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THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon J.M. Brown) took the Chair at 2.30 pmn, and read
prayers.

SENATE VACANCY - GOVERNOR'S MESSAGE

Senator Chaney - Resignation

THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I have a message from the Governor transmitting to the
Legislative Council a copy of a despatch which he has received from the Hon the President
of the Senate of the Commonwealth of Australia, notifying a vacancy in the representation of
the State of Western Australia in the said Senate. The letter from the President of the Senate,
Hon Kerry Sibraa, is as follows -

Pursuant to the provisions of section 21 of the Conunonwealth of Australia
Constitution, I notify Your Excellency that a vacancy has happened in the
representation of the State of Western Australia through the resignation of Senator the
Honourable Frederick Michael Chaney on this day.

MOTION - SENATE VACANCY
Vote Meeting

On motion by Hon J.M. Berinson (Leader of the House), resolved -

That the Deputy President be requested to confer with Mr Speaker in order to fix a
day and place when the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly, sitting and
voting together, shall. choose a person to hold the place of the Senator whose place
has become vacant.

PETITION - X RATED VIDEOS

Ban Maintenance
Hon J.N. Caldwell. presented a petition bearing the signatures of 16 citizens of Western
Australia expressing concern that X rated videos may be legalised in Western Australia, and
requesting that Parliament maintains the ban on X rated videos as it has a strong obligation to
Protect women and children.

[See paper No 245.1

BILLS (7)- INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING

1. Acts Amendment (Contributions to Legal Aid Funding) Bill

Bill introduced, on motion by Hon J.M- Berinson (Attorney General), and read a
first time.

2. Government Agreements Amendment Bill

Bill introduced, on motion by Hon J.M. Berinson (Minister for Resources), and read
a first time.-

3. State Planning Commission (Amendments and Validation) Bill

Bill introduced, on motion by Hon Kay Hallahan (Minister for Planning), and read a
first timne.

4. Road Traffic Amendment Bill

5. Acts Amendment (Vehicles on Private Roads) Bill

6. Telecornunications (Interception) (Western Australia) Bill

Bills introduced, on motions by Hon Graham Edwards (Minister for Police), and
read a first time.



7. Leda Reserve Bill
Bill introduced, on motion by Hon P.O. Pendal, and read a first time.

MOTION - STANDING COMMITTEE ON LEGISLATION AND
CONSTITUTIONAL AFFAIRS

Appointment
HON J.M. BERINSON (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) [2.47 pm]: I move -

That -

(A) The orders of the House made on Thursday, 23 December 1989 constituting
the Legislation and Constitutional Affairs and Statutes Revision Committees
be rescinded and the following substituted -

(a) There is hereby appointed a Standing Committee to be known as the
Legislation and Constitutional Affairs Committee.

(b) The committee consists of five members.
(c) The functions of the commuittee are to consider and report on -

(i) any Bill originating in either House, other than a Bill which the
Council may not amend, referred to the committee after its
second reading at or during any subsequent stage by motion
without notice;

(ii) what written laws of the State and spent or obsolete Acts of
Parliament might be repealed from time to time;

(iii) any matter of a constitutional or legal nature referred to it by
the House;

(iv) what amendments of a technical or drafting nature might be
made to the Statute book;

(v) the form and availability of written laws and their publication;
and

(vi) any petition.
(d) A referral under clause (c)(i) includes a recommittal.

(e) A petition stands referred to the committee after presentation.
(B) The Standing Orders relating to the conduct of business by the committees are

amended by deleting any reference to the Legislation Committee and the
Constitutional Affairs and Statutes Revision Committee and substituting a
reference to the Legislation and Constitutional Affairs Committee.

I had intended to be brief on this motion because both the reasons and the merits of it are
largely self-evident. Events over the past week, however, make some broader consideration
of related issues necessary. Members will recall that towards the end of the previous session
we agreed on a comprehensive system of Standing Committees based on three separate
commuittees. This motion seeks to reduce that number to two committees while preserving
the full scope of the three committees originally contemplated. Before addressing the
detailed reasons for the proposed change, it is worth pointing out that we moved to establish
the committees system in the context of the proposed committee system as a whole.
Hon Bob Pike based his argument on the need for the Council to identify its proper role and
then meet the requirements of that role properly.
What was that role? It was to consider more carefully all matters, both legislative and
financial, which require the Legislative Council's approval that is, to act as a House of
Review in a more meaningful sense than is now the case. I remind the House that the
Government supported Mr Pike's move for three commuittees with three main reservations:
First, it could lead to excessive delay, especially if that were adopted as a deliberate policy
by any committee. It stands to reason that the more committees, the more potential for delay.
Second, we objected to a built-in Opposition majority on the committees. Third, we
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indicated a problem in principle in accepting the Legislative Council as a House of Review
when, in spite of recent improvements, the weighting of votes in various regions denied it a
claim to democratic representation.

Hon P.G. Pendal: You set the system up.

Hon J.M. BERINSON: The truth does not change just because it is repeated.

Hon P.O. Pendal: You fiddled with the system.

Hon J.M. BERINSON: We did not fiddle with the system. We accepted a system which was
effectively forced on us by the National Party. The member knows very well that we would
have gone much further because democratic principles require us to go much further.
Nonetheless we accepted the National Parry's position as a very great improvement on the
Liberal Party's. Nonetheless we supported the committees. When I first drafted the present
motion it was simply with a view to proposing a more sensible and efficient structure. We
are now also entitled to consider a reduction in the number of committees on the basis that
the original protestations about a proper review rote were either a sham on Mr Pike's pant,
which, in fairness to him, I do not suggest, or they have been overridden by the decisions of
his superiors in the Opposition panties to convert this House into a vehicle for barricades and
blockades.

Hon Peter Foss: Where do you get that from?

Hon J.M. BERINSON: The announced intention by the Opposition, confirmed by Mr Foss,
who is anxious now to confirm it again by interjection, is to blockade just about all of the
Government's legislation. This jettisons the very notion of review in favour of asserting a
right to determine the Government's program. An Opposition with a majority in the
Legislative Council can do many unusual things.

Hon P.G. Pendal: It is a Godsend.

Hon J.M. BER-INSON: One thing which it cannot do. and it has no right to attempt to do in
any circumstances, is to usurp the role of Government. Having lost the election - the only
process which can legitimately decide who should govern and who should not - the
Opposition cannot bring itself to accept the verdict and await the next election in its due
tine. Instead members opposite threaten to attempt to take over the Government's agenda.
That is not the role of the Opposition, no matter what its numbers in the upper House.
Indeed as a result of its unprincipled effort to take that course it forfeits all claim to respect
and to a responsible role which has so often been proclaimed and which this Standing
Committee system is supposed to achieve.

Hon P.O. Pendal: Mr Stephens has just turned up to give you a hand.

Several members interjected.

Hon J.M. BERINSON: I welcome Mr Stephens' support. As members know, Mr Stephens
is a man of whom I am fiercely proud.

Hon P.G. Pendal: He said that of you yesterday.

Several members interjected.

Hon J.M. BERINSON: Having established a legislative committee to consider new
legislation, it makes no sense to establish a separate committee for repeal Bills, of which we
have usually only one a year and on noncontentious matters. Constitutional Bills are even
rarer. If any member opposite is still serious about the function of a committee system, he
should have no difficulty in supporting this proposition on a purely practical basis. I
commend it to the House.
HON R.G. PIKE (North Metropolitan) [2.57 pm]: The Opposition opposes this motion. I
had thought that this afternoon we would hear an argument from the Leader of the House in
regard to the merits of the motion. We heard four-fifths of a reply dealing with last night's
debate, and a number of references to the substance of the motion.

Dealing with the retread of last night's debate, we had an early allegation of a blockade being
substituted as a reason for having not four but three Standing Committees. I prepared a
speech on that matter, but after hearing Hon Tom Stephens speak I have decided to discard it.
Honourable members will be glad to hear that. Nevertheless, I disregard the irrelevant
comments made by the Leader of the House -
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Hon Garry Kelly: That is in your opinion.

Hon ROG. PIKE: - when he made Churchillian references to democracy and the functions of
the House. I told the Leader of the House that I would take one minute, but having heard his
comments I shall now prolong that to three minutes.

For the record we ought to note as follows: The Senate ratio of Standing Committees to
members is 1:4. There are 18 Standing Committees of the Senate, with 72 members; in this
House of 34 members there are four Standing Committees and the ratio is 8.5 members to
each Standing Committee. For the record the Standing Committees of the Senate are:
Appropriation and staffing; the selection of Bills; regulations and ordinances; scrutiny of
Bills: community affairs; employment, education and training; the environment, recreation
and the arts; finance and public administration; foreign affairs; defence and trade; industry,
science and technology; legal and constitutional affairs; transport and communications
infrastructure; and the Estimates committees, which number four. I will not go on;
nevertheless, I also have details of all the Standing Committees of the House of
Representatives, which tell a similar stoty.

It is clear that the workload would be less than that imposed on the members of the Senate.
Referr ing particularly to the motion before the House, moved by the Leader of the House, if
one looks at the Standing Orders and terms of reference of each committee, one would
acknowledge that the function of a committee in dealing with the legislation coming before
this House by specifically dealing with it after its second reading is, as the Leader of the
Opposition pointed out, a significant departure from where the workload is presently in the
scrutiny of Bills. It would equate with the Senate committee the title of which is exactly
that. The workload of that committee is very onerous and ongoing. If one looks at the terms
of reference of the committee on constitutional affairs, one finds it deals with the written
laws of the State; sees which Acts of Parliament are obsolete and might be repealed;
considers any matter of a constitutional or legal nature that may be referred to it by the
Senate; may also make amendments of a technical or drafting nature to the Statutes: and
considers the form and availability of laws and their publication, and any petitions.

As members know, there has been a serious lack historically in this House in the way in
which we deal with petitions. It is a very proper function of a Parliament to deal with
petitions, and I do not intend to elaborate on the argument except to say that if the argument
is that only three committees are needed because of the cost structure, that fails because the
staff would have to be provided to do the functions anyway. If the argument is put forward
in regard to members of Parliament, that fails because we have less than half the workload of
the Senate. If the argument is put forward in regard to duties, clearly there needs to be a
distribution of those duties, which is not as comprehensive as the proposal which imposes too
many responsibilities upon one committee.

I ask the House to reject the motion.

HON J.N. CALDWELL (Agricultural) (3.03 pm]: The House decided last year to have
three committees. I have not heard a good argument as to why we should change that. I
believe we should stick to those three commuittees, It has become apparent that I will
possibly be on two committees, and I do not believe that will overload me because the
committees can work in conjunction with one another and can follow on from one day to the
other so that travelling is eliminated somewhat. If it becomes apparent that my workload in
relation to those two commnittees is excessive, it is up to me to say so to the chairmen of the
committees and I would undoubtedly be replaced on one of them. As it stands, I believe we
should uphold our decision to put the commnittees in place. I am not in favour of the motion
of the Leader of the House.

HON TOM HELM (Mining and Pastoral) [3.04 pm]: It is odd that we were taken back to
the debate of last night and Hon Bob Pike accusing the Leader of the House of repeating
four-fifths of what he said last night.

Hon R.G. Pike: I did not accuse him; I said it was a fact.

Hon TOM HELM: He said it was a fact; I am not mistaken then. Perhaps Hon Bob Pike
missed the point of the debate last night, which was to do with the Government's right to
govern and the fact that the Labor Party won the election last year. The Opposition should
understand that the Westminster system provides -I was about to say "demands", but that
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has not been the fact since I became a member here - for the elected majority party of the
Stare to run the Government and to be a Government.

Hon Derrick Tomlinson: And to be accountable to the Parliament.

Hon TOM HELM: We can talk about accountability to Parliament. The Parliament consists
of two Houses of Parliament but then we hear how the Opposition -

Hon Peter Foss interjected.

Hon TOM HELM: We will come to accountability shortly. The Opposition will then try to
demonstrate that government of this State will be done by the Opposition. That is novel; that
is a new Westminster system as far as I am concerned. I am sure that most of the people in
the State would be surprised to learn that the party they did not vote for - the one they would
not vote for in a fit - is the one which will determine what happens in this Chamber.
Therefore the Opposition will govern what this elected Government is allowed to do. That is
a real disgrace. Let me return to Hon Peter Foss' interjection about accountability. He said
the word 'accountability' a couple of times last night; he said it again just then.
Accountability means that one does what one is supposed to do in an elected sense or for
what one receives wages. In my view the people who pay our wages - the taxpayers of this
State - would demand that we do the job we were elected for. That is, when one is in
Op position one behaves like an Opposition, not a Government. In other words when the
Government puts up Bills to this place for our approval and assent, for our view and if one
likes review, that is exactly what should happen. I am sure the taxpayers of this State will be
very interested to hear that Hon Peter Foss has said he is not prepared, on behalf of his
party -

Point of Order
Hon R.G. PIKE: Drawing a long bow, I find it is difficult to relate the member's comments
to the motion before the Chair, which is that two Standing Committees be amalgamated. I
submit it is a retread of last night's debate.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon J.M. Brown): There is no point of order.
Debate Resumed

Hon TOM HELM: I would like to point out to the House the fact that we are paid by the
taxpayers to do certain jobs and to represent them in the role we were elected for. That is,
firstly to govern and secondly to review. This Chamber is about review. I think one of the
Opposition parties is saying - it seems to keep changing its mind - that every item of
legislation coming to this Parliament will be blocked. The other Opposition party is saying
that it will block legislation selectively. We also have the fact - nor only a threat - chat the
Opposition is deciding how many committees there will be, what they will do and how they
will be constituted. Not only that, but one Opposition member stood up and told us that he
would have to be a part of two committees so that the committee system could run properly.
That directly contradicts what the Leader of the House said when he asked about combining
two because they are doing virtually the same job anyway. Another member said that we
need to have four because there is some son of connection between the Senate and this
Chamber. In my view - and I think in the view of most of the taxpayers of this State - this
Chamber is about doing the job we said and pledged we would do; that is, to review
Government legislation as it is presented.

I am not trying to draw a long bow in referring to the point raised last night by Hon Tom
Stephens about the irresponsible attitude of this Opposition. We have one parry stating that
it will selectively block legislation and another party saying it will block all legislation. Hon
Peter Foss asked a question earlier today and one last night about constitutional vandalism.
Hon Peter Foss: What about accountability? You have not done that one yet.

Hon TOM HELM: I will go over these points again: Hon Peter Foss is only young and he
has a long way to go - he will go far - but he must learn to do more listening. I will describe
the matter of accountability again to him. The electors elect us to do a job. In the member's
case it is that of Opposition - not Government. This means that members opposite lost the
election and the majority of people of this State wanted a Labor Government.
Several members interjected.
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Hon EJ. Charlton: That is what we are doing; we are being an Opposition.
Holn TOM HELM: I would call it being obnoxious!

I am crying to get Hon Peter Foss to understand that accountability means that Governments
will put forward Bills in this place to be reviewed and, if necessary, amended - that does not
include the blocking of Bills, Hon Peter Foss should not scamp his feet; he should look at (he
legislation and do all he can to make sure that it is passed after the appropriate review and
amendment, which is the role of this House. Last night Mr Foss interjected and referred to
constitutional vandalism. He wanted to know why Hon Tom Stephens called him a
constitutional vandal.

Han Peter Foss: I thought he was being personal.

H-on TOM HELM I-e was not being personal, but the member may take it that way if he
wishes- However, he belongs to a group of people which states that it is not prepared to
allow the Government of chis State to govern. Therefore, they are constitutional vandals.
This group states that it will block all legislation - others say selective legislation - which is
absolutely irresponsible.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon J.M. Brown): Order! I suggest to Hon Tom Helm that he
makes his progress on to the motion.

