of pecuniary interests which was as tough
or tougher.
T'his Bill will establish a clear minimum standard that is required for the disclosure of
members' pecuniary interests. It will not solve all the problems, as I have indicated in
referring to a current difficulty, namely, the Metherell affair in New South Wales. However,
the public are calling upon us as members of Parliament to put our house in aorder in this
area, and that must be addressed. This Bill is an excellent way in which we can take up that
challenge. I was heartened to hear some members opposite be reasoned and constructive in
their approach to this debate, while nonetheless showing up the problems and making
criticisms. Unfortunately, a number of members on the other side of the House could not
rake that approach. They seemed to think that by bluster and noise they could make this
issue go away instead of facing up to it I can assure you, Mr Speaker, and members here
that the matter will not go away. The matter has been hanging around us for too long, since
well before the particular controversies and accusations which have come out of the so-called
WA Inc issues. This matter has been before this Parliament for some 20 years, and I have
been aware of cases in this Chamber where the pecuniary interest of members has been
called into question, and there has not been a proper mechanism to deal with that issue.
Whether or not there has been impropriety, the public perception of impropriety is very
damaging to our system of parliamentary democracy.
Mr Clarko: Absolute humbug. Do you have evidence?
Mr KOBELKE: Is the member saying that the community's perception of impropriety is
humbug?
Mr Clarko: Do you have evidence of community disquiet?
Mr KOBELKE: That is a classic example of the Opposition's unwillingness to address the
issue. The Opposition continues to fail to address the real issues in Western Australia. The
member for Marmion has made that clear. In his speech he spent time accusing the
Government, but he cannot have it both ways. If accusations of impropriety are made
against this Government or against previous Governments and that affects the public
perception, we must address the issue of whether the accusations are true. The member for
Marmion thinks that he can make accusations and that he can also say that it is not true, and
that there is no evidence of impropriety.
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Mr Clarko: You brought in the legislation. You should prove that there is public disquiet.
Mr KOBELKE: Is the member saying that there is none? The member for Marmion claims
there is no public disquiet about the political donations made in this State. The member for
Marmion must be the member for the moan. I cannot see how he could have been living in
Perth and feel that there is no public disquiet about the pecuniary interests of members. I
find that unbelievable. The member for Marinion is like a windmill in a willy willy. He
goes around so fast that he does not know where he is. He goes around in circles.
If members cannot come to grips with the present situation because it is too close to home
and because they have been getting into the mud so often they cannot see the light of day,
perhaps I should take them back 20 years or so, to an article in the Daily News on 9 June
1970. The article, headed "Share issue to Cabinet Ministers", in part reads -

Top ranking politicians in three states are being allotted thousands of shares in the
highly publicised Comalco Ltd. share issue.
Nearly half the Queensland cabinet have been allotted shares. WA Premier Sir David
Brand gets 1500 shares, according to Camalco's allotment papers.

And further on -

Industrial Development inister Charles Court's family investment company
Chenrita Ltd is shown as having been allotted 1500 fully paid shares. Cherrita's
address is given as care of Hendry, Rae and Court, Murray StL, Perth.
The wife of Mines inister Griffith, Mrs Owenneth Lorraine Griffith, of Ferrar st.,
Mt. Lawley, is listed with 1000 fully paid shares.

That conflict of pecuniary interests of members of Parliament took place over 20 years ago.
It may have gone back even further than that.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I wonder whether we could listen to the member for Nollamara for
a moment. He does not have long before he must wind up his comments.
Mr KOBELKE: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I was about to bring my comments to a
conclusion. The memory of some members opposite is unbelievable. We must face up to
this issue. It is one of many issues facing this State. The Government is giving a positive
lead by trying to put in place legislation which make members of Parliament more
accountable and which will ensure the confidence of the public in this House. The
Opposition cannot have it both ways. It cannot make allegations about impropriety and then
say that it did not really mean it. Members opposite cannot make allegations simply because
they want to throw mud and then say later that the matter has no substance and that they do
not want to do anything about it. I cannot follow that logic. I am sure also that the
overwhelming majority of the public of Western Australia find the comments of some
members opposite unbelievable. The way some members of the Opposition have attempted
to attack the legislation speaks strongly for the need for such legislation.
DR ALEXANDER (Perth) [4.55 pm]: The matter of pecuniary interests is very important.
It is also an issue which I have looked at over the years. both in local government - as
members will recall - and in State Government. Going to my files this morning I noted that

-this legislation has been on the books for a number of years. I have been collecting
information over at least four years as far as the State legislation is concerned. A number of
speakers have pointed out that Western Australia is not unique in seeking to introduce
legislation of this sort. Even if members opposite may legitimately question the motives for
reintroducing the legislation at this time in the lead up to the election, the legislation should
be judged on its merits rather than trying to impugn the motives of those introducing it. That
does not affect the merits of the legislation one way or another. Whether the Government is
seeking political advantage from introducing legislation at this time should not be used as an
argument against introducing it. To me, it is an argument about not only doing justice; it is
the old saying, justice needs not only to be done but also to be seen to be done.
A moment ago when the member for Nollamara raised the infamous issue of the Comialco
shares, the member for Man~nion said that people knew about it and it did not make any
difference. The point is that that information should be in the public arena so that people can
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make their own judgments. If people are satisfied that the issue of those shares to those
individuals did not affect their voting or political behaviour, that is fine, but the public is
entitled to know that Ministers and members hold interests in particular companies or
operations which may from time to time be affected by legislation before the Parliament.
Mr Clarko: We could have a brust that told us nothing. The Federal legislation is not useful,
do you think?
Dr ALEXANDER: It could be more useful and perhaps the State legislation could go
further. I would have a number of suggestions in that direction, but the point is that if this
legislation is not effective enough I would have thought that the amendments - rather than
closeting disclosure with the Chief Justice - should look to ways to make it more effective so
that if a miust is used there is a process to uncover as far as possible who is behind the miust
and what influence it may or may not have on a politician's voting behaviour.
Mr Clarko: Have you found evidence in the political history of Western Australia of a
situation which would have been better for this legislation?
Dr ALEXANDER: We do not know.
Mr Clarko: We have had a number of years of responsible Government, but there is no
single case that you can produce.
Dr ALEXANDER: Hang on! The point is that if there is no requirement on members to
declare their interests in a general way except when particular questions come before the
Chair - and then it is said under the Standing Orders that the interest should be declared -
there is no general background against which the public or members of Parliament can assess
that situation. To me, it is the same in local government. The current procedure in local
government equates to the procedure in this Chamber, although I believe it is more tightly
applied in local government.
An Opposition member- It is tighter in local government.
Dr ALEXANDER: It is only on a one-off basis: In other words, if in a committee or in a
council a person is involved with a company, or a relative or close Mrend is involved, that
person is advised that he should declare an interest in the register so that the public would
become aware of the information. The problem, of course, was that the public were not
awart of the information until well after the event. When they were aware, particularly in
the cases I cited in this Chamber some years ago, there was considerable disquiet that not
only had members declared a pecuniary interest in a particular vote or project but also certain
conflicts of interest seemed to have arisen after the event. However, if die information is
declared in a register well before the votes are taken - and annually updatedl, as the current
legislation suggests, and as the Government has suggested local councils do - the public are
in a better position to judge whether there is an actual or potential conflict of interest between
a member's duty and private interests.
This is the system which, as other speakers have painted out, operates all around the country
except in a couple of jurisdictions, and in many other parts of the world including the United
Kingdom and the United States of America. Of course, that does not mean we should adopt
it here. I will quote from a debate that took place in 1978 in the Victorian Parliament where
the member of Parliament introducing the legislation was the Right Honourable Rupert
Hamer, Premier and Treasurer of Victoria - a Liberal Premier, if I am not mistaken. The
legislation he introduced required a register of interest and I will quote from Mansard,
21 November 1978 of the Victorian Legislative Assembly. It states -

This Bill has been drawn on the basis that it is perfectly proper for members to have
interests outside Parliament, but it does assume that it is in the interests of the State
and of die members that they should disclose that interest so that they should be free
from the innuendoes and slurs that have become far too common against those who
participate in public life today.