Hon TOM HELM: I cake your advice, Mi- Deputy President. I am trying to relate to the
Opposition's decision not to allow the Government to reduce the three committees to two.
The Leader of the House has stated that we no longer need three comrnkctees. A member of
this House said that he is on two of the committees, yet another member says that three
commuittees can be justified because of a certain ratio of members to committees that exists in
the Senate; that is a fallacious argument. The Opposition has decided not to review or amend
legislation but to block it. Three members of this House are members of the National Party,
although they are becoming very close to Liberal Party members: that is probably good for
the State as we need a good Opposition. but that is all they are good for. One of the members
of the National Party asked to retain the three committee system although he must be a
member of two of them. Is it fair that a member of this House should do twice as much
committee work as the rest of us? I do not think it is. It seems perfectly fair to have two
committees rather than three. It is very rare that the committees will deal with contentious
issues, and two of them deal with almost identical matters. The Opposition will not let the
Government govern.

Hon Reg Davies: We do not trust it to govern.

Hon TOM HELM: Prior to 1983, if the people in the Pilbara in the iron ore industry had
behaved in a similar way to members opposite, the behaviour would have been referred to as
industrial vandalism by the members of the then Government. I relate industrial vandalism
to constitutional vandalism in that it exists when people refuse to do the ir job. A person may
do so because he is standing up for his rights or because he believes he is doing the right
thing. However, he will lose his wage when he goes on strike.

Several members interjected.

Hon E.J. Charlton: You know what strikes are all about!

Hon TOM HELM: I first joined the work force in 1957 and I immediately joined the trade
union movement. I have not left the union movement since that day, so I do know all about
strikes. I have been prepared in the past to go on strike fat a number of issues;, sometimes it
was for my right to strike. Erskin May's Parliamenrar 'v Practice states that parliamentarians
do not have the right to strike. If members opposite wish to strike for the right to strike,
maybe I will join them. Clive Brown, the Secretary of the Trades and Labour Council, may
provide them with food parcels.

Hon P.C. Pendal: You are blockading the business of the House.

Hon Tom Stephens: And you are on strike.

Hon TOM HELM: The people who exercise the right to have safe work places and to
improve their wages have suffered for that.

This proposal by the Leader of the House is met by an example of the thinking behind the
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Opposition's threats. Hon Peter Foss said last night that we should wait and see, and we
have now seen the Opposition's indicated action as the first proposal comes into the House.
As Hon R.G. Pike stated, the Opposition will refuse to pass this motion for no other reason
than that it has decided to block the Government's program. The Opposition must
understand its role: Its role is to make sure that Government Bills go through this place for
the betterment of people who provide us with our living and elect us to do a job. How can
we do that job if the Government proposals are not examined, reviewed or amended? The
contemptible attitude of the Opposition is that it will block all Bills, regardless of their
merits, because it believes the Government should take certain action. The issue is quite
clear: The excuse given by members opposite for not supporting the motion is that the
Senate has some sort of pro rata arrangement with its senators. Another excuse put by a
member opposite is that he will have to serve on two committees.

Several members interjected.

Hon TOM HELM: The suggestion by the Leader of the House is to reduce the number of
committees because of the workload of members. If members opposite do not want to take
on the workload they swore they would, they can resign and stop taking their salary. It is
obvious they are not prepared to do their job. I support the motion.

Question put and negatived.

MOTION - BILLS

Restoration to the Notice Paper
HON i.M. BERINSON (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) [3.21 pm]: I move -

That -

(a) the following items be restored to the Notice Paper and thereafter dealt with at
the stage each of them had reached in the previous session -

(i) Racecourse Development Amendment Bill;

(ii) Director of Public Prosecutions Bill;

(iii) Criminal Law Amendment Bill;
(iv) Standing Orders Committee - Report on orders governing introduction

and passing of Bills;

(b) contingent upon a message being received from the Legislative Assembly
requesting that any or all of the following Bills be restored to the Notice
Paper, the same be so restored and dealt with at the stage each of them had
reached in the previous session -

(i) State Employment and Skills Development Authority Bill;

(ii) Criminal Code Amendment (Incitement to racial hatred) Bill;
(iii) Tobacco Bill;

(iv) Government Railways Amendment Bill;

(v) Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare Amendment Bill;
(vi) Mines Regulation Amendment Bill;

(vii) Mining Amendment Bill (No 2).

As members will appreciate, this motion is in standard form and has been a feature of
sessions following the prorogation for a number of years. Its objective, as in the case of the
previous motion, is self-evident; namely, to avoid needless repetition of argument that has
already progressed and, in many cases, come close to finality.

I draw the attention of the House to the fact that the motion is in two parts. The four items
listed under paragraph (a) deal with matters that were in this House, having been originated
in it. The seven matters under paragraph (b) constitute Bills which originated in the
Legislative Assembly, but had reached the Legislative Council without having had their
consideration concluded. I do not propose to go through them in detail, but I could perhaps
draw attention to some of the items under paragraph (a), particularly the Criminal Law
Amendment Bill which was introduced and deliberately tabled with a view to debate on it
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being held over the recess to allow public and professional comment and input. It was not
intended to attempt to take its consideration beyond the second reading stage. The Director
of Public Prosecutions Bill received a significant degree of debate and is now in a position
where it would be foolish to repeat the debate which has occurred. The Racecourse
Development Bill amendments will be presented to meet the arrangements in earlier
discussions.

This motion is to facilitate the business of the House and to avoid unnecessary duplication.
As I indicated, the motion is in accordance with what has become effectively standard
practice over the years, and I commend it to the House.

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [3.25 pm]: I
oppose the motion moved by the Leader of the House and draw the attention of members to
the situation as it exists. Provision is made within the Standing Orders to have Bills which
have lapsed as a result of the prorogation of the Parliament to be restored to the Notice Paper
if the House is of the belief that it is the proper way to deal with them, Should the House be
of the opinion that considerable time has elapsed since the Bills were introduced into this
House or a message is received from the other House to deal with these Bills - should
circumstances have changed significantly in respect of some or all the B ills -

Hon J.M. Berinson. Are you saying all I I could be subject to that?

Hon GEORGE CASH: Did the Leader of the House listen to what I said?
Hon E.M. Berinson: Yes.

Hon GEORGE CASH: If that is correct, why did he ask the question?
Hon J.M. Berinson: Because you have not moved an amendment, you are opposing the
motion completely which indicates you must be objecting to all the Bills.

Hon GEORGE CASH: I appreciate the Leader of the House is still somewhat shell-shocked
over the motion moved by Hon Tom Stephens yesterday, but I want to deal seriously with
this motion before the Chair because it has significant ramifications on how this House will
deal with the question of restoration of Bills. I said the Standing Orders provide for the
reinstatement of Bills if this House, by a majority vote, decides that way. Members should
go back to when this Standing Order was introduced into this House - I understand it was
about 1911 - and analyse the debate to ascertain the reason the Standing Order was
formulated in its present form. Members must have regard for the matters considered at that
time and be aware of how much time has elapsed since this House rose on 21 December last
year until it met on I May this year - a week ago.

Hon J.M. Berinson: As a matter of interest, have you found any occasion since 1911 when
this sort of motion was rejected?

Hon GEORGE CASH: I will not do the research work for the Leader of the House.

Hon I.M. Berinson: You mean the answer is no.

Hon GEORGE CASH: The Government is seeking to reinstate the Tobacco Bill and there
has been a significant change in circumstances since it was introduced.

Hon Garry Kelly: Move an amendment to delete the Tobacco Bill.

Several members interjected.

Hon J.M. Berinson: Is this another aspect of the blockade?

Several members interjected.

Hon GEORGE CASH: In the time between this House's rising last year and meeting this
year the Federal Parliament passed legislation which will ban certain tobacco advertisements
from the media. The Martin committee considered aspects of the tobacco legislation and
funds derived by way of taxes from legislation and a substantial report has been brought
down.

The Victorian Government has, in recent months, acknowledged the difficulties in respect of
administering funds proposed in the Bill presented to this House last year by way of
foundations and generally the question of WA Inc - believe it or not, Mr Beminson - actually
finds its way into the funding arrangements the Government proposed in the Tobacco Bill.
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Hon J.M. Berinson: What does this have to do with the DPP Bill, the Criminal Law
Amendment Bill, the Racecourse Development Amendment Bill, or any of the other Hills?

Hon GEORGE CASH: If the Leader of the House allows me to continue I may be able to
explain it to him.

Hon J.M. Berinson: Are you going to deal with each Bill?

Hon GEORGE CASH: The Leader of the House acknowledges, by way of interjection, that
significant changes have occurred in the circumstances surrounding the Tobacco Bill, If we
then move to the State Employment and Skills Development Authority Bill, it can also be
said that since this House rose in December last year, there has been a significant shift within
the community.

[Pursuant to Standing Order No 197, debate adjourned.]

ADDRESS-IN-REPLY - SECOND DAY
Motion

Debate resumed from 1 May.

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [3.31 prnJ: I say
to the Leader of the House in respect of the discussions we had this afternoon that they will
be subject to review, and I would like to talk to him later about those discussions.

Hon J.M. Berinson: Do not speak in riddles. What is your problem?

Hon GEORGE CASH: I would like to talk later to the Leader of the House about the matters
we discussed earlier this afternoon. There has obviously been a change in the plan which he
put to me.

I have pleasure in supporting the motion moved by Hon Tom Stephens, and make the
following comments in respect of His Excellency's Speech, which was delivered in this
House last Tuesday. Before so doing I congratulate, on behalf of the Opposition, and more
particularly on my behalf, His Excellency, Sir Francis Burt, on his appointment as Governor
of Western Australia. For many years he has acted in the capacity of Deputy or Lieutenant
Governor in this State, and members will know from the contact they have had with both
His Excellency and Mrs Burt the magnificent way in which they have acquitted themselves
in the position of Lieutenant Governor of this State over many years. We are delighted to see
his appointment as Governor of Western Australia.

I fornally congratulate the new Prem-ier of Western Australia, Dr Carmen Lawrence, on her
election to that important position. We all know that she is the first woman to be elected
Premier of a State in Australia. We as Western Australians can be proud of her election in
this State. I must say in passing that while I was pleased to see her elected as Premier, it was
somewhat distressing to see the manner in which she was elected to that position. In fact,
last night during debate on a censure motion I made the point to Hon Kay Hailahan that she,
along with other Ministers of the Crown, certainly had blood on her hands for the way in
which the former Prem-ier was so ably dispatched from that position.

There have been other appointments to high office. I congratulate the member for
Kalgoorlie, Hon Ian Taylor, on his appointment as Deputy Premier. If I might presume to
offer some advice to the Premier, I say as a tip, having worked with both the Premier and the
Deputy Premier in the Legislative Assembly -

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon J.M. Brown): Order! The Leader of the Opposition is
entitled to be heard in silence.

Hon GEORGE CASH: - that she should not ever take her eyes off her deputy, Mr Taylor,
because there is no question that he wants the job of Premier and will take that job at the first
available opportunity. It could be said that Mr Taylor wanted that job all along, and
throughout the machinations which obviously were carried out by members of the
Government during December and January of this year, just before the appointment of
Dr Lawrence as Premier, Mr Taylor believed he would end up with the job but was
apparently discarded because he was not seen to be the alleged popular figure that
Dr Lawrence was seen to be. So he has been relegated to the position of Deputy Premier for
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the time being, but I emphasise that it is only for the time being. I believe he will go right
over the top of the current Premier at the first available opportunity.
Hon Fred McKenzie: How long will Barry MacKinnon be there?
Hon GEORGE CASH4: I am pleased that the member raised that point because it brings me
back to the comments I made last night. Members will be aware that Hon Fred McKenzie is
a member of the broad left, along with certain other members of this House. I pointed out
last night that there was considerable division within the broad left about whether Mr Parker
should be removed from Cabinet.

Hon Fred McKenzie: There was no division as far as the Premier was concerned. We were
very united on that.

Hon GEORGE CASH: I pay the member credit because he, along with Hon Jim Brown and
others in this Council, was prepared to vote at the Caucus meeting to remove Mr Parker.
Those more senior members of this Chamber on the Government side, those people whom
many of us would regard as the traditional stalwarts of the Labor Party, those people who
have been protecting the high principles of the Labor Party for a long time, were prepared to
mate the difficult decision and to vote that Mr Parker go. It is a pity - and I am sure
Hon Fred McKenzie would agree - that those other members of the broad left were not
prepared to stand by the decision of the broad left and exercise their vote to see that
Mr Parker was removed ftom Cabinet completely, before he decided to resign.

Hon Tom Stephens: That is ancient history.

Hon GEORGE CASH: We have seven years of history during which members opposite
have governed this State. The people do not regard the various activities of this Government
as ancient history. That is why so many public meetings are being held around this State to
demand that there be a Royal Comm-ission into the affairs of WA Inc.

I congratulate Hon John Halden, Hon Mark Nevill and Hon Tom Stephens on their
appointment as Parliamentary Secretaries. I understand that job will require them to assist
the Ministers in this House. I have done some research about the position of Parliamentary
Secretary. I had hoped that we would be able to ask questions without notice of chose three
members in their capacity as Parliamentary Secretaries, but it appears from the research I
have done that that will not be possible because they do not have the constitutional authority
to act as Ministers of the Crown. In that regard I regret that we may not be able to ask them
questions because, in the case of Hon Tom Stephens, we could catch him out nine times out
of 10, although I accept that Hon Mark Nevill and Hon John Halden would probably be able
to answer questions in a reasonably good way.
Hon Fred McKenzie: When they are handling legislation you will get your opportunity.

Hon GEORGE CASH: If, in due course, they handle Bills on behalf of Ministers and are
invited to the Table of the House, it will be interesting to see whether they are capable of
handling those Bills in the manner the Opposition expects.

Non Fred McKenzie: I am sure you will be unpleasantly surprised.

Hon GEORGE CASH: Some of my parliamentary colleagues suggested to me that while
congratulations may be in order, it could be said that the Premier was giving a vote of no
confidence in the Ministers in this House inasmuch as they clearly required props to keep
them up. I for one support the idea of Parliamentary Secretaries, and it will be interesting to
see which of the three performs the best.

Hon Fred McKenzie: You have it the wrong way around; it is a vote of confidence in the
three people.
Hon GEORGE CASH: Hon Fred McKenzie is right. I said I would not be as uncharitable as
some of my colleagues who suggested that the Parliamentary Secretaries would be used as
proposed. I accept this as a vote of confidence in the three members, and I shall be interested
to see how they perform. For the benefit of Hon Fred McKenzie, I support the concept of
Parliamentary Secretaries in this House. It is a concept which should have been introduced
into this place a long time ago. It sometimes disappoints me - I should not go as far as to say
it distresses me - to watch the Leader of the House having to carry all the Government
business of this House almost entirely on his own shoulders. That is clearly not in the long
term interests either of the House or of the member himself.
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Han Graham Edwards: That is because you will not debate our legislation.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon J.M. Brown); Order!

H-on GEORGE CASH: I do not understand the Minister's interjection.

Hon Graham Edwards: It was an inteligent interjection; I would not expect you to
understand it.

Hon GEORGE CASH: In respect of the Speech which his Excellency was pleased to deliver
to this House, there is no question that the introduction by the Government of freedom of
information legislation is long overdue. The Liberal Party has been advocating freedom of
information legislation for a very long time, and we look forward with interest to seeing the
contents of the Government's Bill when it comes to pass - assuming it does come to pass. If
one goes back over the various openings of Parliament in this State during the last seven
years, one finds there tends to have been a fair amount of repetition about what the
Government will do.

Hon P.G. Pendal; What it says it is going to do.
Hon GEORGE CASH: What it says it will do and what it actually does. I have often said
that the Government is really a Government of words rather than a Government of action,
because time and again we hear suggestions that the Government will do certain things when
it gets around to them.
Hon Peter Foss-, It costs $1 000 for every question.

Hon GEORGE CASH: There is a need to amend the Supreme Court Act, and again we will
be interested to see the legislation when it arrives in this House. The Governor also
mentioned the Government's intention to legislate to require details of donations to political
parties. That will be interesting legislation in so far as only recently in the Press I read of a
$5 000 donation alleged to have been made by one of the credit societies in Perth to the
Australian Labor Party. While I do not want to prejudice or interfere with any trial which
may be under way at the moment, when that legislation is introduced I am sure the question
of the propriety of that donation will again be aired in this place.

As to the suggestion that the Government will again introduce a Hill to deal with the
financial interests of members of Parliament, I was pleased to read recently in the newspaper
that Ministers of the Governent have, I understand by way of a voluntary commitment or
on a voluntary basis, decided to provide details of their financial positions to the Auditor
General. It will be interesting to see whether, on a voluntary basis, that could extend to
officers of the Parliament. I do not make any commitment at this stage, but the proposition is
an interesting one.

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 pm
Hon GEORGE CASH; I have referred to the speech delivered by His Excelency, the
Governor, last Tuesday on the occasion of the opening of Parliament. I have commented on
the number of Bils which the Government proposes to introduce in this place. I have also
commented that, if one does some research into Governors' Speeches over the last seven
years, one will notice those Speeches tend to comprise the same general statements on what
the Government intends to do during the forthcoming session of Parliament.

I note with interest that the Government intends to introduce legislation to repeal the Acts
which originally established Exim Corporation and the Western. Australian Development
Corporation. All I can say is, "About time!' because that is a matter about which we have
heard debate ad nauseam. Obviously we await that legislation with great eagerness to see
that it does the things the Government has been promising for so long.

The Government also intends to amend the Financial Administration and Audit Act. I
understand that one of the reasons that has been suggested by the Government is its desire to
ensure that any overriding secrecy provisions contained in future contracts involving the
State Government will be brought to Parliament so that Parliament clearly understands what
those secrecy provisions are all about. Again, we look forward with great eagerness to see
what the Government has in mind.

433



While I do not wish to sound cynical, I am reminded of the Bill introduced last year to
provide for Government accountability. Allegedly, it was to carry forward into law the
recommendations of the Bunt Commission on Accountability. -Of course, we now recognise
that the Government has been able to sidestep many of those recommendations when that has
suited the Government. Clearly, there is a need for tightening up Government accountability.
Hon J.M. Berinson: Can you give any examples of that, Mr Cash?

Hon GEORGE CASH: Members will be aware that only a few weeks ago the Minister for
Fisheries released for public comment a discussion paper ont recreational fishing in Western
Australia. That discussion paper is fairly lengthy. It is a panticularly good paper, produced
by the recreational fishing advisory committee, but [ must say one area causes concern. The
proposal by the advisory committee is that the Government should impose a licence fee on
recreational fisherpersons - as the Minister in the other place likes to say.

Hon Carry Kelly: That is to be used exclusively for recreational fishing, as I understand it.

Hon GEORGE CASH: I want to refer to those people as fishermen, and in so doing I do not
want to be considered sexist.

Hon Garry Kelly: The fee is to be used for recreational fishing.

Hon GEORGE CASH: Yes. Hon Garry Kelly has mentioned the fee - if it is agreed to by
Government. and that is subject to public submission - which fee is proposed to be used in
sponsoring recreational fishing generally.
I do not support the introduction of a fishermen's fee for recreational fishing. I wonder just
how the Government intends to police that licensing proposition. It seems to me that if a
person had a 10 year old or a 12 year old son who wanted to go to Fremantle Harbour, throw
in a line and catch a blowfish - today that is all one would catch - it would be difficult to
accept that the Government was prepared to prosecute such a young person if he did not
possess the required licence. The Government is raking licensing a bit too far when one
considers that proposition.

Is the day now past when a father or mother with children is no longer able to go down to the
beaches or the lakes of Western Australia and throw in a line in the hope of catching a fish,
knowing all the time he or she could be the subject of prosecution if an appropriate licence is
nor held? As some of my colleagues would say, that is stretching a longbow a bit too far and
in the end the string will snap and the fingers of the Government will be hurt.

Hon Garry Kelly: It is only a proposal.

Hon GEORGE CASH: I made that point. It is open for public comment, and I hope people
will make comment because it would be an important change in recreational fishing within
Western Australia.

I will not go through the remainder of the Governor's Speech. Clearly the Government has a
substantial legislative program that it wishes to introduce during this session. I remind
members of the debate that occurred in this place yesterday afternoon on Hon Tom Stephens'
motion when the Opposition put its position very clearly. The Opposition wants a Royal
Commission in Western Australia to inquire into the financial dealings of the Government
over recent years. One need only turn, to Hansard to look at five years of debate on that
subject. There is little need to go through that debate again, although I notice I have
unlimited time and if Hon Carry Kelly wants me to run through it so that he clearly
understands our position, I would be more than happy to do so. He shakes his head. I
assume he understands the position we detailed yesterday.

I wish to comment on the proposed new Standing Committees for the Legislative Council.
This afternoon debate took place on whether two committees should be amalgamated -
which, I might say, was contrary to a decision made by this House last year. A vote has been
taken and that matter has been sorted out. Three additional Standing Committees of this
House will be formed, including the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee, another
on legislation and another on constitutional affairs and Statutes revision. My point is that ifE
this House is to be considered a proper House of Review -

Hon J.M. Berinson: It had better not blockade since it thereby forfeits all rights of review.

Hon GEORGE CASH: I noticed one thing in particular this afternoon, and I did not think
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that Hon Joe Berinson would slip up in this way. He was not expecting great debate on the
proposed amalgamation of the two committees, and he actually used the speech he intended
to use tonight on the censure motion. I guess he now has to draft a new speech. Hon Joe
Berinson is under some pressure when he still has to carry the Government's legislative
program in this House.
Hon J.M. Berinson: Can the member not see that both parties cannot review and blockade?

Hon GEORGE CASH: I come back to the three committees. The point [ make to the
Government is that it is necessary that the three commnittees be resourced to enable this
House to carry out its functions int the proper way.

Hon Carry Kelly: You will blockade.

Hon GEORGE CASH: It seems the Government is claimning that it does not have adequate
funding. This may have something to do with the huge financial losses that it has suffered
over recent years. If the Government expects its legislation to be considered in a proper
manner, the committees that I referred to earlier will need to be properly resourced. In the
end the Government will suffer if it is not prepared to adequately resource committees.
Hon J.M. Berinson: Another means of blockade.

Hon GEORGE CASH: Not at all. Last year, Mr Berinson, as the Minister for Budget
Management - before he was stripped of that portfolio - gave this House an undertaking that
committees would be adequately resourced.
Hon 3.M. Berinson: The member is threatening that unless his view of adequacy is agreed to
there will be further reason for blockade. Is that what the member is saying?

Hon GEORGE CASH: I am not saying that.
Hon J.M. Berinson: It seems to be what you are saying.

Hon GEORGE CASH: That is the Leader of the House's interpretation. However, decisions
in this House are made by a majority vote. They are not made by me or by Mr Berinson;
they are made by a vote of the House. I a majority of members believed that the
Government is not resourcing committees adequately, I hope it would take the right action.
Is that not reasonable?

Hon 3.M. Berinson: Is the member suggesting another strike? You can only strike once at a
time.
Hon GEORGE CASH: As the former Minister for Budget Management, Mr Berinson gave
an undertaking to the Parliament that the committees would be adequately resourced.
Although Budget Management is no longer his portfolio I trust that he, as Leader of the
House and as someone who wants to see a flow of business, will ensure that the Government
adequately resources the committees. That is up to Mr Berinson. If he does not want to do
that, by his own actions he will serve notice on the House to take whatever action it believes
appropriate.

Hon J.M. Berinson: More threats.

Hon GEORGE CASH: They are not threats.

Hon J.M. Berinson: We cannot spend two hours of our time without the Leader of the
Opposition coming up with another threat.
Hon GEORGE CASH: The Leader of the House can interpret what I say to be a threat. My
comments are not intended to be threats; this debate is an opportunity for me to say that these
committees will fail if they are not adequately resourced. I for one do not intend to see these
commnittees fail.
Hon Garry Kelly: Who decides what is adequate?

Hon GEORGE CASH: That is entirely up to the Government.

Hon J.M. Berinson: What will happen if the Opposition does not allow any Bills to be
passed?

Hon GEORGE CASH: If the Standing Committee on Legislation and Constitutional Affairs
is not adequately resourced -
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Hon J.M. Berinson: How is that committee to spend its time, if it is adequately resourced, if
the Opposition blockades the legislation?
Hon GEORGE CASH: Mr Berinson should come up with the resources and the Opposition
will worry about what will happen to the legislation when it comes to that stage.
The WA Inc losses were dealt with adequately through that debate yesterday. However, I
raise a matter - which can probably be dealt with by a substantive motion - namely, the
continuing breakdown of law and order in Western Australia. The Opposition is concerned
about this and, in particular, with juvenile crime isn Western Australia. Many juveniles find
their way into the juvenile justice system and still appear to thumb their noses at the
sentences being handed out by the courts. That is something both parties must overcome on
a bipartisan basis.

The other question concerning me in my capacity as Opposition spokesman on transport is
the continuing deterioration of the road system in Western Australia. The Governm-ent is
taking insufficient action to ensure that the Federal Government returns to the States a
reasonable amount of the fuel tax it collects each year. Last year it collected about
$6.5 billion in fuel tax. This year the amount will probably be in excess of $7 bilion. Only
about 15 to 18 per cent of that money is returned to the States for road maintenance and
construction. That must be reviewed.

Another matter of concern to me as member for North Metropolitan Region is the lack of
activity on the Joondalup railway line. Members will recall that last year Parliament agreed
to a Bill to enable the development of an electrified rail system from Perth to Joondalup. In
the Legislative Assembly some time ago Mr Bob Pearce, the then Minister for Transport.
promised that people could travel on a train along that line at the end of this year. At this
stage, no railway line has been built and the Government will need to work particularly hard
to have a railway line to Joondalup completed before the end of this year.
Hon Graham Edwards: You said we were going too quickly and we had to slow down, If
you refer to H-fansard you will see that quite clearly.
Hon GEORGE CASH: Perhaps Hon Graham Edwards did not listen carefully enough last
year. The Opposition certainly agreed to the idea of a rapid transit system, but I said that the
Government had an opportunity to reconsider the options it had at that stage.
Harn Graham Edwards: I suggest you go back and look at what you said - you might be
surprised.

Hon GEORGE CASH: Perhaps the Minister will do the same. I was the one who suggested
an opportunity arose for the Government to review the situation. It has not done that; it has
proceeded on the basis of the earlier advice it was given. The Government does not appear
to be progressing particularly fast with the northern railway system. People in the
Wanneroo, Whitford and Joondalup areas are asking where is the train that the Government
promised would be operating at the end of this year. No line, no station and no trains are in
evidence and the residents are still waiting. While the promise of the Joondalup railway line
was used as an election buying ticket during the last State elections, very little physical
laying of a line will occur along the median of the freeway prior to or until the next State
election. That is when this Government can be expected to produce its glossy brochures and
probably dump some railway lines along the freeway median to try to convince the northern
suburbs residents that it is doing something about the rapid transit system to ioondalup.

Without wanting to run through the WA Inc debate again, the Premier was hypocritical the
other day when she suggested that the Commonwealth Government may announce, at the
next Premiers' Conference, a reduction in some grants to the States. It was suggested in one
report that the State may receive approximately $11 million less than it received last year. It
was interesting to hear the Premier comment that an $11 million reduction in a
Commonwealth grant would have a significantly adverse impact on the economy of Western
Australia, and yet that same Premier, together with her ministerial colleagues, has told the
taxpayers of Western Australia that the $800 million the Government has lost as a result of
its financial dealings will not impact on the economy at all. I cannot understand why the
Premier should squeal about a possible reduction of $11 mill ion if a loss of $800 million will
not impact on the State.

Hon J.M. Berinson: I am used to your misquoting me, but 1 do not see why you should
misquote the Premier also.
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Hon GEORGE CASH: In due course the Leader of the House will have an opportunity to
put his side of the argument.
I congratulate the members of the Pike comm-ittee on the report tabled recently at the
direction of the House, and I recognise the work of that commrittee to date. There is no doubt
that same interesting responses were contained in that report and I am sure the commrittee
intends to call many more witnesses in an attempt to get to the bottom of what appears to be
a cobweb of intrigue with regard to matters currently under investigation. I hope that
ultimately the Pike commrrittee will be able to provide some answers to this Parliament and to
give the taxpayers of Western Australia some idea of where their money has gone. It could
be that the cobweb of intrigue is so extensive and so complicated that even with the best
endeavours of that committee, it will be unable to get to the bottom of these matters, and a
Royal Commission will be needed.

A further matter which should be of interest to the House is the manner in which the
Fremantle Port Authority is currently managing the Port of Fremnantle and the surrounding
areas. For some time I have been concerned that the Fremantle Pant Authority has not
recognised the econom-ic worth of' the assets under its control and that the authority, or
indeed the Governunent if the authority needs direction, should give consideration to the
freeing up of Victoria Quay in the inner harbour, and transferring the activities currently
conducted on that quay to North Wharf. This would allow the redevelopment of what is
prime real estate in the Fremantle area.

Hon John Halden: What would you do with it specifically?

Hon GEORGE CASH: I am not a developer or a planner, but I believe that land would
provide great opportunities for architects and other entrepreneurs in the business of
redeveloping that type of land to present interesting proposals.
H-on John Halden: Residential?

Hon GEORGE CASH: I am not a planner and [ do not intend to make any proposals for the
finlished product. A tremendous opportunity exists for the State to redevelop that land
without detracting from the current port uses. I envisage a passenger terminal to accept ships
of State, and that other passenger vessels would be incorporated into a redevelopment of the
area. The railway line could be sunk, if necessary, to provide a larger area for development.
The Government should give consideration to this opportunity.

IHon John Halden: That is one of the options we are looking at. You got your advice from
the same people that I did.

Hon GEORGE CASH: From whom did Hon John Halden get his advice?

Hon John Halden: From the Fremantle Port Authority.

Hon GEORGE CASH: I did not get my advice from the Fremantle Pant Authority: in fact, I
suggested that the authority was lacking in initiative. The authority could perhaps use the
public tender system to seek expressions of interest from those interested in the
redevelopment of the area. I have not yet seen chat happenting. This opportunity is available
and it would niot disadvantage the workings of the current port. This is a positive suggestion.

Hon John Halden: The Fremantle Port Authority, which you started criticising, has those
sorts of things in mind.

Hon GEORGE CASH4: I am pleased that that is the case. I was not aware of it arnd perhaps
the member will provide me with information on what is happening. He seems to have far
greater knowledge of the Fremantle Port Authority than have other members in this House.
I congratulate the new Chairman of the Fremantle Pant Authority, Mir John Taplin, a former
Coordinator-General of Transport in Western Australia, on his recent appointment. I hope
that with his distinguished, academic background in transport related matters, John Taplin
will guide the Fremantle Port Authority into realising on some of its vry valuable assets,
thus giving the Government a positive financial return on those assets. If the Government
redeveloped Victoria Quay, it would be able to consider redevelopment in the inner harbour
on the North Wharf side. I recognise that such a redevelopment could not occur overnight,
but a great opportunity exists for the Government, with the support of the Opposition, to
create a new porn for Western Australia just south of the existing port, at Catherine Point.
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The idea of shifting the current port to Catherine Point is not new; it was first discussed some
50 years ago by people interested in relocating the port. This option has been considered by
Governments of both colours. A great opportunity exists for positive action, following
consideration of the relocation of the existing port, not tomorrow but over an extended
period. I urge the Fremantle Port Authority and others involved in any studies being
undertaken into potential areas for a new port to give that matter consideration.