That same situation applies here some 13 years later. Until we know what shares and
property members of Parliament own, and what companies they are involved in, the public
cannot be confident that there is not a potential conflict of interest with Bills going through
the Parliament.
Mr Clarko: If the member for Perth looked at today's Notice Paper he would have great
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difficulty in finding a single, solitary Bill which would be affected by members' pecuniary
interests.
Dr ALEXANDER: Let us look at Order of the Day No 22. the Port Kennedy Development
Agreement Bill. For all I know members may have shares in that company. It is unlikely,
but it is possible. The Western Australian Land Authority Bill is another. In the future
companies will be dealing with that land authority and maybe members of Parliament will be
involved, maybe not.
Mr Clarko: If the member had shares in Port Kennedy he would have to face up to that
decision now because under Standing Orders if a member has a pecuniary interest he must
not vote on the matter. Members would have to make that decision right now, so we do not
need a second barrier.
Dr ALEXANDER: I believe that until a register is established and all members are required
on a certain date to submit information relating to their interests, rather than doing it on a
one-off basis associated with specific pieces of legislation, we will not be in a position to
properly judge that. There is no means of enforcing that Standing Order.
Mr Trenorden: What about Senator Richardson's situation, where he did not declare an
interest?
Dr ALEXANDER: I believe he was wrong.
Mr Trenorden: Doesn't that make a mockery of the system?
Mr Graham: How would the member have found out if there was no legislation?
Dr ALEXANDER: Precisely; there was a requirement on him to declare his interest and he
did not. He did the wrong thing and now he has been judged accordingly.
Mr Trenorden: But the judge believes it does not matter.
Dr ALEXANDER: That is his judgment; that may not be the public's or the Parliament's
judgment. Let the public judge the situation. If they think he has done the wrong thing, he
will not survive.
Mr Clarko: We have an effective formula now.
Dr ALEXANDER: The formula is that there is some sort of ministerial code of conduct plus
the requirements of the Federal pecuniary interests register similar to what we are being
asked to vote on here.
Mr Clarko: All that will happen is that the shares will be passed on to a family miust. If this
legislation comes into force any member who has great rafts of shares and property will set
up a family mrust and declare he has an account with Westpac, and no amount will be
disclosed, and he has complied with the law.
Dr ALEXANDER: If there are loopholes like that in the legislation I look to the member for
Marmion to introduce amendments to help us plug them.
Mr Clarko: There is no evidence that this legislation is needed.
Dr ALEXANDER: Because we are all in the dark at the present time.
Mr Clarko: I tried to get from the member for Nollamara one example of where there had
been a transgression and he could not produce one. He is a highly articulate man and one
could be sure if he could have found one he would have.
Dr ALEXANDER: When one looks at the history of both local and State Governments one
sees there have been examples of potential or actual conflicts of interests. Sure, local
government is a different sphere and, as the member for Albany pointed out, with its
planning considerations it is more likely to come directly into that conflict of interest
situation. However, local government currently is saying to the State Government, "if you
want us to adopt a pecuniary interests register that is mare comprehensive than the current
process in which some people do not have confidence, why don't you adopt one as well?"
Mr Clarko: Yes, why don't we? With respect we have done nothing about local
government. I said this morning that Fitzgerald called for members of Parliament and other
people in authority to declare pecuniary interests. This legislation does not do anything
about people of authority in the community.
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Dr ALEXANDER: Perhaps that is the next step. I do not thin the Government has gone far
enough. I understand that the Minister is negotiating with local government on the contents
of a local government Bill - if we ever see it. The Local Government Association of WA
(Inc) has said that one of the points the Minister wants included in the legislation is the
requirement for a pecuniary interests register. The association has said that unless the
Government gives it a guarantee that it will introduce this legislation, it will not accpt it for
local governiment. That is not a bad thing, because if it achieves the objective at local
government I cannot see how theme is any bairn in people knowing how many properties or
shares a member owns. Whether there is anything illegal or nefarious in that is not for
members or me to judge, but the public. Then we can all be confident we are operating in a
fakrer and cleaner environment rather than having to listen to this innuendo, "Well, we know
the member for so and so has some shames in that company and that is why he voted a
particular way." One hears that sort of bar talk all the time.
Mr Clarko: I have not heard that in 20 years of public life.
Dr ALEXANDER: Perhaps the bars in Marniion have a different code of conduct, but in the
bars around Highgate and North Perth that is pretty common talk.
Mr Clarko: This Government has changed the local government legislation to weaken its
pecuniary provisions. I have protested about it for years.
Dr ALEXANDER: I am glad to hear that, but now I am told the Government is moving to
strengthen that situation having perhaps realised the error of its ways. This is one way we
could encourage local government to become a little more responsible in that direction.
Mr Trenorden inteijected.
Dr ALEXANDER: WA Inc has been a terrible scandal, but the way one hears some
members opposite talk one would think it has never happened before.
Mr Clarko: In Western Australia that has never happened, not a sign of it. You might say
there has been some but you probably could not demonstrate it.
Mr Gordon Hill: A former conservative Government bailed out the old Midland railway
company years ago.
Mr Clarko: I know you let Mr Francina out of prison on the night Tonkin won Government
in 1971.
The ACIING SPEAKER (Mr Kobelke): Order!
Mr Clarko: The night Tonkin was elected you let Mr Francina out of prison.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I called for order and I do not have a soft voice. I would
have thought members would hear. We normally finish at 4.30 pm and I know members are
revelling in being able to stay back late but some members think we could conclude business
and perhaps go on to other things.
Dr ALEXANDER: It is a bit like detention. I can see the rapt attention of people's faces;
they love listening to me.
It is my understanding of the history of the 1970s that the start of WA Inc was in 1974, with
the purchase by the Liberal State Government of some land at Aikimos from Bond
Corporation.
Mr Trenorden: You will be interested to read the evidence about that. You will be a bit
disappointed.
Dr ALEXANDER: Is that right? That is sad to hear.
Mr Clarko: What was bought in 1974 is worth more today. It would be hard to prove it was
a bad buy in 1974.
Dr ALEXANDER: It was not a bad buy but it was not intended for the purposes for which it
is used now. The State needs a register.
Last week this House debated the need for a code of conduct which the former Leader of the
Opposition suggested should be adopted. He included in that code of conduct provisions that
would ensure that Ministers had no conflict, apparent or real, between their public duty and
their private interests- Again, the Liberal and National Parties axe saying that is a risk and
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that there should be same check; yet they want that to be done in private. I cannot
understand the intention of members when on the one hand they talk about members of
Parliament declaring their interests but on the other hand say that it must be done in private.
If interests are to be declared it should be done publicly so the people can judge the situation
properly, If we were to go down the path of public interest declaration - and I have
demonstrated that is necessary for public confidence in the political process - it is reasonable
that a register be available for public inspection.
The member for Moore said that only people on the Labor side want a register, because they
have no assets and they want to find out what assets the Liberal and National Party members
have. I do not think he is correct. There would be several people on this side of the House,
excluding myself, who would have sufficient financial assets. The argument has nothing to
do with those without assets wanting to get at those with assets. After all, it is fine if the
member for Moore owns one or even four farms. I know of no reason the information should
not be in the public arena just in case someone wrongly accuses him of allowing his business
interests to compromise his political judgment. That is what this legislation is all about. The
State may have been better off if this legislation had been introduced 10 years ago or had
been agreed to when it was first introduced about seven years ago.
Mr Trenorden: Or even three years ago.
Dr ALEXANDER: Some people say the Government introduced it then only because it
knew the Opposition would vote against it and that it would look like the Government was
rallying against the Opposition.
Mr Trenorden interjected.
Dr ALEXANDER: Whether the motives of the Government are 100 per cent pure does not
affect my judgment of the Bill. I try to look at the Hill on its merits, and I see that there is a
case for it. It will encourage local governments to look more comprehensively into their
system. It will help to restore fading public confidence in the State Government processes
and the way in which politicians go about their business. Therefore, if a system such as this
were adopted, not only politicians but also the entire community would be better off.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [5.14 pm]: A number of points must be made
in conclusion to the second reading of the Bill. The Government intends to ensure that this
Bill passes. I am grateful that many members of the Opposition, while arguing against the
Bill, have indicated their willingness to support the second reading stage of the Bill. That is
a curious position. The Opposition has made it clear that it does not have a grasp of the
underlying issues on this piece of legislation and to the extent that they do they reject the
principles contained in the Bill. It is clear, in listening to most of the speakers, that although
they pointed to what they regarded as deficiencies in the legislation they actually said that
they did not agree that members of Parliament's interests should be disclosed; there ar, other
people whose interests might be disclosed, but not those of members of Parliament.
However, that is fundamental to the Bill. That principle was enunciated clearly by
Mr Fitzgerald when he reported to the Queensland Government after the Royal Commission.
He stated that the financial interests of any parliamentarian or person in authority are of
public significance. He also said that such interests can result in conflicts between public
duty and private interest.
Mr Clarko: Why did you leave out public significance?
Dr LAWRENCE: That is a matter to be discussed. We are now talking about members of
Parliamnent. We have a capacity to ensure that we enshrine in legislation something that is
done at the moment by inisters to me and the Auditor General; that is, to declare financial
interests.
Mr Clarko: Does it work?
Dr LAWRENCE: They axe all up to date and they are amended as required
Mr Clarko: Why didn't you drop that as well?
Dr LAWRENCE: That may be a possibility at some stage, particularly if the Opposition is
so rigid about this and is not prepared to go through with the Bill to its conclusion. We have
heard the Opposition say that it is prepared to go through the second reading stage but that it
is opposed to the Bill in principle. We have also heard from a number of other members that

2448



[T1hursday, 14 May 1992] 44

die Bill does not go far enough and that it should include spouses, chief executive officers
and members of bonrds. Amendments have been suggested that at least the latter two
recommendations could be pant of their thinking. On the other hand, the same members
within seconds of saying that the Bill goes too far said that it would not be fair if the
financial interests of members of Parliament or their spouses were subject to public scrutiny
and that it would not be reasonable for the public to be interested in the financial and
pecuniary interests of members of Parliament.
I am confused about what it is the Opposition believes. It is opposed to the Bill in principle,
yet it is not opposed to it in principle. The Bill does not go far enough, but it goes too far.
Since the Opposition has been at some pains in this debate, it is important to identify the
problem of the Opposition in poking fingers in the direction of the Government benches,
suggesting that there is a problem and that issues before the Royal Commission have been
raised in the media that are deserving of their interest in this Parliament but that they do not
deserve any remedy. That is an extraordinary proposition. The Opposition has been saying
for a long rime that there is a problem. I agree that the problem must be remedied. We need
a Bill to ensure that that problem does not raise its bead again, to have public disclosure of
political donations and so members of Parliament's financial interests are clearly out in the
public arena for the scrutiny of members of the public - not for their perverted curiosity.
because most people will not give two hoots, but so they can tell whether there is a conflict
of interest or whether members have been in receipt of gifts of an extraordinary amount, and
from where political donations are coming. I am not inclined to take seriously the rantings
and ravings - and that is what this debate has been like today - of members opposite when
they tell us that this is a serious problem but that they do not propose to do anything about it.
They are not agreeing that a remedy is necessary. It is like saying that the community is sick,
or I am ill, and I do not intend to do anything about it. That is the approach the Opposition
has adopted.
This Bill is designed to solve a problem of fact and perception. The problem of fact is that it
is possible for members of Parliament particularly to be in a position of conflict of interest.
Obviously, it is something they should avoid, but no-one can know whether they have been
able to avoid it unless the information about their pecuniary interest is disclosed. Thle
amendments suggested by the Opposition that nobody should know about the interests but
that they should be secretly disclosed departs from the purpose of the Bill and fails to remedy
that problem of fact. Another important question, one which was touched on by a number of
members, was public confidence. Despite what the member for Marmion said, it is the case
that there is a view among certain sections of the community that members of Parliament in
relation to political donations and financial interests have not been entirely up to scratch. If
that is a public perception, what can be done about it? we can have a proper register of those
interests. It would be for public disclosure, not for prurient curiosity on the pant of some
people as members opposite appear to fear. The question of the conflict of interest could be
dealt with in the most direct fashion and not by someone accidentally discovering that
someone has acted with a conflict of interest and then having to try to discover the material
after the fact. As the member for Perth indicated, that is the least effective way of dealing
with the issue.
Members opposite referred today to the problems they allege we have with salaries and
conditions. The member for Melville was long in his description of the impecuniousness of
many members of Parliament. In my view, if their salaries are inadequate and they do not
have substantial assets they are likely targets for inducements and blandishments of various
kinds. It is not an argument against the registration of pecuniary interests; it is the opposite.
it is more important then, that they should provide that information in the public arena. As
we have heard, it is not as though we would be exceptional in this case. Many jurisdictions
have found it necessary to legislate in this manner to prevent conflicts of interest and to
prevent the perception of conflicts of interest. Presumably other legislators have been able to
overcome the difficulties which have been outlined today.
One of the extraordinary propositions put by a number of members opposite included a quote
from the now Leader of the Opposition to an earlier contribution to this debate which was,
"Because people break laws you do not pass any." What an extraordinary proposition. We
would not have any tax laws or a Criminal Code in that case.
Mr Clarko: Who said that?
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Dr LAWRENCE: The member for Marmnion certainly said it. The member for Nedlands,
the now Leader of the Opposition, said that in a previous debate.
Mr Clarko: As far as I know he has not spoken on this Bill.
Dr LAWRENCE: He did speak on another occasion.
Mr Clarko: I obtained a list of those members who had spoken on the 1989 Bill and his
name is not on it.
Dr LAWRENCE: IJam sorry Ido not recall whether it was the 1989 or the 1985 Bill. It is a
measure of the commitment of the Opposition that this is the third time the Bill has been
introduced. It is the thirl time we have attempted to bring in this legislation to enshrine the
principles which art important to the Government and to me. I do not want members of the
community entertaining a belief that I may operate with a conflict of interest and I would
have thought that every member of Parliament would feel the same way. I want them to be
confident that they know what my financial position is, what I own and what I can dispose
of. I want them to be confident that they know that every donation which is given to me or
my party is on the public recant. I find it extraordinary that in both cases the Liberal Party
has taken such a negative view. It is in the interests of all of us - not just individuals - that
fimancial interests be disclosed. I referred earlier to the existing code for Ministers and civil
servants. That code will continue to apply and in the case of the register it will obviously
become a matter for public knowledge. The Opposition would want us to believe that there
is nothing wrong that needs to be remedied by legislation and that even if the legislation were
passed there would be lots of ways of getting around it.
Mr Clarko: Of course there would be.
Dr LAWRENCE: I have heard some of the creative views of members opposite and all their
views suggest to me is a certain lack of morality by members on the Opposition benches if
they are so quick to identify what they see as ways Mround the legislation. If that is not the
case it is open to them, as members of the Opposition, to undertake the role which is properly
theirs and which the Independents have clearly taken on board, to try to make the legislation
better. Why is that a problem for members opposite?
Several members inteiJected.
Dr LAWRENCE: The amendments an the Notice Paper make it totally ridiculous because
the Opposition is advocating a secret register and it defeats the purpose of the Bill. The other
amendments may be more acceptable. Of all the amendments that one is the most stupid.
Anyone who read it would ask what it would achieve. It is already happening on the
Government side and I am in a position to judge whether any Minister has a conflict of
interest.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You are?
Dr LAWRENCE: They give me their information as well as giving it to the Auditor
General. If there are any discussions in Cabinet I am aware of the pecuniary interests of
Ministers.
Mr C.J Barnett: Do you make the declaration?
Dr LAWRENCE: Ministers make a declaration when they have a conflict of interest, but I
am in a position to know whether it is made correctly. It is proper and it is something that
will continue, If this legislation is passed other people will be aware of it and decisions
which are made by members of Parliament collectively would be subject to the same test of
conflict of interest. Having a secret register does not satisfy the public interest, which is a
very important part of this legislation and similar legislation which has been passed in other
jurisdictions.
Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: The member for Cottesloe raises the issue of whether a register being
placed with the Chief Justice might not satisfy the community. I have no problem with that,
but the Chief Justice might have because it muddies political and judicial powers. The
separation of powers question looms large with the Opposition's amendment. My objection
is not that the information is held by the Chief Justice, but that it would not be available to
the public. Any attempt to move away from that is an attempt to make the Bill effectively
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unworkable. We do not want it to be unworkable and we do not want there to be loopholes
of a clear and exaggerated kind. My challenge to members opposite is that if they believe
there are loopholes in this legislation which can be got around easily they should tell us
precisely what they are. If they are not prepared to do that they should come up with
amendments.
Mr alarko: It is your legislation.
Dr LAWRENCE: Members opposite are saying that it has loopholes. As far as I ani
concerned this legislation is an important step in this direction. I have no doubt that in
subsequent debates there will be amendments to it. I cannot think of an example on the
Statutes where that has not occurred in the light of experience. The Bill resembles legislation
in many other parts of the world and it has been drawn from the experience in those countries
and within Australia. It is designed to strike a fair balance between the rights of spouses and
members of Parliament; it is designed to ensure public confidence is restored- and it is
designed to make it clear where members of Parliament stand when they are making
decisions of significance to the community, especially those involving the expenditurre of
large sums of money which might tend to benefit members who have sources of income from
shares or land. It is an elementary principle for Government and members of this House to
understand. Apparently it is not understood by members of the Opposition who would seek
to have us believe they art serious about the legislation. The first four or five Opposition

speakers aar from the member for Albany. treated the issue, not the legislation, as a joke
and I hopthat every member of the community understands that is their attitude. They have
not taken the Bill seriously and they do not understand the principles underlying it and, to the
extent they do, they have made light of it. It is not a laughing matter and it is not an issue
which should be dismissed by members opposite. Quite frankly, some of the debates today
made me feel ashamed that I was a member of Parliament. It was one of the lowest levels of
debate I have heard in this place and it was on one of the most important issues we have had
before us. The test was failed comprehensively by members opposite.
Question put and passed.
Bill mad a second time.