I have received advice indicating that the Government may be considering allowing a second
container operator to be established on North Wharf, but that is somewhat premature. I make
that comment following discussions I have had with National Terminals Australia Ltd which
is interested in establishing a second terminal. They told me they would be prepared to
spend about $13 million in the first year to establish a second container facility on North
Wharf, conditional upon the Government's spending about $20 million in capital costs to
develop the facility. It is my view, which [ believe is shared by the shipping fraternity in
Fremnantle, that the current number of containers passing through Fremantle is in the order of
130 000 a year; about 25 000 containers are in respect of coastal trade, and the other 105 000
are in respect of overseas trade. There are not sufficient containers passing through the
existing port to allow a second terminal to operate in a viable way. There is no doubt in my
mind that there are container or terminal operators in pants in Western Australia who are
suffering because they have entered into ventures which are not viable.

The Opposition supports a shift of the existing port to Catherine Point, which would enable
the Government to say to a second operator, such as NTAL, that it could be accomnmodated
at the new port of Catherine Point, rather than having NTAL spend huge amounts of money
in upgrading North Wharf and not being able to amortise that cost over a reasonable period.
I understand that NTAI. comprises a partnership between Australian National Line and
Patrick Stevedoring Co, and is at present a joint venturer with Stateships in work at No I
berth in Fremantle. I invite the Government to give consideration to that operation because it
is my understanding that at the moment the operation is not profitable, and Stateships needs
to urgently review its position in respect of that total operation. I expect, equally, that
NTAL, as a private organisation, would want to also review its position. If the matter is not
reviewed in the very short tern there is every possibility that one or other of the partners will
pull out of the existing arrangement. I do not know who would fill the void if that were to
occur.

There are some very good opportunities for the Government to consider in respect of the
redevelopment of the existing Port of Fremantle. The time has come for us to recognise that
we have now reached a phase in the development of Western Australia where a new,
economically efficient terminal could be built at Catherine Point. The existing land in the
Port of Fremantle could be sold off in due course, which would return to the Government a
substantial financial surplus.

It is true that in recent times I have been critical of some of the actions taken by the
Fremantle Port Authority, although I have now been told by Hon John Halden that the EPA
has got some of these matters in hand. It is pleasing to hear that. I was interested the other
day to receive a commaent from someone who identified himself as an EPA worker. He
wanted to tell me, as the Opposition spokesman on transport, about a small problem which
seems to exist at Fremantle. In 1985 the EPA apparently agreed to build a new survey boat,
which at that time was estimated to cost $150 000. Quotes in that general vicinity were
received during 1986. It was assumed at the time that the survey boat would be built and be
able to be launched in 1987. 1 understand from this person that the unions became involved
in some discussions with the FPA about who should build the proposed survey boat, and in
the end the EPA decided it would be able to build the boat.

In 1988 what was described as a "cockeyed deal" was done which involved the hull being
built in a private yard, with the EPA fitting out the vessel as soon as the hull had been
completed. in 1989 the unions rejected the hull, for reasons not yet apparent to my
informant. We must remember that the concept of the new survey boat commenced in 1985.
By this time we were four years down the track. A lot of time was wasted in testing that hull.
It is now 1990 and the fitting out by the EPA is still going on. It has been suggested that a
vessel which was to cost $150 000 in 1985 will now cost over $500 000 before it is finally
completed. I have been told that the vessel was recently put into the water. It did not float
level, if that makes sense to those who have some knowledge of boats and engineering
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design. There was some talk about cutting the boat in half and making it longer so chat it
would be able to float level, or to put in more ballast to level it out in that way. As my
informant said1 "I guess the overtime will be good for a few more years." In fact, he finished
off by saying, "By 1991, who knows? But then, what does it matter? Who is counting?" If
that is an accurate description of the situation -

Hon Doug Wenn: You have not checked it out?

Hon GEORGE CASH: No, because I am not sure whom I should speak to at the FPA.

Hon Doug Wenn: Why not try the chairman of the board?

Hon GEORGE CASH: This is something which I will be able to take up with Mr Taplin
now that he is the new chairman. It is important that I raise this matter in the Parliament
because if it is true, someone has not been doing his job.
Hon Doug Wenn: Find out who built the boat, and get them out of the industry.

Hon GEORGE CASH: I do not want to prejudge the issue. I am drawing it to the attention
of the House. I cannot be sure that what I have heard is an accurate reflection of the real
situation.

Hon Doug Weon: We are used to that.

Hon GEORGE CASH:- That may be so. I do not know who the EPA is dealing with in this
regard, but it is a matter to which the Government must give some consideration.

Hon Doug Wenn: You should check that out and bring it to the Government's attention,
rather than say you are not sure.
Hon GEORGE CASH: I will do my job as best I can, and I invite the member to do his job
as best he can; and let the electors judge in due course just who is doing the better job.
Hon Doug Wern: We have already done that. We did that last year. That is why we are on
this side and you are on that side.

Hon GEORGE CASH: Another serious matter that I bring to the attention of the House is
the plight of certain Jewish people in the USSR. As members are probably aware, the Soviet
Union will, we hope, honour its agreement to allow direct flights from the Soviet Union to
Israel, and hence make it easier for Soviet Jews to immigrate to their homeland. Last week
marked the 42nd anniversary of the creation of the free and independent State of Israel and
there could hardly be a more appropriate occasion for the Soviet Union to give the words that
it claimed earlier some meaning by instigating those flights. It is said - and I must say that 1
rely on advice tendered to me by certain members of the Jewish community in Perth - that
some members of the Soviet Jewry have already been waiting for years to return to their
homeland, but there is little evidence at the moment of any significant change in the Soviet
attitude to speeding up the process of providing those direct flights between Moscow and the
Ben Gurion Airport in Israel.

As to the delays that are being suffered, I am told some Soviet Jews who want to migrate
ftom the USSR have waited for more than 12 months. It seems to me that on the 42nd
anniversary of the creation of the State of Israel the time has come for the Soviet Union to
recognise and put in place the agreements that it wanted to make public in order to enjoy the
gratitude of the rest of the world when it made those statements some time ago. There is no
doubt that, of the hundreds of thousands of Jewish people living in the Soviet Union, many
of them would dearly love to leave that country and move to Isirael. At this time we, as a
group of members of Parliament representing our constituencies throughout this State, should
support my urge to the Soviet Union to speed up the Jewish exit from the USSR.

In raising that matter in the House today, one other article caught my eye in this week's The
Macca bean , which is the newspaper or periodical of the Jewish conmmunity in Perth. The
article appears under a headline on page 1 which reads "Gorbachev Condemns Anti-
Semitism, in a Long-Awaited Public Statement". f1 may read The Maccabean's account of
that to the House, Mr Deputy President, it reads -

Soviet President, Mikhail Gorbachev, addressing a meeting of the Communist Youth
League in Moscow. has made what is believed to be his first public statement
condemning anti-semitism.
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Gorbachev's remark cane quietly, in response to a question posed I1Ith April in
Moscow at the 21st annual congress of Komsomol, the Communist youth movement
of the Soviet Union.

Asked what measures he intended to take in response to "abnormal conditions of life
and activities of Jews in the Soviet Union" because of anti-semtitism, Gorbachev
replied, "I believe that we ought not to allow raging of nationalism, chauvinism, anti-
Semitism or any other 'isms' to occur."

"it is necessary to take the path of harmonizing interethnic relations, to set up legal,
economic and social prerequisites for people of all ethnic groups," wherever they
live, he said. "There is no other way that I know of."

Interestingly enough, just under that account of Gorbachev's statement is another item with
the banner heading "Bush Signs Second Bill Enacting Legislation Against Hate Crimes". It
is interesting that account should be published in The Maccabean of Friday, 11 May because
the Government, with the support of the Opposition, is keen to see properly framed
legislation that would prevent racial discrimination in Western Australia.

With those comnments, I again welcome the opportunity to support the motion moved by the
Government in reply to the Governor's Speech and look forward to the contributions of other
members.
HON B.L. JONES (Lower West) [4.45 pm]: I support the motion, and I too would like to
register my congratulations to His Excellency, Sir Francis Bunt, on his appointment as
Governor.
The subject of my speech today has been described as a major advance in the recognition and
protection of a particularly vulnerable group of people in our society; namely, our children, I
am, of course, referring to the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child. As
most members will be aware, the United Nations, with Australia's support, adopted the
convention unanimously as a statement of general principles regarding the rights of children.
I would like to emphasise that this has no effect on Australia's domestic law. The
convention is now open to individual countries to sign, which in tur means that those
nations are commnitted to its terms and obligations and enables it to take further steps towards
ratification. This involves consulting with States, Territories and Federal Governments to
ensure that their laws comply with the terms and obligations embodied in the convention. In
Australia's case, following preliminary investigations our domestic laws appear to comply
with the terms of the convention and no major changes to our laws are considered necessary.
It is. however, imnportant for people to understand that even upon ratification the terms of the
convention do not, as has been claimed, become Australian law; rather, we would be
signifying our willingness to ensure that our laws continue to comply with the terms
embodied in the convention. Any changes to our laws, either State or Federal, will have to
pass trough the normal legislative process.

In recent weeks I have been very concerned by the somewhat hysterical debate which has
taken place through Press releases and at public meetings. I have been appalled at some of
the bizarre claims that have been made. I do not know if these are made out of sheer
ignorance or a determination to misinterpret the articles that make up the convention, or
whether they are just a deliberate attempt to cultivate misunderstandings by people to
undermine the basic principles of the convention. I was further motivated to make this the
subject of my speech tonight because recently I had the most unpleasant experience of
attending a public meeting in Collie. -It was presided over by two women and, much as I
dislike saying anything detrimental about my own sex, I must admit that these two women
displayed a most appalling ignorance. The claims they made were bizarre in the extreme and
probably would have been quite laughable had it not been for the fact that young mothers
were present who obviously were quite concerned about the allegations being made. What I
would like to do this evening is to look at some of these claims that have been made, refer
them to the articles that they are presumably taken from, and then refute them.

The meeting I attended in Collie also said the United Nations Convention on the Rights of
the Child will allow children to dob in parents. I have here a leaflet that was put our at the
meeting claiming that if this convention is ratified children will be able to dob in a parent for
the slightest thing. I will now address the particular claims.
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The first is that parents will not be allowed to object to the company their children keep. It
was suggested at the Collie meeting that chidren could freely associate with prostitutes and
drug pushers. and parents would have no right to object to this. Presumably, this refers to
article 15, which I will quote in the interests of accuracy. Article 15 reads -

1 Stares Parties recognize the rights of the child to freedom of association and to
freedom of peaceful assembly.

2 No restrictions may be placed on the exercise of these rights other than those
imposed in conformity with the law and which are necessary in a democratic
society in the interests of national security or public safety, public order (ordre
public), the protection of public health or morals or the protection of the rights
and freedoms of others.

Clearly the article is saying that the operative words are "in conformity with the law". It is
not in conformity with the law for children to associate with drug pushers or prostitutes.

Article 33 reads -

States Panties shall take all appropriate measures, including legislative,
administrative, social and educational measures, to protect children from the illicit
use of narcotic drugs and psychotropic substances as defined in the relevant
international treaties, and to prevent the use of children in the illicit production and
trafficking of such substances.

Hon Barry House: We will circulate the member's speech around the south west.

Hon B.L. JONES: Article 33 is clear, and I fail to understand how anybody - other than
those who have not read it properly - can claim that children could ignore parents or, worse
still, are able to dob in parents to some presumably international authority for preventing
children from associating with drug pushers. Of course, any thinking person would know
that is against our own law, and our own laws will always take precedence over the
convention. The second claim I have heard bandied about is that parents will not be able to
prevent children reading or watching pornographic material. This has been claimed by a
number of misinformed people. Again, presumably it is taken from article 17 which states -

States parties recognize the important function performed by the mass media and
shall ensure that the child has access to information and material from a diversity of
national and international sources, especially those aimed at the promotion of his or
her social, spiritual and moral well-being and physical and mental health.

The last paragraph of that article states -

(e) Encourage the development of appropriate guidelines for the protection of the
child from information and material injurious to hi or her well-being bearing
in mind the provisions of articles 13 and 18.

Several members interjected.

Hon P.G. Pendal: This is the member's maiden speech.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon J.M. Brown): Order!

Hon B.L. JONES: Once again, Hon Phillip Pendal demonstrates his ignorance.

Clearly, that last paragraph is protection against pornographic material of any sort. Article
13 goes further and refers to the rights of the child to freedom of expression which includes
the right to seek informatiotn orally, in print, or through art form. However, again it gives
exemptions which conform to health and morals. Clearly pornographic material read or
watched by young people would not be considered appropriate and could be injurious to their
health and morals.

Article 18 is more specific. It states -

I States pantics shall use their best efforts to ensure recognition of the principle
that both parents have common responsibilities for the upbringing and
development of the child. Parents or, as the case may be, legal guardians,
have the primary responsibility for the upbringing and development of the
child. The best interests of the child will be their basic concern.
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Hon Reg Davies: And so it should; that has never changed.

Hon B.L. JONES: We agree. The ankile continues -

2 For the purpose of guaranteeing and promoting the rights set forth in this
Convention, State Parties shall render appropriate assistance to parents and
legal guardians in the performance of their child-rearing responsibilities and
shall ensure the development of institutions, facilities and services for the care
of children.

Again, the family has prime responsibility-, that is what the convention is saying.

The third claim I have heard and read about is perhaps the most ridiculous one of all; that is,
parents cannot look in a child's school bag, or cannot look to remove smelly socks or a rotten
lunch. That is a ridiculous assertion. I return to article 16 which reads -

I No child shall be subjected to arbitrary or unlawful interference with his or
her privacy, family, home or correspondence, nor to unlawful attacks on his or
her honour and reputation.

Nowhere in this article is reference made to the non-inspection of school bags or anything
else. That is ridiculous. The operative word is "unlawful", and it is clearly not unlawful to
look in a child's school bag. The protection is for, say, an adolescent child who might insist
on the right to privacy when he or she is dressing or bathing. That article is for the
prevention of sexual or physical abuse; that is its primary function.
Perhaps the most often repeated claim is that children will be allowed to run off the rails
without parental control. I draw members' attention to article 5 which is a crucial one. It
states -

Stares Parties shall respect the responsibilities, rights, and duties of parents or, where
applicable, the members of the extended family or community as provided for by the
local custom, legal guardians or other persons legally responsible for the child, to
provide, in a manner consistent with the evolving capacities of the child, appropriate
direction and guidance in the exercise by the child of the rights recngnized in the
present Convention.

As many members will be aware this article was inserted at the initiative of the Australian
delegation. The article clearly states that the rights recognised by the convention are subject
to parental direction and guidance.

Hon Reg Davies: Has Australia signed the document?

Hon B.L. JONES: No, not yet.

In other words, parents may make a decision on behalf of children not yet mature enough to
make their own decisions. The convention takes precisely the same approach as our own
domestic law. The article states that parents have the primary responsibility for the
upbringing of children, That is the opposite to what has been claimed. Article 5 also needs
to be read in conjunction with paragraph 6 of the preamble which states -

Convinced that the family, as the fundamental group of society and the natural
environment for the growth and well-being of all its members and particularly
children, should be afforded the necessary protection and assistance so that it can
fully assume its responsibilities within the community,

Hon Reg Davies: Thfe member is outlining the rights of parents, as we all know them.