ROAD TRAFFIC AMENDMENT BILL
Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Council; and, on motion by Mr Gordon Hill (Minister for Mines), read
a first time.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE.- SPECIAL
On motion by Mr McGinty (Minister for Housing), resolved.-

That the House at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 26 May at 2.00 pm.,
House adjourned at 5.30 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

AVON RIVER - DRAFT SYSTEM MANAGEMENT STRATEGY
Avon River Landowners' Group Submission

231. Mr OMODEI to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) Is there a submission by the Avon River Landowners' Group in relation to the

draft Avon River system management strategy?
(2) Will the Minister comment on the submission by the Avon River

Landowners' Group?
(3) Does the Minister agree with the aims set out in option 6 of the submission

wherein the landowners' group seeks to establish an Avon River advisory
council?

(4) Does the Government intend to set up a statutory authority to govern the use
of the Avon River area?

(5) If so, will the Minister give reasons for the setting up of a statutory authority?
(6) Is there resistance to the setting up of a statutory authority by the Avon River

Landowners' Group?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) It is being considered as one of a number of submissions on the draft Avon

River system management strategy. It confirms my own view that there
should be strong links between any management body for the Avon River and
landowners in the catchment.

(3) I do not believe an Avon River advisory council would significantly advance
the present situation of the Avon River system management committee which
does not have any authority to manage the river and virtually no resources.

(4)-(5)
No decision has been made and it will not be made until the Government has
fully considered all of the submissions on the draft Avon River strategy.

(6) There axe concerns from a small number of groups that a management
authority for the Avon River would somehow take over the work that is being
done in the catchment by the landcare groups. This is not borne out by the
experience with other waterways management authorities. In fact landowners
from Albany travelled to Beverley on 17 December 1991 to brief concerned
Avon landowners on how the Albany Waterways Management Authority
interacted with and supported landc are groups at Albany.

HOSPITALS - PUBLIC
Ant Curarors and Resident Artists or Sculptors

401. M& MINSON to the Minister for Health:
(1) Do public hospitals in Western Australia presently have art curators and/or

resident artists/sculptors?
(2) If so -

(a) what hospitals;
(b) who funds these persons;
(c) how much funding is expended on these persons?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) (a) (i) PMH - An artist in residence.

(ii) KEMvH - An artist in residence.
(iii) RPH - A part time art curator.
(iv) SCGH - A pantime art curator.
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(b) (i) PMH - A grant has been provided by Healxhway.
(ii) KEMH - A grant has been provided by Healzhway.
(iii) RPH - Payment is from the RPH Board special purpose

trust funds - no Consolidated Revenue Fund
money is used.

(iv) SCGH - Funded via Art Committee Reserve - no
Consolidated Revenue Fund money is used.

(c) (i) $12 000 - grant expires June 1992.
(ii) $17 000 - these funds are provided for the appointment of

two aniscs-in-residence, each for a three month
period.

(iii) $428.15 per fortnight.
(iv) 1990-91 - $5 285

1991-92 - $3 635 (to date).
PRINCESS ROYAL HARBOUR - PHOSPHORUS LOADS

Industry, Agriculture, Domestic Sources
447. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for the Environment:

For the years 1987-9 1 inclusive can the Minister provide derails of the amount
of phosphorous loaded, in tonnes, into Princess Royal Harbour from; -
(a) industry;
(b agriculture;
(c) domestic?

Mr PEARCE replied:
1987 1988 1989 1990 1991

Industry - 16.5 (61%) Approx.10 Not Not available
available yet

Agriculture - 6.5 (24%) Approx.6.5 Not Not available
available yet

Domestic - 4-0 (15%) Approx.4 Not Not available
available yet

Total - 27 (100%) 20 - Not available yet
PORT KENNEDY PROJECT -GOVERNMENT SHARE SALE
Crown Land Gramt Legislation -National Park Recommendoaion

483. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for State Development:
(1) Has the Government sold its share in the proposed Port Kennedy tourist

development?
(2) If so, to whom was it sold, and for what price?
(3) Does the Government propose to reintroduce legislation in order to grant

Crown land fo the proponents of this project?
(4) If so, when will this occur?
(5) Did the Department of Conservation and Land Management recommend to

the Government that the Port Kennedy area should become a national park?
(6) How can the Government justify giving away such valuable public land to a

private developer?
(7) Did the South Western Corridor Environmental Audit recommend the

conservation of the Port Kennedy area?
(8) What steps does the Government intend to take to ensure that the Port

Kennedy area does not pass into foreign ownership?
(9) Does the Minister have any concern for the thousands of Western Australians

who use the Port Kennedy area at present and would prefer to see it
conserved, rather than developed into an expensive tourist resort?
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Mr TAYLOR replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The share has been transferred to Pleuris Pty Ltd. On the agreement between

the State and Fleuris being ratified by Parliament, and the Minister agreeing
that the development can proceed, Fleuris will pay $500 000 to the State.

(3) The agreement between the State and Fleuris Pty Ltd for the development of
Pant Kennedy will be ratified by Parliament.

(4) It has been introduced into this session.
(5) Not to my knowledge.
(6) In return for the development of a boat harbour, a town centre, 240 units of

holiday accommodation, car parking, a public golf course and clubhouse,
picnic facilities and all infrastructure, the Government will progressively grant
25 ha of freehold land to Fleuris Pty Ltd.

(7) Not to my knowledge.
(8) The agreement states that no more than five per cent of the issued shames of

Fleuris Pty Ltd can be sold or assigned without prior approval of the Minister.
(9) Yes. In fact, the area was planned for development as far back as 197 1, under

the Brand Liberal Government. This plan was verified by the Town Planning
Department and was endorsed by the Court Government in 1978. The current
development is based on the concepts put forward in that plan. The
Government is also aware that the Pant Kennedy area is presently only
available to those who have access to a 4WD vehicle, and that ambulance, fire
and police services cannot get access to the area. The development proposed
will result in 95 ha being conserved as an A class reserve, the reservation of
public open space and beach areas, and the opening up of the area to the
public.

CARLO, DR GEORGE L. - GRACE VAUGHAN HOUSE TALK
Government Officers' Attendance

492. Dr ALEXANDER to the Minister for Health:
(1) Officers from which Government departments attended Grace Vaughan

House on 21 February 1992 to hear a talk by Dr George L Carlo from the
United States of America, sponsored here by the chemical manufacturer
Nufarmi?

(2) What was the subject of Dr Carlo's talk?
(3) Has Dr Carlo been a consultant to -

(a) the American Chlorine Institute;
(b) the American paper industry?

(4) With regard to a report on Dr Carlo in the Wall Swreet Journal of Thursday,
20 February 1992. page I and A6 (column 1) (Western edition) which exposes
Dr Carlo as falsely reporting that a consensus was reached at the 1990
Banbury Conference (a meeting of prominent dioxin experts) that a threshold
for exposure to dioxin exists below which dioxin poses no danger, when in
fact no such consensus was reached, is the Premier concerned that Dr Carlo
may not be a reliable source of scientific and other information for Western
Australian public servants?

(5) (a) Has Dr Carlo visited Western Australia before February 1992 and
spoken to Western Australian public servants;

(b) if so, did he informn public servants that the Banbury Conference
reached a consensus to the effect that a threshold for exposure to
dioxin exists below which dioxin poses no danger?

(6) In view of some Western Australian public servants' propensity to believe and
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repeat chemical industry claims as revealed in question 1954 (d) and (e) of
1990, will the Premier obtain the Wall Street Journal article of 20 February
1992 and circulate it to all the Western Australian public servants who
attended -

(a) Dr Carlo's February 1992 talk;
(b) any earlier talks Dr Carlo gave in Western Australia?