Hon B.L. JONES: Exactly, but in some countries they do not. The paragraph continues -

Recognizing that the child, for the full and harmonious development of his or her
personality, should grow up in a family environment, in an atmosphere of happiness,
love and understanding.

The claim that parents will somehow be conmmitting an offence by chastising a child for bad
language or that they can somehow be taken to court or punished for breaching the
convention by an international court is arrant nonsense. A convention such as this deals with
and puts obligations on Governments only. It has neither the authority to put obligations on
parents or individuals nor can it create offences. In fact, to do so would be completely
inconsistent with article 5.
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Hon Reg Davies: Why do we need it?
Hon B.L. JONES: I will get to that. Let us look at the claim by one of the women of Collie.

tQuestions without notice token.]
Hon B.L. JONES: For the benefit of those members who were not in the Chamber before
question time, I was discussing some of the bizarre claims that have been made regarding the
United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child. I will talk now about an additional
claim made by one of the women at the meeting at Collie, in which she said to me directly,
'There is far less child abuse than you imagine, and really children are far too well catered
for anyway." That is incredible; though she was an ignorant woman, I agree. However, I
want now to quote some statistics on child abuse. The Department for Community Services
has been compiling a list of claims of child abuse.

Hon Reg Davies interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon J.M. Brown): Order! Honourable members, I know the
interests of Opposition members in this matter, but I ask them please to make their comments
so that the Hansard reporter can hear them. There is some difficulty with the conversation
that is taking place and I ask members to observe that courtesy to assist the member on her
feet.

Hon B.L. JONES: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. The Department for Community
Services has, over a period of 12 months from July 1988 to June 1989, compiled a list of
reported claims of child abuse and I will quote those. Of 524 alleged cases of physical
abuse. 238 were substantiated; of 576 cases of alleged sexual abuse, 310 were substantiated.
As well, 18 of 51 cases of emotional abuse and I8 of 35 of emotional neglect were
substantiated, all after investigation. Of the total number of allegations made to the
department, 39.9 per cent were proved and 16.9 per cent were assessed as being children at
risk. It goes without saying that these were only cases that were reported to the department.
We all know that there are far greater numbers of these - we see them reported daily in the
media - and these figures refer only to Western Australia.

Hon Reg Davies: That is incredible. I have been trying to get a house in the northern
suburbs for a group for protection against child sexual abuse. I have written to the Premier
but have received nothing so far.

Hon HiL. JONES: The convention will go a long way towards helping in this matter. These
figures represent only a small portion, and only in Western Australia. The convention covers
158 member countries. Perhaps those people who feel some sort of complacency as to our
children being better looked after than those in other countries should reflect on the
following statistics, which I consider to be horrendous. I have taken the following from an
article by Robert Nesidale, who is the National Director of UNICEF Australia. He said -

Africa is the only contintent where infant mortality has been increasing, and is
expected to continue through the remainder of the century despite progress being
made in child survival in some African countries.

About 4.4 million of the continent's children die each year before their 5th birthday.

Africas' infant and child deaths are projected to increase from less than a 1/3 to
almost a half by the end of this century.

[ ask members to think about these figures for a moment. In Africa and across the globe
5 000 children die every morning; by the end of the day 38 000 children die. That is 38 000
children today, yesterday, and tomorrow. Comparable numbers of children are also crippled
and are stunted in growth and emotional development.

Hon W.N. Stretch: What is the relative birthrate?

Hon B.L. JONES: More than 100 000 children in any one week die in Africa and across the
globe, and I would suggest to anybody who questions whether we need this convention on
the rights of the child that there are another 100 000 very good reasons why we do need it.

Hon W.N. Stretch: But I ask the member to put it into context and give us the comparative
birthrate, because that figure on its own tends to be, not meaningless but -

Hon B.L. JONES: When 100 000 children are dying, does it mailer to Hon Bill Stretch what
the relative figures are? I am talking about figures for children across the globe.
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Hon W.N. Stretch: And what is the comparable birthrate? It is very significant.

Hon B.L. JONES: When one considers that these deaths are largely caused by diarrhoea,
dehydration and vaccine preventable diseases, the horror is magnified. To the woman who
spoke to me in Collie, who said, "Really, there is not nearly as much child abuse as you
think", I suggest that if she looked at these figures she may weUl change her mind.

I realise that members opposite may question my authority or my interpretation of the articles
that make up the convention. I knjow that Hon Murray Montgomery and the member for
Mandurah in another place have issued Press releases which certainly are more in line with
the views of the woman I have quoted than with my own interpretation. However, the
following people whom I will now quote are very eminent people and I do not think anybody
could suggest that they have any form of political bias. I am quoting directly from articles
written by them, and the frst comes from the Holy See. It is art article written by
Archbishop Renato Martinto. who is the Permanent Observer of the Holy See to the United
Nations. In response to those people whom I have heard clarning,'*But they did not take any
part in it, they were only observers", perhaps they might like to hear this

During the 10 years of the drafting process of this convention, the Holy See has been
an active participant. Indeed, the Holy See felt it a moral duty to actively join the
international comrmunity in such a vital and praiseworthy endeavor as the drafting of
a convention to protect the rights of the child....

In the current draft before us, the fruit of ten years of dedicated work by advocates of
the rights of the child, many of these concems have been addressed; the draft, if
approved, would mark important advances in several areas, including adoption, the
rights of children to health care and the right of children to be heard in judicial
proceedings affecting their future. The draft is also significant for the recognition it
gives to a child's ethnic, religious and linguistic heritage in cases when alternative
family care must be provided. Also praiseworthy is the protection the document
would afford to children against economic and sexual exploitation, and the special
attention paid to children who have been victimized by abuse, neglect, torture, or
exploitation.

Further on he says -

As for the issue of recruitment for military service, my Delegation agrees with other
delegations which proposed age 18 as the minimum age for recruitment to military
service.

A lot of talk has taken place about how we will be sending 15 year olds and 16 year olds into
battle. The truth of the matter is that in many countries children from the age of 10 bear
arms. Although we strongly recommended the age be 18 across the world, 15 was the best
we could do. That does not affect our domestic laws which provide for 18 years of age.

Hon Reg Davies: We could not afford to send children to war; we do not have the funds.

Hon B.L. JONES: The quotation continues -

Youth long to Jive, and yet they are the first to be forced to take up arms, the first to
be indoctrinated and manipulated in favour of violence and war.

The concluding paragraph reads -

In stating these points, the Holy See is well aware that each of them has been the
object of extensive debate in the Working Group over the past ten years. And, while
not changing its position on any of them, my Delegation considers nevertheless, that,
if adopted, this text would mark significant gains for the world's children and the
cause of human rights. Therefore, the Delegation of the Holy See urges that the
Third Committee adopt the draft text as presented by the Working Group.

My next quotation is taken from The Age of 28 November last year, and reads as follows -

The national president of the Uniting Church, Sir Ronald Wilson, has called on
Australia to quickly ratify the United Nations convention on the rights of the child.

Sir Ronald, a former judge of the High Court, welcomed the unanimous adoption of
the convention by the UN last week.
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HeI said the convention gave strong support to efforts to protect children from sexual
exploitation, physical abuse or separation from their parents. It also helped countries
provide children with greater access to needs such as education, health care, cultural
identity and rest and play.
"While some people have midschievously represented the convention as an attack on
the family, this is clearly not the case," Sir Ronald said. "The guiding theme of the
convention is always the best interests of the child. Undoubtedly, this theme reflects
the conviction that the family, ps a basic unit of society and the natural environment
for the growth and wellbeing of its members, particularly children, should be offered
protection and assistance."

Further on the newspaper article reads -

Sir Ronald said the Uniting Church believed in the importance of the family and in
the community's responsibility to promote its welfare. It was important to provide a
proper environment in which children could reach their full potential.

"Where, for various reasons, the family cannot provide that environment, the child's
rights need to be protected," he said.

The convention must be signed by member countries of the United Nations, and
ratified by at least 20 of them, before it comes into effect in those countries. Federal
Parliament is expected to consider ratification next year.

I now quote a letter signed by Mr Brian Burdekin, Federal Human Rights Commissioner, on
20 November 1989. The letter reads -

Thank you for your call regarding the Draft United Nations Convention on the Rights
of the Child.

I wish to assure you that this Convention will not have the adverse consequences
which have been suggested in some public discussion. International Conventions are
a highly specialised area of law. It is natural that lay people, and even lawyers who
are not experienced in this field, should find some difficulties in interpreting such a
document. I am pleased, therefore, to have this opportunity to provide you with
accurate information.

If there are further points you wish to have clarified which are not addressed in this
letter, please do not hesitate to write to me.

Further on, he states -

Several callers have expressed concern that the Convention may somehow have some
adverse effect on the rights of parents. I wish to assure you that this is not the case.
In fact, the new Convention, far from undermaining the role and responsibilities of the
family, reinforces the importance of families.

Mr Burdekin goes on to quote paragraph 6 of the preamble, which I quoted earlier. He also
quotes Article 5 which sets down the basic principles of the Convention. Further on he
states -

The Convention therefore very clearly states that the exercise by the child of the
rights recognised in the Convention are subject to parental direction and guidance, so
far as this is consistent with the evolving capacities of the child. In other words,
parents may make decisions on behalf of children not mature enough to make their
own, and provide guidance and direction in decision-making to other children. In this
respect the Convention takes the same. approach as existing Australian common law
principles.

As already stated, the Preambular paragraphs and Article 5 determine how the other
Articles of the Convention recognising various rights must be interpreted, including
the Articles which refer to such rights as freedom of expression and information,
freedom of conscience and belief, and freedom of assembly (that is, Articles 13, 14
and 15). This ensures that the Convention must be interpreted and applied in a way
which is consistent with the fundamental importance of the family. Any claims that
the Convention will prevent parents giving direction or proper discipline to their
children, or that it will force parents to allow children to watch pornography, are
completely without foundation.
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You may not be aware that the rights set out for children in Articles 13, 14 and 15 are
contained in an international instrument to which Australia is already a party, the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, which applies to all human
beings including children. What is new in the Convention on the Rights of the Child
in this respect is its increased emphasis on the rights and responsibilities of parents
and families, and its requirement that governments must respect those rights and
respqnsibilities.

The Convention requires governments to provide assistance to families, where it is
needed, to help parents fulfil their responsibilities to their children. (If you are aware
of the findings of the National Inquiry on Homeless Children released earlier this
year, you will know that I place central importance on the value of the family and the
role of parents.)

Hon Reg Davies: Who has made those comments?

Hon B.L. JONES: Brian Burdekiri, the Federal Human Rights Commissioner.

Hon Reg Davies: 1 thought it was Bob Hawke saying that no child will live in poverty after
1990.
Hon Kay Hallahan: Does the member not have any concern for children?

Hon Doug Wenn: Not unless he is putting them in the Arnmy.

Hon Reg Davies:, I would put the member in the Army.

Hon B.L. JONES: The letter continues -

In summary, the Convention does not attempt to tell parents how to raise their
children or to impose new obligations on families. It does tell governments what they
ought to do to fulfil their responsibilities.

The family generally provides the best protection for the rights of children. However,
families often need assistance to help them fulfil their responsibilities. Tragically,
tens of thousands of children in Australia lack the protection of a family at all. For
these reasons this Commu-ission strongly supports the Convention on the Rights of the
Child.

Further on the letter continues -

The Convention is expected to be adopted by the United Nations General Assembly
today (20 November). This is not the same as signature or ratification by Australia.
These are separate steps to be taken by the Federal Government. Signature indicates
a commnitment to the baskc purposes of the Convention, but does not involve any
specific positive obligations. The Convention will not impose any such obligations
on Australia until Australia has ratified it.

That process will occur only after the Federal Government has consulted with State
Governments, arid that answers the question Hon George Cash asked the Attorney General
the other night. Mr Burdekin continues -

This Convention is very important for children and families in Australia and around
the world. This is not just my view. In the last few weeks all 49 Heads of
Conmonwealth Countries (including the Prime Ministers of Great Britain, Canada
and New Zealand) have called for the early adoption and then the entry into force of
the Convention.

It is important to remember that this Convention is intended to help children all
around the world, not only in relatively fortunate countries like ours.

I very much welcome public discussion on the Convention on the Rights of the Child,
but I am sure you will agree that discussion should be based on the facts. I hope that
this letter is helpful in that context.

Mr Burdekiri added a postscript to his letter, as follows -

I have just been advised that the Convention has been approved by all governments
attending the UJN General Assembly session in New York. (The General Assembly is
made up of representatives of the 158 nations in the world.)
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I agree with Mr Burdekin about the need for rational pu blic discussion based on facts, which
is why I am using this subject as the basis of my speech this evening. I will now quote from
Keith Suter, the foundation director of the Trinity Peace Research Institute, who says -

The treaty is not designed to disarm parents. It is designed to assist children to grow
into responsible adults.

Consequently it is regrettable that some groups within West Australia have decided to
create worries within the community. The concerns are unfounded. It is unfortunate
that the debate over the treaty has become so trivialised. For example, it is
impossible that a child can somehow use this law to prevent parents from checking on
the child's school satchel for drugs or for the child to insist that he or she has the right
of access to pornography.

Finally, law is a very blunt instrument. In Australia's case, many of the provisions
within the Convention are already covered adequately enough by Australian law.
Unfortunately, despite Australia's law, many children are still living in poverty; there
are many street children; children are still exploited for commercial purposes.
The Convention is a step in the right direction. But there is a lot more that can be
done to protecting children. Various economic and social changes should be made.
It would be a tragedy if the debate over the plight of children mn Australia should
become distorted by the misrepresentation of this Convention.

On the one hand, the ratification of this Convention will not overnight transform the
plight of Australian children. On the other hand, the ratification of this treaty will not
somehow guarantee Australian Government's control over children's lives and
making families redundant.

I believe that Australia should ratify the treaty. But it is also necessary to ensure that
the movement continues to improve the lot of Australian children. Australian
children are a great deal better off today than they were a century ago. But there is
still much more that needs to he done.

Although I quoted only four sources, the following list is an indication of the integrity of the
many supporters of the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child -

The Vatican
The Brotherhood of St Laurence
Elizabeth II Queen of England as Head of the Save the Children Fund
The Anglican Church
The Uniting Church (through its Social Responsibility Committee)
All 49 Heads of Commuonwealth Governments
Margaret Thatcher
George Bush
UNICEF Australia
The Federation of Ethnic Communities Councils of Australia
The Australian Early Childhood Association
The National Association for the Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect
Foster Parents Plan of Australia
National Council on Intellectual Disability
The Australian Council of Social Service
The Australian Council for Overseas Aid (ACFOA)
Secretariat for National Aboriginal and Islander Child Care
The Youth Affairs Council of Australia
The Australian Council of State School Council Organisat ions
The United Nations Organisation of Australia
Young Woniens Christian Association NSW Council

I took a great deal of trouble in naming those supporters because it has been said that only
communists and Marxist sympathisers support this convention- The convention was opened
for signature on 26 January of this year at a ceremony at the United Nations headquarters in
New York. At that ceremony 61 countries signed, and by 1.7 April 1990 a fuirther 17 had
signed, taking the signatories to 78. I implore members to give some thought to the
importance of the ratification of the convention to children around the world. It is both an
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important and a useful statement of children's rights and should be treated as a basis for
further work to build a relevant and detailed charter of children's rights in Australia.
Hon Peter Foss: Do you mean legislation?

Hon B.L. JONES: The convention must be ratified by the Federal Government; it would not
come through this place. Much has to be done before we can be complacent about
provisions for the welfare of our children, particularly our Aboriginal children, but I hope
that the convention will be used as an example to further the needs of children both here and
across the world.