(7) If no to (6) why not?
(8) For each department represented at Dr Carlo's talk, how many officers

attended?
(9) (a) For each department, how can the size of the contingent of officers

attending the talk be justified in terms of returns to the taxpayer from
the attendance of each officer,

(1,) please explain with specific examples?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) The talk was arranged by Nufarm with the Health Department responding to a

request for use of the venue. No record was kept of attendees. It is known
that officers attended from the Health Department of Western Australia,
Environmental Protection Authority. Department of Occupational Health,
Safety and Welfare, Department of Mines and Water Authority of Western
Australia.

(2) Chlorinated organic compounds, their human toxicity and environmental
threat.

(3) (a) Yes.
(b) Not known.

(4) I have not seen the article concernied; however, I am advised that Dr Carlo is a
well known figure in the literature relating to chlorinated organic compounds.
Professional officers in the Public Service listen to all views including those
of industry and groups such as Greenpeace, as well as do their own
independent research in order to provide balanced advice to the Government
and the public. As to whether a consensus was reached on a threshold below
which dioxin has no effect, let alone no danger, I quote from the epilogue of
the proceedings of the conference, written by the editors, all of whom are very
eminent scientists -

In talking with many of the participants both at the Banbury
Conference and since, we think we can claim that by these yardsticks
most people felt that something significant was accomplished.
Perhaps the most practical outcome of the meeting was that there was
a sense of agreement that the model traditionally used to assess dioxin
risk is no longer appropriate and that all of the known toxic effects of
dioxib appear to be receptor-mediated. This means that for dioxins to
have an effect, an undetermined number of receptors must be occupied
before any biological or toxic effect is seen, and thus there exists a
dose level beiow which no biologically significant effects can occur.
(Bi~ological Basis for Risk Assessment of Dlioxins and Related
Compounds ed. M CGallo, R Scheuplein and K Van Der Heijden.
1991).

(5) (a) No.
(b) Not applicable.

(6) (a) No.
(b) Not applicable.

(7) There is no need. The officers who attended are all professionals in their field
and capable of making judgments as to whether information is valid.

(8) Not known as the talk was arranged by Nufann and was attended by
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representatives from industry, academic institutions, commnity groups and
Government.

(9) Not relevant in view of answer to (8).
HEALTH DEPARTMENT OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - ASBESTOS MATERIALS

HANDL[NG POLICY
Local Governent Responsibility

532. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Health:
(1) What is the policy of the Health Department of Western Australia with regard

to the handling of asbestos materials?
(2) What is the responsibility of local authorities with regard to the issue of

handling of asbestos materials?
Mr WILSON replied:,
(1) The Health Department has endorsed the asbestos code of practice andr idance notes on asbestos proposed by Worksafe Australia (August 1988).

opecifically, for asbestos cement, the Health Department has approved the
Western Australian Advisory Committee on Hazardous Substances report on
"Asbestos Cement Products1 (August 1990). The Health (Disposal of
Asbestos) Regulations 1984 provide for the disposal of asbestos wastes at
approved sites. New regulations have been drafted and these are being
considered by Cabinet The proposed legislation has three objectives -
(a) to prevent die reuse/resale of second-hand asbestos cement sheeting;
(b) to control the handling and use of materials containing asbestos

thereby protecting the public from uncontrolled fibre release into the
environment; and

(c) to facilitate the safe disposal of asbestos, including asbestos cement,
by improving access to, and increasing the number of, landfill sites
which are able to receive asbestos-contaminated waste.

(2) The responsibility of local authorities with regard to the handling of asbestos
materials derives from their powers under the Health Act and the existing
Health (Disposal of Asbestos) Regulations 1984 to ensure that asbestos is
disposed of at a place and in a manner required by these regulations.

GENERAL PRACTITIONERS - COUNTRY TOWNS
Residential and Surgery Accommnodation Provision Plans - Karratha Doctors

559. Mr AINSWORTH to the Minister for Health:
(1) Is the Government planning to provide residential and surgery

accommodation for private general practitioners in country towns which are
experiencing a problem in attracting permanent doctors?

(2) (a) If not, why was this done for Karratha;
(b) why do other rural and remote communities not qualify for provision

of assistance for basic medical services?
(3) Are the two doctors who were assisted to locate in Karratba still undertaking

medical practice in that town?
(4) Were their positions of a permanent nature, or are/were they just acting as

locums?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) No.
(2) (a) In recognition of the pressing need for interim medical services to be

provided while additional permanent general practitioners amc being
sought for Karratha. Also, unlike most other centres throughout the
State, no accommodation assistance is provided by the shire and the
companies will only become involved where a doctor is taking up
permanent practice.
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(b) The particular circumstances of other areas would need to be
determined and the requirements for assistance assessed.

(3) One doctor was assisted to relocate to Karratba. He later resigned and has
since been replaced. Arrangements for a second doctor have only recently
been completed and he will commence in Kanratha on I11 May.

(4) It is intended that their positions will be of a permanent nature. Locums have
been arranged for the positions, pending permanent appointments.

WASTE DISPOSAL - PONTYPOOL INCINERATOR, ENGLAND
Future Plans

576. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) Have plans for the disposal of Western Australian waste products which were

destined for Britain's Pontypool incinerator now been shelved?
(2) If so, what plans does the Government now have for the disposal of this

waste?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) No.
(2) No: applicable.

SUPERANNUATION - PENSIONS
Increases

580. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister assisting the Treasurer:
Under the Government's superannuation scheme what increases in pension
payments have been provided to beneficiaries under the 1938 Superannuation
Scheme in each of the last five financial years.

Dr GALLOP replied:
The Superannuation and Family Benefits Act 1939-87 provides for pensions
to be adjusted on a six monthly basis in October and April each year in line
with the percentage change in the consumer price index (Perth) figures for the
six month periods ending 30 June and 31 December respectively. However,
where the change in the CPI figure is negative, no adjustment is made to
pensions and the percentage decrease is netted off the next increase in the CPI
before makting any subsequent pension adjustments. Over the past five years
pensions have been adjusted as follows -

Year CP[ %l Pension
increase adjustment

1987-88 October 1987 3.62% 3.62%
April 1988 3.12% 3.12%

1988-89 October 1988 3.43% 3.43%
April 1989 4.16% 4.16%

1989-90 October 1989 3.19% 3.19%
April 1990 4.45% 4.45%

1990-91 October 1990 4.01% 4.01%
April 1991 3.28% 3.28%

1991-92 October 1991 -1.07% Nil
April 1992 .94% Nil

AUSTRALIAN HERITAGE COMIMISSION - NATIONAL ESTATE REGISTER
Previous Land Assessments

608. M~r WIESE £0 the Minister for Heritage:
(1) Further to question on notice 78. of 1992, how many previous assessments of

land for inclusion in the National Register have been carried out by the
Australian Heritage Commission in Western Australia?

(2) How many of those previous assessments have been done in conjunction with
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Conservation and Land Management or any other Western Australian
Government department or Western Australian Government instrumentality?

Mr McGINT replied:
(1) All entries in the Register of the National Estate are of land as the Australian

Heritage Commission Act deals with places. Advice from the Australian
Heritage Commission indicates that there are 1 108 places in Western
Australia on the Register of the National Estate either on an interim basis or
on a permanent basis. There ame a further 334 nominations waiting to be
processed. For convenience, National Estate places are categorised on the
basis of the predominant values for which they am considered for eny in the
register. Current figures for Western Australia are -

Registered Interim Nominations
Natural environment places 201 17 166
Built environment places 804 13 155
Aboriginal environment places 70 3 13
Total 1 075 33 334

(2) All nominations for entry of places in the Register of the National Estatear
referred by the Australian Heritage Commission to the State Government for
comment and advice. The program of assessment of the southern forest which
involved collaboration between the Australian Heritage Commission and the
Department of Conservation and Land Management identified 44 places
considered worthy of entry in the Register of the National Estate. None of
these has yet been entered, that is, they are all in the nominations category.
Of the existing entries in the Register of the National Estate, a number have
originated with State Government departments. In 1977 the Department of
Conservation and Environment submitted 180 nominations to the Australian
Heritage Commission. These were all of places identified through the
Conservation Through Reserves Committee process.