In conclusion, and in response to another claim made to me at this now notorious meeting in
Collie, when I talked about how many countries had signed this convention - that only
Marxists were signatories to the convention - I wilfl list some of the countries that have
signed the convention and members can form their own conclusions. Signatories in Western
Europe are Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Federal Republic of Germany - East
Germany has also signed - Finland, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxemburg, Malta, Netherlands,
Norway, Portugal, Spain and Sweden. From Central America and the Caribbean the
signatories are Brazil, Bolivia, Chile, Columbia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Panama, Nicaragua,
Peru, Uruguay and Venezuela.
H-on Peter Foss; But how many of those countries have passed legislation?

Hon B.L. JONES: The list goes on, but I have named enough countries to rest my case. I
have attempted to bring a little bit of sanity into this debate arid I have attempted to refute the
ridiculous claim made in Collie. If members axe concerned for children perhaps they might
pass some of the information I have quoted tonight to some of their colleagues, who are
unfortunately misinformed.

Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Hart Tom Helm.

[Continued on p 473.]

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm

MOTION - BERINSON, HON J.M.
WA Inc - Resignation

Debate resumed from 8 May.

HON E.J. CHARLTON (Agricultural) [7.30 pm]: I refer to the continued presence of the
Leader of the House in this place. During the parliamentary recess we heard many rumours
about the possibility of the Leader of the House not returning to this place. One of the
reasons stated was that his health was not of the highest order and he was suffering from a
back complaint. On hearing that rumour I wondered whether his back trouble was because
of the likely stabbing which could take place or whether it was related to the load he had
been carrying and it was too much for him to bear.

Hon Tom Stephens: It was a pain in the neck and you know where that came from.

Hon E.J. CHARLTON: I found that out yesterday when Hon Tom Stephens moved his
motion.

Several members interjected.

Hon E.J. CHARLTON; At the commencement of this parliamentary session we found
Hon Joe Berinson in this House in full flight.

The National Parry supports the motion moved by Hon George Cash because Hon Joe
Berinson, like his colleagues who were in another place and who have resigned, was part of a
series of financial decisions which were made within the Government's ranks. Members of
the Opposition and members of the Government have given many reasons why the people
involved had to bear the responsibility for what happened to the Government's finances - the
finances of this State. That is the reason they took the unprecedented step of resigning. It
leaves us with the question of why Hon Joe Berinson is still in this place and why he has not
taken the same action as those Ministers who resigned. He should resign from the leadership
of this House and the Premnier should take more severe action than she has by stripping him
of all his portfolio responsibilities.
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Members should remember that Hon Joe Berinson was one of the four key figures in the
financial decision making process which resulted in the financial losses referred to repeatedly
in this House. In his comnments he said he was not part of that decision making process. It
begs the question: How on earth could Mr Berinson not be part of the decision making
process when one considers the portfolio responsibilities he had? I can understand that on
one, two or three occasions he was not part of the decision making process and he could not
be held responsible for those decisions. Considering the position Hon Joe Berinson held no
one could believe that he was not involved in the decision making process - if he had not
been involved he certainly would not have been carrying out the responsibilities of his
portfolios.
Hon I.M. Berinson: Which responsibility are you referring to?

Hon E.J. CH-ARLTON: I am referring to the responsibility which Hon Joe Berinson, as
Minister for Budget Management, had and his involvement in the finiancial dealings of the
Government. I am referring also to the dealings which the Government and Hon Joe
Berinson have admitted resulted in a financial loss to the Government. Government
members have treated, with some joviality, comments by members on this side of the House
that the figure involved is in the vicinity of $1 billion.

Hon i.M. Berinson: That is not right. You cannot say that this issue has not been taken
seriously.

Hon E.J. CHARLTON: Hon Joe Berinson and the Government have said that in excess of
$400 million has been lost. It is over 12 months since the money was lost and the
Government cannot go on for time immemorial saying the figure is $400 million. The figure
has increased and the Government must add to it the interest component, if the money is to
be repaid by the people of Western Australia, and the inflation component. On top of that
the Government took money out of the system which prevented it from circulating in the
service industries in the interests of the consumers of this State. The figure would be in
excess of $400 million or $500 million. It is time the message was put across to the people
of Western Australia.

No business organisation could have $400 million or $500 million withdrawn from its budget
and say simply that is all the loss it will ever incur, because interest on borrowings and the
effects of inflation will have to be added to that initial amount. We accept that the Attorney
General may not have been in attendance during all of the decision making processes, but it
is not acceptable for him to continue to claim that he played no part in the decisions that were
made. People may ask, what has the Attorney General done wrong? However, it has not
been proved that Peter Dowding, David Parker or Julian Grill did anything wrong because no
inquiry has been held into their actions. The Government wil-l not agree to set up a Royal
Commission to inquire into what has taken place.

It is not acceptable for the Attorney General to say he did not have a say in the decision
making process, because he should have had a say. He must face up to the fact that he was
not carrying out his responsibilities if he did not have a say in what was taking place and did
not advise the other participants that they were doing the wrong thing. If he was involved
but did not advise he should resign, as did those other Ministers. If there is another reason
for the Attorney General's not deciding to resign it must be that the Government has decided
it cannot do without him in this House - with all due respect to Mrs Hallahan - and therefore
we have to ruin a blind eye to his involvement.

Hon J.M. Berinson: Flattery will get you nowhere.

Hon E.J. CH-ARLTON. *The Government has obviously decided that Mr Berinson will carry
the load, despite the back problem which he has suffered from for a fairly long time; no
matter what the public say, and no matter what questions are asked, the Government will
muscle it out and turn away from the situation. This is the crux of the matter. We will not
get anywhere with this motion, in the same way as the Government has rejected our motion
calling for a Royal Commission. It is a sad day when we have to make these sorts of
requests by moving a motion. Tlhe people of Western Australia have not been given any
alternative answers. They have no other belief than that the Attorney General was, in one
way or another, involved in the decision making process and must, therefore, accept
responsibility for what has taken place.
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Hon J.M. Berinson: I have no evidence that that is the general public belief. I have herd
evidence that it is your belief, and Mr Cash's belief, but that comes a bit short of being a
public belief.

Hon Garry Kelly: That is all you ever talk about.

Hon ETJ CHARLTON: Thai is an irresponsible statement. I am sure that on rare occasions
the member does talk to people other than those in his own organisation, to hear what they
have to say and the questions they have to ask. If Mr Berinson believes he is in the clear
then it is in his interests, more than in anyone else's, to put on the pressure now and say to
the Premier and other members who are a bit tardy about it, 'Let us get on with this Royal
Commission, this independent inquiry, because [ want to clear my name. I am not going to
sit here and tough it out and cop it sweet just because I am the only bloke left and everyone
else has run off."

The Premier is trying to con the people about the fresh approach the Government will take in
this Parliament, where there will be no shouting arid questions will be asked gently. The
Government wants to leave Hon Joe Berinson in the upper House to tough it out and cop it
sweet. The Government is hoping this matter will all go away. I am not the only person who
sees it that way, because daily I come across people in the community who ask why are we
not doing something about Mr Berinson because everyone else, whether rightly or wrongly,
has gone, but he continues to stay and tough it out. I support the motion.

HON J.M. DERINSON (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) (7.46 pm]: The nature
and scale of the State's financial losses make it only natural that they should have aroused
both intense interest and very great concern. T1here is, however, a vast difference between
the interest and concern of the Government and Opposition respectively. The Government's
concern is to assure the community that, as the Prem-ier has expressed it, "WA Inc is dead."
More than that, the Goverrnent's concern is to establish what the losses are, to present a
public accounting of them, to reduce them wherever possible, and to meet them in an orderly
way over a period of time to minimise their impact on the people of this Stare.

Over and above all of that is the concern and absolute determination of the Government to
establish such a thorough and effective system of accountability that a similar experience
under any Government, present or future, would simply not be possible. That is not a denial
of the seriousness of the issue, nor does it fail to recognise a proper degree of responsibility
for it. On the contrary, it is an acknowledgment of the issues and a practical response to
them. That is the nature of the Goverrnent's concern and a brief sumnmary of its
comprehensive actions as a result.

What are the Opposition's concerns? Its first concern - and it is natural enough - is to gain
political advantage. That is only to be expected and is no cause for criticism on its own. The
problem is that the Opposition's obsession with this issue, combined with its frustrations and
personal malice, has taken its conduct beyond all reasonable bounds. The Opposition has
now reached the point where it would not only accept but positively welcome even greater
detriment to the State if that would serve to improve its political position. In saying this, I
am not ascribing motives in a vacuum.r I am describing what the Opposition's own actions
and statements clearly demonstrate.

Members opposite would willingly jeopardise prosecutions if that would serve their political
purposes. They would cut across civil actions to the detriment of the State if that would
serve their political purposes. They would hamper the McCusker inquiry into Rothwells and
the Sulan inquiry into the Bond Corporation if that would serve their political purposes.
Members opposite take these actions wherever and whenever they can, and if they can do it
with the benefit of parliamentary privilege, all the better. That is the context in which this
motion is presented, and it is important to understand that if the terms of the motion and the
arguments which have been presented on it are to be put into any sort of perspective.

I recognise that this motion in the first place is a censure motion, with all that that implies. It
is a direct attack on my personal position. For reasons which follow I do not propose to
respond to all the terms of the motion in detail. The truth is that purring aside the
straightforward, personal abuse in paragraphs 1 and 2, its main condemnatory comments are
practically incomprehensible. I invite the House to try to make some sense out of the
preamble to the motion combined with paragraph 5 and the conclusion. Omitting irrelevant
words, this reads as follows -
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That this House .. notes with alairm that the fanner Premier ... the former Deputy
Premier .. and the former Minister for Economic Development and Trade .. have
left the Ministry without adequate explanation of their involvement in the
multi-million dollar losses now payable by the taxpayers of Western Australia. and
accordingly believes that because of the continued influential position in Cabinet of
the Hon J M Berinson,. ... (he) should therefore resign.

Hon P.G. Pendal: That is pretty reasonable.
Hon IM. BERINSON: What on earth is that supposed to mean? Assume, for the sake of
argument - and I stress for the sake of argument only - that the complaint in paragraph 5 is
justified. How is it suggested that my position in Cabinet caused the resignation of three
Ministers without adequate explanation of their involvement in losses, or that my absence
from Cabinet would cure that?
Consider paragraph 4. Approaching this in the same way we find the following suggestion -

That this House ... notes that these adverse reports -

And I interpolate reports by the Auditor General -

- could not have been submitted if the Government had respected the findings and
enacted the recommendations of the Burt Commission on Accountability; and
accordingly believes that because of the continued influential position in Cabinet of
the Hon J M Berinson,. ... (he) should therefore resign.

The accusation in paragraph 4, as a matter of fact, happens to be absolutely wrong. It is not
simply a distortion of the truth but an absolute reversal of it. However, again assume for the
sake of argument that it is right. Again I ask, what is there in my own position which relates
in such a special way to the Auditor General and/or the Bunt Commission and/or the
enactment or non-enactment of the commission's recommendations to justify my
resignation?
Hon P.G. Pendal: I will give you one quick example. Do you want one quick example?
Hon J.M. BERINSON: At this point it is relevant to make a brief comment on the content of
paragraphs 3 and 4, and on the reference by Mr Cash to the non-observance of the Bunt
Commnission's recommendations. The dates tell it all. The commission's report was
presented about January 1989. The commission's recommendations were enacted in
legislation at the very first opportunity, in the first session of Parliament, in about May 1989.
The Auditor General's report refers to the period to June 1989 but covering events which had
their origin long before then, and certainly before either the Burt Commission
recommendations were made or before there had been any opportunity to enact them and put
them into practice. Those recommendations are now in place because they were put in place
at the very first available opportunity which the Government had.
Hon Peter Foss: Are you saying you put them all in?

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon J.M. Brown): Order!
Hon J.M. BERINSON: The recomnmendations were put in place by legislation during the
first session of Parliament after they were presented. I take this analysis no further because
the complaint made by the Opposition in its motion, as in so many other cases, leads
absolutely nowhere. I therefore proceed on the basis that, however expressed, I am subject to
an attack in the nature of a censure motion. This is my second such experience in as many
sessions, but I assure members that I take it no less seriously for that. I only wish that the
Opposition would take these censure motions more seriously instead of scattering them like
so much buckshot against one Minister in this House and two Ministers in the other House
on Tuesday of last week alone.
Some background to the present motion will help to demonstrate both the motives behind it
and its merits, or rather absence of them. It all started last year when the then Premier, the
Deputy Premier and one other Minister in the Legislative Assembly were under attack on
specific issues. The Leader of the Opposition in this House had recently been transferred,
translated, perhaps trans-substantiated, from the Legislative Assembly - whatever the right
word for an attack of the windies is - and he apparently missed the target practice to which be
had become accustomed in the Legislative Assembly, so he turned in my direction.
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Hon P.G. Pendal: [ hope your arguments will get better than this.
Hon J.M. BERINSON: It was Mr Cash, I believe, who coined the phrase, "the gang of four",
in which [ was to be the fourth to the three Legislative Assembly Ministers. Mr Cash was
obviously delighted with his inventiveness, although, acknowledging the Chinese origin of
the term, I can only say that I found it appropriately inscrutable.

Hon RO. Pendal: Very appropriate!

Hon J.M. BERINSON: My difficulty was that Mr Cash, as he has until this day and as he
has done with this very motion, was obviously condemnning me for something, but he never
quite said what it was. The one and only time he became specific was in the censure motion
last year when he moved to condemn me for an answer which was not mine. Needless to say
that did flat stop the motion from being carried.
Hon P.C. Pendal: Neither should it.

Hon J.M. BER.INSON: A majority beats logic and even commonsense quite often, and that
was one such occasion. More recently Mr MacKinnon took over from Mr Cash and
immediately upon the resignation of the other Ministers he demanded that I should resign as
well. He also gave no particular reason, but while the media uncritically reported his
demands, he simply kept repeating them. Eventually the media did ask Mr Macinnon what
[ would have thought was the natural question to ask him - namely, why? - whereupon Mr
Macinnon ducked in all directions. Sometimes he said that as Attorney General I "must
have" - note that he said "must have", not "did" - given legal advice on the issues under
attack. When that wore out he moved to ominous predictions that all would emerge when
the Parliament resumed. Why, if any allegations were true, was it necessary to wait for the
resumption of Parliament and the availability of parliamentary privilege? That was another
question that seemed self-evident but which was unfortunately not pursued for quite a long
time by the media. Eventually, however, there was some firm probing by a number of
journalists. There were some colunns on the subject and there was an instructive interview,
which I take by way of example only, by Des Guilfoyle with Mr Macinnon on 6WF on
20 February this year. On that date Mr MacKinnon was at last pushed into five or six
specific allegations, every single one of which is wrong. Firstly, referring to me, he said, and
[ quote -

He is the state's senior legal officer as Attomey-General. He was involved in the
initial days of the original Rothwells rescue, not for his financial capacity or
responsibilities but because as the state's senior legal officer, his advice would have
been sought -

Members should note that - "would have been sought". The interview continued -

- on the aspects involving the guarantees and the lie.

Wrong! The circumstances of the original Ruthwells decision are well documented and are
the subject of voluminous court evidence in a case brought by the liquidators. This shows
that I was at a single meeting only, as a member of the Budget committee- No legal advice
was sought from me or offered. The only legal matters remotely connected with those events
related to the formal documentation which was prepared after the meeting when I had long
since left and in which I was not involved in any way. Mr MacKinnon went on to say this,
and I quote - and again he is speaking of me -

He was then involved of course, all the way through the petrochemical deal, again for
his legal opinions and advice, not his financial aspects or advice or opinions, ...

I put aside the conflict between what Mr MacKinnon says and what Mr Cash and
Mr Charlton say to indicate that that is wrong again. The only time that I was involved in
legal consultations on the petrochemical project detail - and it was to hear other people's
legal advice, not to offer my own - was at the point where the project was heading for its
winding up and in its very last days.

Mr MacKinnon said only three other things. All of those are wrong as well - every single
one of them - and he managed to say them all in the space of about 10 seconds. He has a
remarkable capacity to pack so much that is untrue and incorrect into a single passage. In the
course of his making some derogatory comments about the effectiveness of the McCusker
inquiry he said this, and I quote -
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.* but Mr McCusker reports to Mrt Berinson and it will be Mr Berinson in fact, who
determines what, of that report, or which parts of it will be released and will be the
ultimate determinant of then, what charges are pursued as a consequence,..

There are three separate propositions in chat. The first is that "Mr McCusker reports to
Mr Berinson". Well, I must concede something to Mr Macinnon; he is half right - but it is
the other half that counts. The wruth is that Mr McCusker does report to me. It also just so
happens that he also reports to the National Companies and Securities Comission and
through the NCSC to the Ministerial Council, of which I am one of eight Attorneys General
representing both major political parties in this country. So the implication that he reports to
me and I can somehow tuck it away in my coat and slink off has to be seen in its proper
context - an utter distortion of the factual position. That is only the start of it, because
Mr Macinnon goes on to say -

*... it will be Mr Berinson in fact, who determines what, of that report, or which parts
of it will be released ...

This one is not even half true, it is totally untrue. The decision to release any matter such as
this will be determined by the Ministerial Council.
Hon George Cash: You will have input into that decision.
Hon J.M. BERINSON: Certainly - I will have one input among the eight Attorneys General
of Australia. Is Mr Cash seriously suggesting that I have the capacity somehow to corrupt
every Attomey General in the country? I must be even better than Mr Chariton thinks I am!
It is not even as though Mr Macinnon can claim ignorance about these procedures. He
must know quite well what the procedures are because we have been through part of them
already. We are already aware that the interim report on Rothwells by the NCSC was
published after consideration, not by me but by the Ministerial Council. That report was
published in an edited version on the advice available to all of the Attorneys General from
their respective Solicitors General. That was the basis of the report's final form and that will
be the basis of the form of any final report to be published by Mr McCusker. So
Mr Macinnon here is not half right - not a quarter right. He is completely wrong and he
must have known that he was wrong when he said that, and his members in this place must
know that he was wrong when they continue to support the same line of attack.
Finally I refer to the third of the propositions, which was that I will be the ultimate
determinant of the charges to be pursued.

Point of Order
Hon E.J CHARLTON: Mr Deputy President, where does the McCusker inquiry come in as
regards the motion before the Chair?
Hon Tom Stephens: Take it on the chin!
Hon E.J CHARLTON: I had not finished my point of order, Mr Deputy President. What
does Mr McCusker's inquiry have to do with this motion and why is the Leader of the House
spending his whole time referring to the McCusker inquiry when the motion is about his
involvement in the Government's loss?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon 3.M. Brown): Order! There is no point of order. A
member of this House is entitled to defend himself.

Debate Resumed
Hon J.M. BERINSON: I would have thought that the need for me to refer to such specific
attacks as have been launched by Mr Macinnon, among others, would be self-evident. In
the first place, I am entitled to defend myself against attacks from whatever quarter, the issue
having been raised in the way that it has in this motion. More than that, I am entitled to go to
outside this place for sources of specific attack, because I defy anyone to look at the Hansard
report of anything that has been said by the mover, Mr Cash, in almost an hour of abuse in
this Chamber, or by Mr Charlton in his seconding of the motion tonight; I defy anyone to go
to Hansard and finid a particular fadt to bless himself with that would constitute -

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I am responsible for ensuring that order prevails in the
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Rfouse and that the member who is on his feet, whoever he might be, has the right to express
himself, and I will maintain that standard by using Standing Orders if fwrther interjections axe
made.
Hon J.M. I3ERINSON: For more than six months I have been constantly threatened with the
most dire collection of facts and accusations that would be brought to the light of day as soon
as the Parliament assembled. I was anxious for the Parliament to assemble for that reason
alone, because I wanted to know what was to be said. I have been waiting for a year to know
precisely what it is that these people are accusing me of with their funny "gang of four'
phrases. I wanted to know something specific and I wanted the opportunity to answer
something specific. From the notes I was able to rake of the speeches of Mr Cash and
Mr Chariton I am unable to find one item which gives me anything to reply to. They made
not one specific accusation and, therefore, I have had to help them out. They have not come
up with any specific accusation which could conceivably justify that most extreme measure
that they are attempting to take against me - a censure motion calling for my resignation.
They have not produced any facts and I have had to tell them what the Leader of the
Opposition has been able to produce by way of specific accusations. He made five
accusations and every one of them is wrong, but at least they are accusations, and that is
more than the whole of that bunch together have been able to bless themselves with.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon J.M. BERENSON: The motion moved by Mr Cash and particularly his speech in
purported justification of it was barren, empty and irrelevant. As if that were not bad
enough, it has to be said that his tactic last night in denying me an immediate right of reply
was simply contemptible. Lest anyone think that I amn trivialising an important issue when I
say that, I am not. I have always acknowledged the seriousness of the underlying issues and
the questions of responsibility that go with that. The Government has taken, and continues to
take, every genuine remedial measure available to it. If anyone is trivialising the issue, it is
the Opposition in its continued personal vendettas as exemplified by this motion. This
motion has nothing to commend it; it ought to be defeated; it should never have been moved.

Point of Order

Hon TOM STEPHENS: In the circumstances, would the Leader of the Opposition read
Standing Order No 162 and become familiar with it?
The DEPUT'Y PRESIDENT: Order! There is no point of order.

Debate Resumed

HON P.C,. PENDAL (South Metropolitan) [8.16 pm]: Tonight, this House is dealing with
a motion against a Minister who is, I remind the House, no ordinary Minister. The motion
was moved a week ago by the Leader of the Opposition and was supported this afternoon by
the Leader of the National Party.

Hon George Cash: Hear, hear!

Hon P.C. PENDAL: I set aside the personality from that remark for the moment so that
members of the House will focus on a couple of very important constitutional matters. We
are not dealing with any mun-of-the-mml junior Minister who has recently arrived upon the
scene. Firstly, we are dealing with the Leader of the Government in this House. No person
in a Government in any Parliament around the world occupies the special place that a leader
of a Government in a second Chamber occupies. That position carries the kind of
responsibility that does not rest with other lesser Ministers in a Government. Secondly, we
are dealing with a person who holds the unique position, as in other Westminster-style
Cabinets, of the first law officer in Government. In that role, Hon Joe Berinson, in some
respects, outstrips his seniors such as the Premier and the Treasurer because only the
Attorney General - the first law officer in one of our societies - has access to legal and
constitutional advice to which a Cabinet has access. Thirdly, we are dealing with a man who
has been at the very centre of Government financial management since the day it was sworn
in seven long years ago. Finally, we are dealing with no ordinary common or garden variety
Minister because he is the only Minister of the Crown who has been at the centre of the
Government scandals who has survived. He is the last surviving leader and creator of WA
Inc.
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Hon Tom Stephens: What is your evidence?
Hon P.O. PENDAL: I will provide the House with evidence. The evidence camne out of the
mouth of one of the Government's senior Ministers - Hon Jeff Can. Only 15 months ago,
believing that he was in the sanctuary of his own northern electorate a couple of hundred
miles away, he spilled the beans and provided the Opposition with the very genesis of the
motion moved tonight.

Hon Graham Edwards: You have already used this one. It did not work then.

Hon P.O. PENDAL: It certainly made no impact on a mind as big as the Minister's.
Therefore it is worth reiterating.
Hon Graham Edwards: T will write a few lines for you.

Hon P.O. PENDAL: The Attorney General, a few minutes ago, was offended at the phrase
"the gang of four'. In November 1988, in Mr Cart's desire - and I am quoting from both
The Geraldion Guardian and The West Australian - to distance himself from the actions of
his own Government, he said -

..as a member of Cabinet he -

That is, Mr Canr -

- gave the go-ahead for the Rothwells rescue and other controversial ventures.

At least to that point Mr Carr was demonstrating just a little - not much - courage and
Cabinet solidarity. The article continues with the dlanger that left Hon Joe Berinson and
everyone else in it ever since -

But he maintained that personal responsibility must lie with the ministers who first
brought the proposals to Cabinet, including the Premier, Mr Dowding, the Deputy
Premier, Mr Parker, the Minister for Agriculture, Mr Grill, and the Leader of the
House, Mr Berinson.

Could there be anything clearer than that? Hon Joe Berinson is condemned out of the mouth
of one of his own senior colleagues, who has sat in that Cabinet for as long as Hon Joe
Berinson. However Mr Cart had the good fortune at least -

Hon J.M. Berinson: I have already indicated my role in the original RothweLls rescue. It is
on the record.

Hon P.G. PENDAL: Mr Canr at least had the good fortune to have been a little on the outer
and not part of that gang of four, who he identifies here. As Hon Peter Foss pointed out only
last night, that is where the whole of the dirty business grew from; that is where the first
mistakes were made; that is where, as it now transpires -

Hon J.M. Berinson: Where?

Hon P.G. PENDAL: The bale out in 1987.
Hon J.M. Berinson: I have already referred to that tonight and I have refenred to the record
which indicates the details.
Hon PG. PENDAL: However, the Leader of the House did not refer to the fact that one of
his own Cabinet Ministers said that he was one of the four people who were most
responsible - not the other I11 - and it is the argument of the Opposition and of the motion
now before the House -

Hon I.M. Berinson: So you are putting everything on the original Rorhwells rescue?

Hon E.J. Chariton: And every other financial decision made afterwards.

Hon P.O. PENDAL: Consistent with what Mr Carr said, now that three of the gang of four
have gone, the time has come when the Leader of the House himself must go. Only then will
Dr Lawrence have even the vaguest opportunity to put back on the rails the Government,
which ran off the rails a few years ago when it started doing dodgy deals with the funny
money people.

Hon 3.M. Berinson: Your motion says she should go as well.

Hon P.G. PENDAL: I agree with that 100 per cent.
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Hon J.M. Berinson: So you are not really putting anything specific on the me either?

Hon P.C. PENDAL: Well we are; we will deal with that now.

IHon Peter Foss: You have a really good system.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon P.C. PENDAL: Having ignored tonight the condemnation of his own colleague, the
Minister for Mines, the Leader of the House moved onto tactics which his departed and
disgraced former Premier, Hon Peter Dowding, used. That is, the tactic that when one is in a
bit of trouble one should be specific. Through you, Mr Deputy President, I asked Hon Joe
Berinson to display that same specific activity, when he said in the course of his remarks
only a few minutes ago that the Liberal Parry and the National Party in this State were
motivated at the bottom end of the scale from malice. Is it not interesting that the Leader of
the House ascribes to people on this side of the House, the people who march up and down
the Terrace and the 80 per cent of the population which wants a Royal Commission into
WA Inc, without being specific. the motive of malice? I suggest that Hon John Berinson is
frightened chat he wil go down in history as the only man in the entire Australian
parliamentary system to go out of office having belonged to the two most disgraced
Governments this nation has ever seen. Members may have forgotten that in 1975 Hon Joe
Berinson was a Cabinet Minister in the Federal Whitlan Government. He was a Minister
when that Government was thrown out of office for dealing with the funny money men from
the Middle East, Mir Kherrlani included.

Hon Tom Stephens: When there was another coup.

Hon Tom Helm: He did not prove that either.

Hon Carry Kelly: Where is John Kerr now?

Hon W.N. Stretch: You destroyed him for doing his job.
Hon Garry Kelly: He is an old alcoholic.

Hon P.G. PENDAL: Es it not ironic that Hon Joe Berinson and his friends were cast out of
Government and discredited in 1975 for all those deals arid yet even Oppositions around this
country at the time did not claim on that occasion that he had lost one single dollar? Here is
Hon Joe Berinson 15 years down the track, about to go -

Hion Peter Foss: The same man!

Hon P.G. PENDAL: Yes, the same man; a man of high ministerial rank who is about to go
down in history, maybe, as belonging to the second most discredited Government. However,
the big difference now is not that Hon Joe Berinson lost nothing, as in 1975, but that on this
occasion he has made world history by losing somewhere in the vicinity of $1 billion.

Hon Tom Stephens: Wipe your nose. it keeps getting bigger.

Hon ROG. PENDAL: Who knows the exact amount?

Just to show how nothing changes and that history catches up with people, let me tell the
Chamber a story about something which happened in the early part of last century. In 1821
there took place in the United Kingdom Parliament a most extraordinary set of events which
were unparalleled and unprecedented in 800) years. There took place the trial of a Queen of
England before the Parliament. On that occasion the Lord Chancellor, when trying to get
himself off the hook, had to admit that what the Parliament was confronted with on that
unprecedented and unparalleled occasion was "a bit unusual'. In December 1989 - 170 years
later - equally unparalleled and unprecedented events took place in this State, in this
Parliament and in this very Chamber in respect of a mailer the Leader of the House was at
the very heart of - the loss of another $25 million.

Hon Tom Stephens: Substantiate your claim.

Hon P.C. PENDAL: Do members recall the way in which the Leader of the House passed
off that unprecedented occasion? On that occasion the only concession he made to me and
the Opposition was that it was "a bit unusual". He used the same words as the Lord
Chancellor used in 1821. I do not know whether the Leader of the House reads the same
books as [ do, but to describe what happened he used the same words a Lord Chancellor used
170 years earlier to get himself out of a very embarrassing set of circumstances.
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Last night in this House we heard one of the more thoughtful contributions from Hon Mark
Nevill when he said that no one in the Government had been shown to have had their hands
in the till. He said there had been no personal corruption. I hope history proves the
Opposition wrong. I do not ascribe to the Attorney General any suggestion of personal
corruption based on the evidence chat we have now. I do not suggest at all that he is
someone who indulges in brown envelopes. I do niot know of anyone who has said that about
him.

Hon Mark Nev ill: The member conveniently attaches that epithet to the Government without
evidence.

Hon P.G. PENDAL: The point is that the Westminster system of Parliament and
accountability do not require that we prove that we are dealing with a personally corrupt
Minister. The requirement is that we prove that we are dealing with a senior Minister who
has failed to be accountable and whose maladministration has contributed materially to the
current condition.

Hon Tom Stephens: You have established that you are a morally bankrupt Opposition.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon P.C. PENDAL: That, therefore, is the criterion that exists. That is the onus, if you like,
that is on the Opposition and the National Parry. It is one thing to show someone has been
personally corrupt, but I put that to one side because that is not what the motion is about
tonight. The motion concerns the most fundamental rules, laws and practices which have
been abused for seven years by this Government. They have been abused specifically by a
senior Minister, namely the Attorney General, who has been pointed out as having done that
by no less a person than one of his own colleagues.

Regarding the question of the administration of the law - I am talking about a case which has
been disposed of in the courts - I would like to know whether the Attorney General has
interested himself in the allegations, and the evidence -

Hon Mark Nevill: And hearsay!

Hon P.G. PENDAL: No. [ am talking about evidence which was admitted to the District
Court in the trial of Lloyd earlier this year. I repeat that the matter has been disposed of. In
the course of that evidence, the most astounding allegations were made against the then
Premier of Western Australia - that is, that the superior political leader had indulged in
warehousing. I would like to know, given that the Attorney General is responsible for a
whole range of Statutes including the Statute that specifically prohibits warehousing of
companies, whether the Attorney General has taken any action in the course of his job -

considering he is the first law officer in Western Australia.
Hon Tom Stephens: Does the member prefer the evidence of Hugall, Musca and other
directors of Rothwells, to that of the Attorney General?
Hon P.G. PENDAL: I want to know whether any action has been taken by Mr Berinson.
That grew not out of some unrelated activity down the Terrace, but out of the central cancer
that is growing through Government - the rescue of Rothwells.