WASTE DISPOSAL - TOXIC WASTE INCINERATOR
Building Plans - Overseas Disposal Plans

613. Mr BRADSHAW to the Minister for Health:
(1) Does the Government still plan to build a high temperature incinerator to

dispose of toxic waste?
(2) If yes, when?
(3) If no, why not?
(4) Does the Government still intend to send toxic waste overseas for disposal?
(5) What is the cost or costs to dispose of the current shipment to Britain's

Pontypool incinerator?
(6) How much toxic waste is currently being stored by the Government for

disposal?
Mr WILSON replied:
(1) At this time there is no plan to build a high temperature incinerator to dispose

of toxic waste.
(2) Not applicable.
(3)-(4)

Export of intractable waste suitable for incineration occurs routinely
throughout Australia and recently proposals have been submitted to the
Environmental Protection Authority to approve transport to the wharf for
export. As these proposals were technically acceptable, approval was granted,
subject to appeal. Oce= export to high temperature incinerators overseas has
occurred, there would be no need for a facility in Western Australia. In
addition to this current alternative technologies are being examined to
establish their viability.
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(5) Disposal of intractable waste by incineration is generally about $5 000 per
tonne, depending upon transpont costs, analytical costs and othier faccors. The
Government is not aware of precise costs for any Western Australian wastes.
This figure would vary Uitile whether the Australian owned facility at
Ellesmere Port or die Pontypool facility were used, or one of the other
European facilities.

(6) The Department of Agriculture has approximately 200 tonnes of pesticides;
the State Energy Commission of Western Australia is understood to also have
approximately 400 tonnes of PCB-contaminared materials - capacitors,
transformer fluids. Little other waste is held by the Government,

SUPERANNUATION - PENSIONS
Increases

625. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister assisting the Treasurer:
Under the Government's superannuation scheme what increases in pension
payments have been provided to beneficiaries under the 1938 superannuation
scheme in each of the last five financial years?

Dr GALLOP replied:
Please see answer to question 580 of 5 May 1992.

PEEL HARVEY ESTUARY - DAWESVILLE CUT COMPLETION
Tidal Range Comparison

682. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Transpont:
What will be the difference in the tidal range within the Peel Harvey estuary,
in comparison with today's levels, after the completion of the Dawesville cut?

Mrs BEGGS replied:
The daily tidal range in the Peel Harvey estuary will increase from 0.11 to
0.35 metres for an ocean tide of 0.85 metres when the Dawesville cut is
completed. Similarly for an ocean tide of 0.30 metres the estuary tide will
increase from 0.06 metres to 0. 15 metres.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - EAST PERTH
GAS WORKS SITE REDEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

Decontami nation Assurance - Claisebrook Contwninadion
686. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for the Environment:

(I) Does the State Electricity Commission of Western Australia propose to
redevelop the land at the old East Perth gasworks site?

(2) Is this site heavily contaminated with coal tar wastes?
(3) Are these wastes toxic and carcinogenic?
(4) Will the Minister ensure that this site is totally decontaminated before any

earth moving takes place there?
(5) Is Claisebrook known to be contaminated with heavy metals, pesticides and

raw sewerage?
(6) is Claisebrook intended to be the centrepiece of the East Perth

redevelopment?
(7) What action does the Minister intend to rake to ensure that Claisebruok is

cleaned up before redevelopment begins in this area?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) The site is contaminated with coal from wastes, as outlined in the public

environmental review.
(3) Some wastes are toxic and carcinogenic.
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(4) SECWA has proposed to contain the material on site. The Environmental
Protection Authority will advise me on the environmental acceptability of the
proposal once its assessment is complete.

(5) Claisebrook is contaminated with elevated levels of heavy metals, pesticides
and faccal colifonns.

(6) Yes.
(7) Action will be based on the advice of the Environmental Protection Authority

following assessment of the East Perth redevelopment proposal.
CHLOROFLUOROCARBONS - PHASE-OUT

Environmental Protection Policy Election Promise
687. Mr KIERATH to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Did the State Government promise before the 1989 State Election to
implement an environmental protection policy to phase out all applications of
chlorofluorocarbons including those in refrigeration, air-conditioning and
packaging products?

(2) (a) Has this commitment been implemented;
(b,) if not, why not?

(3) Does Australia have a commitment to act quickly to phase out CFC's under
the Montreal Convention?

(4) Why then has the State Government been so dilatory on this issue?
Mr PEARCE replied:
(I) Yes.
(2) (a) The Environmental Protection Act 1986 Environmental Protection

(Ozone-Depleting Substances) Policy 1989 has been introduced to
control chlorofluorocarbon refrigerants. Also, Western Australia was
actively involved in the development of Commonwealth legislation
which bans CFCs in packaging products.

(b) Not applicable.
(3) Yes.
(4) Western Australia was the first of the States to introduce ozone-depletion

legislation and was also the first in Australia - believed in the world - to
successfully initiate a prosecution for CFC abuse.

RURAL ADJUSTMENT AND FINANCE CORPORATION - CAPITAL
RESTRUCTURING (INTEREST SUBSIDY) SCHEME

Lar gest and Smaltlest Interest Subsidy Payment

692. Mr HOUSE to the Minister for Agriculture:
Under the operation of the Rural Adjustment and Finance Corporation's
capital restructuring (interest subsidy) scheme, can the Minister advise dhe
House (for the period March 1991 to March 1992) of the following -
(a) the largest amount of interest subsidy paid to any one individual;
(b) the smallest amount of interest subsidy paid to any one individual?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
For the period 1 April 1991 to 31 March 1992 the Rural Adjustment and
Finance Corporation paid under the rural adjustment scheme capital
restructuring interest subsidies as follows -
(a) largest amount to any one individual farming operation was

$44 418.34;
(b,) smallest amount to any one individual fanning operation was 5287.16.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES OF GOVERNMENT
AND OTHER MATITERS - TAX FILES ACCESS REFUSAL

Premier's Acdion
174. Mr COURT to the Premier:

What action will the Premier now take after the Prime Minister's ude refusal
to provide tax information to the Royal Commission, as was provided to the
Fitzgerald Royal Commission?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I would like to bring the Lc-ader of the Opposition up to dare. Is he aware of
the Press conference that the Prime Minister held in the last hour or so?
Mr Court: Yes.
Dr LAWRENCE: As long as we are referring to the same events. The
adjective used by the Leader of the Opposition did not help. As members who
have been following this matter will know, the question was raised by the
Royal Commission and publicised yesterday. The initial response from the
Federal Government was that the commission had powers throught using the
police to get that information. As I understand it, the commission came back
and suggested that was not suitable to its ends. When I understood that, I
wrote this morning to the Prime Minister - and a copy was sent to the Royal
Commission - indicating that everything should be done to facilitate the Royal
Commission's access to those tax records. That facilitation might take the
form of discussions between the tax officers - I understand some discussions
have already taken place - and the Royal Commission or appropriate advice
obtained regarding the legal niceties of how this should be done. Whatever
die outcome, the information must be made available. There is no suggestion
from the Government, or I understand from the Prime Minister, that
information should not be made available. We seem to be in a squabble about
how it should be done. My recommendation to the Prime Minister is that the
disagreement be sorted our in the interests of Western Australia.
We have established a Royal Commission with sweeping powers and terms of
reference, and the commission is coming to the close of its deliberations.
None of us in the Parliament wants to see its endeavours thwarted by an
apparent disagreement between the Federal Taxation Office and the
commission over whether the commission should be able to obtain records.
As indicated by the question, the Taxation Office previously accommodated
the Fitzgerald Royal Commission, although I understand that some changes in
the law have been made since then.
I do not care about legal niceties; this matter must be remedied, and that is
very much the view I put publicly and to the Prime Minister, This is not
something we want to see thwart or delay the commission. I advised the
Royal Commission of my letter to the Prime Minister, and I expect that the
Commonwealth will accommodate the Royal Commission. The best thing to
do is to sit down and sort this matter out.

ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES OF GOVERNMENT
AND OTHER MATITERS - COSTS

175. Mr READ to the Premier:
In view of the Premier's commitment to keep the Parliament informed of the
costs associated with the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of
Government and Other Matters, is she able to advise of the ongoing costs of
the commission?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I have undertaken to keep the House informed of the costs of the Royal
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Commission and its legal expenses. I provide today the expenses for the last
two quarters. The figures underline the point I made that we are spending
significant taxpayers' funds on the commission for its operations and to
provide natural justice for those who appear before it.
For dhe December quarter the figures were: Salaries, wages and allowanices of
commission staff, $976 034; other staffing costs, $21 487; services and
contracts, $1 508 713; act of grace payments, including legal representation,
$2 792 365; consumnables, $42 563; maintenance of assets, $18 917; and
communications, $16 381. That represents an approximate total of $5.4
million.
The figures for the March quarter were: Salaries wages and allowances,
$798 641; other staffing costs, $20 653; services and contracts, $1 548 966;
act of grace payments, 51 586 353; maintenance of assets, $112 076; purchase
of assets, $25 489; consumnables, $67 969; and communications, $23 241.
That gives an approximate total for the March quarter of $4.2 million, which
added to the December total represents $9.6 million. Therefore, the total cost
of die commission's operation and legal representation for the nine months
until 31 March was $13.1 million.
I undertake to keep the House informed on these matters. I am mindful that
die costs of the Royal Commission must be kept under close public
examination.

Mr Kierath: Is this is a ministerial statement?
Dr LAWRENCE: This is a matter of importance and this is the appropriate time to

place the information on the public record. I will continue to provide the
information to the Parliament until the Royal Commission's activities are
completed.

WA GOVERNMENT HOLDINGS LTD - DEBT
Loan Repayments

176. Mr COWAN to the Premier.
With reference to the loan repayments associated with the WA Government
Holdings Ltd debt -
(1) Is it the intention of the Government to repay the outstanding 1990-91

loan, which was deferred last year, as well as this year's commitment
in this year's Budget?

(2) If not, how have the loan repayments been rescheduled?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1 )-(2)

I have made a statement on this question before; however, for the interest of
the Leader of the National Party, we have deferred the accelerated part of that
payment last year, which was required under the original agreement - that is,
the $25 million. Obviously, that will be paid at the end of the loan period, or,
if circumstances improve, in subsequent years. However, this year we have
not made additional allowances beyond the $50 million which was part of the
original schedule. To do otherwise would have been to put severe burdens on
Government services and I do not think any of us would want that to be the
result.

TAPE - AUTONOMOUS BODY ESTABLISHMENT PLANS
Responsible to the Mini ster for Education

177. Dr EDWARDS to the Premier
Does the Government plan to establish TAPE as an autonomous entity that is
responsible to the Minister for Education?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I was rather surprised on hearing some of the details from the policy statement
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of the member for Roleystone as he appears to have overlooked something
that took place in 1989. It seems to bave escaped the Liberal Party's notice
that TAFE is autonomous and operates quite separately from the Ministry of
Education and that has been the case for a number of years. I am amazed to
hear the Opposition suggesting it should be part of its policy in Governent.
We are grateful the Opposition is endorsing by that move what has already
happened. For the zest, the policy that was released this morning is a very
embarrassing regurgitation of much char has already been done. flat seems
to flatter members on this side and I suppose we should be pleased there is
such consensus on key issues. I recommend to the Opposition that when
putting out policy statements that talk about what will happen over the next 10
years that it deal with what has not been done. It has a couple of other
embarrassing statements as well as the good.
The Opposition's policy on the country service bonus contained in the
Fightback package would have us believe that we reward teachers after they
have left those difficult schools. We have a bonus scheme for teachers in
remote areas in those difficult schools and it is a very good idea-, but one
should not continue to reward teachers once they have returned to the
metropolitan area. TMe result of that would be that the teachers would get the
bonus when they are in the country and if they go there as young teachers and
retire to the cities, perhaps for the rest of their teaching careers, and the
taxpayers would continue to pay them a very substantial bonus.

Mr Court: The ministry officials I spoke to this morning thought it was quite good.
The Premier must have been talking to different people.

Dr LAWRENCE: The material I am reading comes from the Ministry of Education
and it is seen as a fairly silly idea. Itris their observation it would be very
expensive indeed.

ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTI7VITIES OF GOVERNMENT
AND OTHER MATTERS - TAX FILES ACCESS REFUSAL
Prime Minister Keating's Rebuttal - Premier's Further Action

178. Mr COURT to the Premier:
Is the Premier aware that Prime Minister Keating has said today, "Well, look -
with all due respect to Premier Lawrence and anybody else - politicians
asking plaintively by press release for broad access to the Tax Office and its
resources are not to be taken seriously by the Commonwealth"? With that
rebuttal what further action will the Premier be taking to ensure that the Royal
Commission does have access to that information as was given to the
Fitzgerald Royal Commission?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
It is clear the. Prime Minister cannot have been speaking of me as I did not put
out a Press release. Could it have been the Leader of the Opposition? Did he
put one out recently?

Mr Court: Mr Keating was asked, "How much damage will your refusal of Carmen
Lawrence's approach today do her politically ... T"

Dr LAWRENCE: It was a letter and not a Press release. I am not concerned with
what any Federal member, Prime Minister, or others say in this matter. I have
stated my position clearly and fairly and in my view that message still
remains. The Federal Government, the Commissioner for Taxation and the
Royal Commission between themselves surely can work out a way to make
the appropriate records available for the investigation. I urge them to do this.
I do not care what they say about my urging, it is the right thing to do and I
stand by it.

Government members: Hear, hear!
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AUTHORITY FOR IN'TELLECrUALLY HANDICAPPED PERSONS - IRRABEENA
CENTRE, INGLE WOOD

Sex Abate Allegations
179. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister for Community Services:

I refer to remarks attributed to Mr Bruce Dufty in last Friday's The West
Australian chat "sex abuse allegations against relatives of people attending the
Authority for Intellectually Handicapped Persons' Irrabeena Centre in
Inglewood are made fairly regularly".
(1) How many such allegations have been made in the past two years?
(2) How many of the allegations have been substantiated?
(3) Who has the responsibility to substantiate such allegations?
(4) What are the usual procedures undertaken in the investigation of

allegations and what role, if any, do AUI officers cake in the
investigations?

Mr RIPPER replied:

I thank the member for Floreat for giving me some notice of her question.
The Authority for Intellectually Handicapped persons advises that it had
concern for the welfare of children in 73 cases in the 12 months between 1991
and May of this year. This concern relates not only to children in care in
authority facilities but also among the clientele for which the authority has
been responsible. The authority states that those concerns relate to the
welfare of children rather than protection allegations only. If substantiation is
defined as confirmation by a care and protection order issued by the
Children's Court, or by sonic other court decision, the number of allegations
substantiated in those 12 months was seven. The responsibility for
substantiation in child protection cases rests with the Department for
Community Services, which has statutory responsibility for protection of
children. Responsibility also lies with the police to prosecute people who are
guilty of criminal offences. The procedures dealing with concerns about the
welfare of children who come to the notice of the Authority for intellectually
Handicapped persons are governed by a number of guidelines: The AIH has a
set of guidelines for the management of the suspected neglect and abuse of
children which were issued in 1990. I can make a copy available to the
member if she wants it. A document is also available, which was produced
last year, and which outlines reciprocal child protection guidelines and
procedures within AUI and DCS. That can also be made available to the
member for Floreat.
Broadly speaking the Department for Community Services has a statutory
responsibility for protection of abused and neglected children who come to
the notice of the department, and the principal role and coordination of
support services to all family members. The AIR has a role in providing and
coordinating support to families where the parent and or the child is
intellectually handicapped. This is a fairly complicated matter and one which
involves a great amount of sensitivity. The role of various agencies in the
child protection area must be coordinated. It is pleasing that an advisory and
coordinating committee on child abuse has been established, chaired by Kath
French, to bring together all the agencies involved in child protection matters.
Its role is also to help create, as far as possible, a situation which will provide
for the best protection of the children within a framework of preserving the
rights of others who may be involved.

WHEAT - NI4MUM PRICE
Reintroduction Consideration

180. Mr GRAHAM to the Premier:
Will the Premier consider reintroduction of the minimum price of wheat for
this season?
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Dr LAWRENCE replied:
This is a most timely question given char seeding is already under way in
many rural pants of Western Australia, although I understand that in some
pants the rains have not been particularly good. When the Government,
together with the National Party and most of the Liberal Party, agreed that the
underwriting last year of wheat to the tune of $150 a tonne was necessary
because of die very uncertain climate at the time, it was obviously looking at
extraordinary circumstances. Given the price of wheat I am pleased to say
chat it seems that the guarantee will not be justified in die current
environment. It is important we continue to examine very closely die needs of
the agricultural sector.
I note that the National Party has drawn our attention to another very
important matter by placing on the Notice Paper a motion to support die
retention of the Australian Wheat Board's export monopoly and the Federal
Government's underwriting provisions which may otherwise disappear. Most
members of Parliament support this initiative. However, we should be
reminded, particularly now chat we see t change of leadership in the Liberal
Party, of the importance of proper representation of country members because
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition quite openly said he totally disagreed
with the measures undertaken last year to save die wheat growing sector of
Western Australia. The Liberal Party's potential coalition partners should
watch very carefully as the shadow ministry is put together because it is
important to all of us that sensible policies are proposed for die rural sector
and sensible support given for what is a very important part of our economy.
We must be reminded, particularly now that two representatives from the
western subwrbs are leading the Liberal Party, that to a great degree this State
depends on the rural and agricultural sectors.

Mr Court: We will call you Doctor Doolittle.
Dr LAWRENCE: To deny the farmers of this State the support that the wheat

guarantee would provide, as the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party would
have us do, is something I will not endorse.

Mr Pearce: Then we will call you Pooh Bear and Christopher Robin.
The SPEAKER: Order! That is clearly leading us nowhere.

ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES OF GOVERNMENT
AND OTHER MATTERS - MINISTER FOR THIE ENVIRONMENT

Stand Down
181. Mr LEWIS to the Premier:

(1) In view of the comments of counsel assisting the Royal Commission in his
summing up to the Royal Commission, will the Premier stand down the
Minister for the Environment on the basis that there were sufficient grounds
for the Royal Commissioners to find that -

(a) he had acted improperly by using confidential information supplied
illegally by the Registrar of Credit Unions, Mr John Metaxas; and

(b) that such a finding would mean that the Minister had deliberately
misled this House.

(2) if not, why not?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:

This matter was raised yesterday and I brought the attention of the House to
the very grave silliness - I cannot put it any other way - of this House
purporting to make findings before the Royal Commission does. I also drew
the attention of the House - and no doubt it will be raised in the matter of
public importance which will be debated after question time - to the remark of
one of the commissioners, Sir Ronald Wilson. H~e stated -
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It should be remembered, of course, that the commission has made no
conclusions in this matter and that the matters just referred to by
counsel is simply drawing the attention of the commission to matters
that are open to its consideration.

Nothing could be clearer than that and the member for Applecross has been
told that on two occasions, If be does not believe that that is the correct report
of the commissioner's views he should approach the commissioner himself.
To suggest otherwise is, frankly, to second guess the commission, which is
something the member for Applecross has wanted to do from day one.
Incidentally, I note that he was prepared within the same framework of "it is
open to the commission to find" to totally exonerate a member of another
place, but that matter has not been concluded either. The commissioners have
not spoken on that question, so to be consistent, the member should be asking
the same of him.

WOKALUP TAVERN - PROPRIETORS
Prejudicial Treatment by the Shire of Harvey

182. Dr ALEXANDER to the Minister for Local Government:
(1) Is the Minister aware of the apparently prejudicial treatment of the proprietors

of Wokalup Tavern by the Shime of Harvey?
(2) Is the Minister also aware that the tavern is in danger of closure, with

consequent job and financial losses, as a result of that treatment?
(3) Will the Minister hold an open inquiry into this situation as recently requested

by the tavern proprietors?
Mr D.L. SMITH replied:

(1)-(3)
Wokalup is situated at the beginning of Mornington Road, which is a short cut
from the South West Highway to the Worsley Refinery and via that to
Coalfields H-ighway and then through to Muja. During the time construction
work was being completed at Muja and Worsicy. the proprietor of the
Wokalup Tavern was asked to provide accommodation to some of the workers
using that road as the access moute. He obtained some transportable
accommodation that had been used on construction sites in other parts of the
State. They were placed at the back of the tavern and planning permission
from council was then sought so that those accommodation units could be
used.

Mr Bradshaw: He put them there illegally though, didn't he?
Mr D.L. SMITH: Initially.
Mr Shave: Wasn't he the Labor candidate in a previous election?
Mr D.L. SMITH: I will come to that point in a moment. Council approval was given

on various conditions, including conditions relating to sewerage and other
matters. Tle person concerned was the proprietor of the Wokalup Tavern,
Ron Mitchell, who was a former Labor party candidate for the south west seat
of Wellington and subsequently a councillor on the Shim of Harvey. He
believed that the staff of the Shire of Harvey were discriminating against him
over the clearance of the conditions because they did not like him being a
councillor of the Shire of Harvey. Over a period he has made a number of
complaints to me as Minister for Local Government about that perceived
discrimination. I have not crated him with favour or disfavour.

Mr Bradshaw: You have given him favoured treatment.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I have investigated the matter, and reports from the department

indicated that there was no discrimination or other conduct that would warrant
intervention by me as Minister for Local Government. That information was
conveyed to Mr Mitchell and the local authority. Since then, Mr Mitchell has
claimed that there has been continued discrimination and referred to me about
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a month ago a further more detailed and substantial list of complaints. I have
again referred those to the Department of Local Government. I do not intend
to meat him with favour or disfavour. I know he feels that I am not taking the
matter seriously enough and that I am not giving him the treatment that he
should be able to expect in his situation and that somehow or other I am
favouring the Shire of Harvey. I assure the House that that is not the case.
While I am Minister for Local Government it does not matter what is a
person's complaint or his political affiliations; he will be treated in exactly the
same way as anybody else. His further complaints will be investigated and I
will report to him on the outcome of those investigations, If after that he feels
there is still some room for doubt in his heart, he has the alternative of
complaining to die Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative
Investigations who has power to investigate in the local government arena.
He will be able to do that if he is dissatisfied with the way that I or the
department have handled his complaints.
In response to the member for Wellington's interjection, the only treatment -
it was not favourable treatment - that Mr Mitchell received was that he
appealed some of the conditions that were imposed by the shire as he was
entitled to do under the Town Planning and Development Act and that appeal
was upheld in part. The response I have had from Mr Mitchell is that he was
most unhappy about the decision rather than his thinking that be was treated
favourably. I like Ron; he is a friend of mine and I would like to do what I
can to help him. However, in the end I will fulfil the oath of my office to
discharge my responsibilities in an impartial way. That does not allow me to
intervene on the basis of his past or present friendship or political affiliation.

RURAL ADJUSTMENT AND FINANCE CORPORATION - PART B FUNDING
Renegotiation - Wheat Growers Interest Rate Subsidies

183. Mr COWAN to the Minister for Agriculture:
Has the Minister been able to successfully renegotiate the rural adjustment
scheme Part B funding proposed in order to permit a greater part of the
$3.6 million available under the scheme for interest rate subsidies to be
distributed to wheat growers in time to assist tern in procuring farm inputs
for this year's cropping program?

Mr BRIDGE replied:
As recently as 10.00 am today, a group of farmers, rural councillors and
presidents of a number of shires discussed with me how we might be able to
activate the State component of the $3 million to assist areas in urgent need.
A formula which is being developed currently by me will probably have to go
to Cabinet for endorsement because it may lead to a redirection of the
funding. We have made progress. The proposal has gone a further step from
that which the Leader of the National Party, the member for Warren and I
discussed last week. I am hopeful that what has been suggested may result in
the release of those funds so that that window of assistance can be opened. It
is a highly complex ara. It is exceedingly difficult, and under the present
guidelines there is no way in which it can be achieved. That is why it will be
necessary for me to go back to Cabinet for a reconsideration of the course of
action to be followed in the use of these funds. Short of that, we have not
succeeded in developing a new formula.

NORTH WEST SHELF PROJECT' - WESTERN AUSTRALIAN COMPANIIES
Work Eseimotre

184. Mr RIEBELING to the Deputy Premier
Has the Government any indication of how much of the work in the latest
phase of the North West Shelf project is being done by Western Australian
companies?
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Mr TAYLOR replied:
I am pleased to hear that question from the member for Ashburton who
represents the area that is showing on a daily basis its importance as far as the
petroleum industry is concerned in Western Australia. That applies not only
to the export value of the industry, but also to the work it is bringing into
Western Australia in order to meet the need of that industry. Our latest
estimates are that contracts worth more than $1 billion have been won by
Western Australian companies bidding for the work available from the
project. The latest analysis of work commissioned by the project itself shows
that State based companies are not only winning the largest share, but also,
most importantly, are outperforming their overseas rivals in bidding for this
work. That contrasts quite remarkably with the situation this State faced five
or six years ago, when local companies were not performing weli and, just as
importantly, they were being outbid for the work by overseas competitors. I
should also mention that one of the great pay-offs from the project is the
highly skilled local companies which have developed the expertise in this area
that enables them to take on the international competitors.
A year or so ago two million man hours of work had been completed on that
project without the loss of any man hours due to accidents. That figure has
now reached three million man hours of work, with no hours lost as a result of
injuries on the job. That is a remarkable performance by any standards, given
the nature of the task involved. I extend my congratulations to the joint
venturers, the workers and the companies involved.

Mr CS. Barnett: It is a pity you are dragging it through the Royal Commission.
Mr TAYLOR: Let us wait to hear what the Royal Commission decides about former

Opposition members and some of the contracts that were entered into by
them. If it were not for this Government's bid to renegotiate those contracts,
this State would be in a very difficult financial situation. Members opposite
are fully aware of that, and they will have something to answer for when these
issues are discussed before the Royal Commission.
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