Hon Mark Nevill: Allegations were made by very desperate people.

Hon P.C. PENDAL: The courts of law have ways to deal with people who put forward
evidence which either perjures themselves or which is seen to be based on malice or
vindictiveness. Maybe the member knows something - now that he is about to receive extra
instructions from the Attorney General - that we do not know about that matter. That is a
most serious allegation, not made against some fresh from university business graduate but
against a Premier of Western Australia.

Hon Tom Stephens: Are those allegations not the subject of litigation at the moment?

Hon P.G. PENDAL: No. I ami talking about the evidence in a case. The Deputy President
warned us last night about the other case. I am talking about evidence that came out of the
case last year. I am entitled to ask, as is any member of this House, questions of the first law
officer who says he is not guilty and did not do anything wrong and that it is the fault of
everybody else. Everyone in this House has seen kids in a more pitiable position.
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Hon Kay Hallahan: Don't be obnoxious!
Hon P.O. PENDAL: When we see a bunch of kids together they say, "I didn't do that."

Hon Kay Hallahan: The member is identifying people.

Hon P.O. PENDAL: That is the position in which Mr Berinson finds himself. Can I mention
another matter that specifically goes to the heart of this motion -

Hon Tom Stephens: If it is factual, mention it.

Hon P.G. l'ENDAL: The motion mentions the Government Employees Superannuation
Board. Only four months ago we were told in this House by Mr Berinson that we had
nothing to worry about in respect of the $50 million which I had been pursuing last year. Of
course, the chickens have come home to roost because Mr Ferrier has decided he will claw
back $25 million. Members opposite think that $25 million is only paper money. Certainly
H-on Fred McKenzie thought so. Do members realise that in truth that money belonged to
the superannuants of the fund? That represents a loss of $800 last year to each superannuant.
The amount of $25 million also represents half of the amount which may have been lost as a
result of that investment.

I suggest that Mr Berinson became party to that by the answers he gave in this place. Those
answers that became part of a cover-up warranted the motion moved by Hon George Cash.
On many occasions, Mr Berinsori was given the opportunity to come clean on behalf of the
Government over that one transaction. When I asked questions about the relevant
documentation in respect of the $50 million deal. Mr Berinson said that there was no
documentation available. It is no good Mr Berinson saying that he was only given an answer
supplied in another place.

Hon Kay Hallahan: That is how it works. I am sorry. We will not be able to supply
questions in this House. That will be the outcome of your decision.

Hon P.G. PENDAL: It is tough but the way it works is that when an answer is given on
behalf of another Minister, the Minister answering must accept responsibility together with
the Minister in the other place who is responsible for the information contained in the
answer.

Hon Torn Stephens: That is not the basis on which the Opposition is getting answers, and the
member knows it.

Hon P.G. PENDAL: That is the only way we can get answers out of the Government of the
day.

As the months wore by. as late as December Mr Berinson was defending the $50 million
investment - $25 million of which we now know is lost. I will respond to Mr Berinson's
often repeated claim - and he is trying to build up a new mythology - that everything has
been put in place since receipt of the report of the Auditor General, Mr Smith.
Mr Berinson's words were, 'Name me one occasion since the Burt Commission on
Accountability report was tabled when the Government has not honoured all of those
practices and recommendations." One of those decisions was made as late as December last
year, which was a full I I months after the Commission on Accountability report was tabled.
That was an instance when Mr Berinson sought to defend the Government and painted
himself into a corner to such an extent that the Opposition is entitled to ask for his
resignation. A great deal of newspaper space, not only in Australia but throughout the world,
believe it or not, has been given to WA Inc. Many articles have appeared in the London
financial Press in the last two years, or perhaps the last 15 months, regarding WA Inc, which
have contributed to the drop in the reputation of Western Australia as a place in which to
'invest. More newspaper space has been dedicated to this State in the last couple of years
than at any other time this century.

Hon Mark Nevill: You can take the credit for that.

Hon Tonm Stephens: You have taken delight in destroying the reputation of Western
Australia.

Hon P.O. PENDAL: So members opposite do not believe in the principles of a free Press or
in the idea that information should be brought out.
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Hon Tom Stephens: We want you to bring out information, but we are still waiting.

Hon P.G. PENDAL: I have not seen a better story anywhere about the morality and the
structure of the Government's activity in the past seven years than that which appeared in
The Australian on 21 February. No-one in his wildest dreams could suggest that The
Australian is a pro-Liberal or pro-conservative newspaper.

Hon Garry Kelly: It is certainly not pro-Labor!

Hon P.G. PENDAL: In an article written by an ex-Western Australian journalist, Frank
Devine, the situation is put into a nutshell. His article almost justifies the moving of this
motion by the Leader of the Opposition and he answers the spurious comments made in this
House by the Leader of the House tonight. I shall quote four paragraphs from the article
because they seem to bring the whole issue together better than anything I have read - it
palmts a sorry story. The article is headed "WA Inc: our Watergate in waiting". It states -

Some Australians have been waiting wistfully for years for us to have our own
Watergate with one damn thing after another government scandal that runs on and on
with juicy revelations of high-level malfeasance enlivening each day. Well, we have
finally got it; the WA Inc affair has all the Watergate ingredients.

..But as in Watergate, cover-up has followed cover-up so that now the cover-ups
need covering up.

As with Watergate, the WA Inc affair will engulf and mangle everybody who touches
it. Already it has destroyed the careers of two of Australia's most attractive and
ostensibly promising politicians, Brian Burke and Peter Dowding.

Those must be sour words to members opposite. The quote continues -

Other men of affairs will also be mangled.

I have an idea that he might be making an oblique reference to our Attorney General. The
article continues -

The latest cover-up attempt -

I break in at this point to indicate that he is referring to the cover-up about three months ago -
he has not caught up with what has happened since the dismissal of Peter Dowding. The
article continues -

The latest cover-up attempt timed to subdue the stench long enough to slip in a
federal election is the ejection of Mr Dowding and his replacement as Premier by
Dr Carmen Lawrence. This cover is unlikely to last even the length of an election
campaign.

Further he states -

Dr Lawrence proceeded to follow in the steps not only of Peter Dowding but of
Richard Nixon by insisting that WA Inc/Watergate was now over and done with and
best put behind us.

Frank Devine then goes on to underline where it all started. He states -

Western Australia's new wave of entrepreneurs - now sourly referred to along St
George's Terrace as "the quick-money bays" - began cultivating Brian Burke,
Labor's rising young star, in 1982 while he was still in Opposition. Earlier the quick-
money boys had suffered a knock-back of a simply outrageous proposal they put to
the State's then Liberal government - that they be cut in on every big development
undertaken by a foreign or out-of-State corporation.

Soon after that, Mr Burke began talking about a new style of government, of
government "opening a window into industry" and, "where appropriate", investing in
promising enterprises as joint venturers.

Well, what a new era that Government was. There are at least 15 reasons I wish to cover in
the time remaining as to why Mr Berinson is up to his neck in the business affairs of this
Government and why he must go, along with other lesser lights in the Government.
Mr Berinson, as I described earlier, is no simple mun-of-the-mill Minister; he is the Leader of
the Government in one of the Houses of Parliament and he is the senior and first law
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officer of Western Australia. For seven years, before he was stripped of the tidle of Minister
for Budget Management, he was at the very heart of the financial management of the State.
Members should keep that in mind while I present the following 15 proposals as to why he
must go: First, we have to ascertain if a fair price was paid by the Government in the
acquisition of the great Northern Mining venture. Much information has yet to come out
about that little deal - I am referring to the consultancy fees and the commission that was
paid in the purchase or sale. The second reason for Mr Berinson to go is the role of the State
Energy Commission and the Government in the acquisition of the now infamous purchase of
Fremantle Gas and Coke Pty Ltd.

Hon Garry Kelly: That is the People For Fair and Open Government document; you said it
was yours a while ago.
Hon P.O. PENDAL: Yes it is; the member has stolen my last line, so I am happy to own up.

Mr Berinson was a senior Minister involved in acquiring Fremantle Gas and Coke and all the
things that have flowed on from that. The third reason for Mr Berinson to go involves the
questions of why the Government allowed the sale of the Midland abattoir to take place
without that important State asset being put out to open tender, and whether it received a fair
price. We have yet to hear about Dr Lawrence's involvement in this affair, although we have
seen a little through a Select Committee and a little more through a book. Mr Berinson was
involved up to his neck in this deal. The fourth reason involves the role of the Government
in the acquisition by the Government Employees Superannuation Board and the SOIC of
property on St George's Terrace; that is, the David Jones and the Perth Technical College
sites.

All of the questions have not been answered regarding the 1987 public rescue of Rothwells.
my fifth point, and the subsequent secret rescue of Rothwells, including the question of why
funds were put at risk by the SGIC and the Superannuation Board. Only last night Hon Joe
Berinson said yet again in response to Hon Peter Foss, "I was sort of at the meeting, but I
wasn't. I was there when it was going on, but I wasn't actually at the meeting."
Hon J.M. Berinson: That is not what I said. I said I was in the office but I did not participate
in either the discussion or the decision as I was there on unrelated matters.

Hon P.G. PENDAL: Hon Joe Berinson said he was at the meeting but he did not participate
in it.
Hon J.M. Berinson: Or in the discussion or the decision.

Point of Order
Hon TOM HELM: There is a young person in the Public Gallery and I refer members to
Standing Order Nos 86 and 87 which I know deal with offensive words. However, when I
was young I was told it was rude to point.

Debate Resumed

I-on P.G. PENDAL: I would do nothing -

Hon J.M. Berinson: That is as good as point as any that Mr Pendal has raised.

Several members interjected.

Hon P.O. PENDAL: - to offend the sensibility of a person in the Public Gallery who has to
be admired for putting up with the sort of behaviour we have seen from the discredited bunch
of members opposite in the last week or so.

Several members interjected.

Hon P.O. PENDAL: The famous meeting took place only a few hundred metres from this
House and Mr Berinson again embodies the old figure of the three monkeys.

Hon Tom Stephens: You have eight minutes to tell us the facts.

Hon P.O. PENDAL: Hon Joe Berinson does not see anything, he does not hear anything
and, by crikey. when he says something in this place he is careful about it.

Hon J.M. Berinson: And you never learn anything.

Hon P.O. PENDAL: Hon Joe Berinson said he was at the meeting, but he did not participate
in it. I accept that.
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Hon ElJ. Charlton: Why didn't he participate?

Hon P.O. PENDAL: Hon Joe Berinson was present at the meeting and he heard what was
going on but in his words, carefully chosen, he said he did not participate in it. It is like
someone standing on a footpath who witnesses a person rob a bank - he gets out of the place
as quickly as he can because a policeman might ask him questions about it.
Hon J.M. Berinson: This is also the subject of court transcripts which show that the people
who were directly concerned were not considered to have been involved in any -

Hon P.G. PENDAL: There is a sixth reason which is part of this monumental cover-up to
which Hon Joe Berinson has been a party. We want to know, as do other people, the aspects
of financing and acquiring and then disbanding of the petrochemical project. Surely
Mir Berinson cannot tell the House that he did not know prior to the election what was
subsequently revealed to the people of Western Australia as a result of that lovely letter
written by his friend, Mr Parker. Prior to the election the people of Western Australia were
told that no Government money was at risk. After the election they found out that something
in the order of hundreds of millions of dollars was involved and I do not think the
Government has made a count of it yet.

The seventh reason we should see the back of this Minister of the Crown is that we want to
know the aspects of the granting of the licence and permitting the construction of the
Burswood Casino - it is an interesting issue which Hon Norman Moore wil canvass later.
Can Hon Joe Berinson deny that he was part of the Cabinet which dished out the licence,
allowed the site to be chosen and allowed the massive project to go ahead?

Hon J.M. Berinson: Who said there was anything wrong with that decision?

Hon P.O. PENDAL: People want to know the extent to which the Government played a role
in the R & I Bank's providing finance to Dempster and his colleagues.

The eighth reason the Leader of the House should resign: We want to know why Rothwells
Ltd and Price Waterhouse were asked to inquire into the affairs of the State Government
Insurance Office and the Motor Vehicle Insurance Trust and the extent to which the
Government directed or influenced the investment policies of the State Government
Insurance Commission. We have read about that in the Pike report; the contempt for which
senior people in the S010 were treated by people the Government appointed - people who
were discredited in others and who were kicked out of senior jobs in the northern part of this
State and put in charge of major corporations which have left the Government another
$150 million down the guigler, and this occurred in the last week or so.

The ninth reason the Leader of the House should resign is the role, if any, played by the
Government in influencing the lending policy of the R & I Bank since August 1983.
Hon J.M. Berinson: Are you saying I influenced the R & I Hank's lending policy?

Hon P.G. PENDAL: We do not know that.

Hon J.M. Berinson: You are listing these as accusations and in the next breath you say you
do not know.

Hon P.G. PENDAL: I advise the Leader of the House that the Premier's brother wants to
know the answers to those questions.
Hon J.M. Berinson: Why didn't you say the President of the Liberal Party wants it? You are
not suggesting he is not another front man for you?

Hon P.G. PENDAL: Is the Leader of the House suggesting that Mr Lawrence is acting on
behalf of the Liberal Party?

Hon J.M. Berinson: Certainly. Who could doubt it?

Several members interjected.

Hon P.O. PENDAL: Does the Premier say that? The terms of reference proposed by the
People for Pair and Open Government for a Royal Commission include an inquiry into the
role, if any, played by the Government in influencing the lending policy of the R & I Bank
since August 1983. Mr Lawrence's question has been answered in the last couple of days,
but I will not mention it even though we have all read it in the newspapers.
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Ron J.M. Berinson: What are you accusing me of in relation to the R & I Bank?

Hon P.G. PENDAL: The Opposition is accusing Hon Joe Berinson of being a senior
member of the Government, the gang of four which Mr Carr, the Minister for Mines, refers
to, as being a party to everything which has happened since 1982.
The tenth reason Hon Joe Berinson should resign is the extent to which the Government
influenced or interfered with or directed the investment strategy or policy of the Government
Employees Superannuation Board. When the inquiry is established I hope the committee
reads some of the answers the Leader of the House gave to questions asked of himr in this
House because he misled the 1-ouse. He misled the public.

Hon J.M. Bet-inson: Name one.

Hon P.G. PENDAL: Hon Joe Berinson told the House that there was no documentation
available for that $50 milion and he came into this House with his tail between his legs and
tabled four bundles of documents. That is another reason he should resign.

Hon J.M. Berinson: You are not going to play another of your tricks like you did in the
censure motion when you referred to martens I was not aware of. Are you saying it was my
direct answer to a question without notice?

Hon PA). PENDAL: [ am saying the Leader of the House is responsible for the answers to
questions he gives in this House. I am saying it was a question on notice.

Hon J.M. Berinson: That is right. Another answer which was not mine, I do not know
which one you are talking about. [f it was a question on notice the answer was not mine and
you know it.

Hon P.G. PENDAL: The eleventh reason is: To determnine in each such case, the person or
persons responsible for each and every one of the transactions which could, but may not,
include the Attorney General, and which have led to, or are likely to lead to, losses of public
funds.

Hon J.M. Berinson: I should resign for what I may or may not have donle?

Hon P.G. PENDAL: The twelfth reason concerns the extent to which the Parliament was
kept informed - my God, we could spend a fortnight on that alone.

[Leave granted for the member's time to be extended])

Hon P.G. PENDAL: I thank the House for the extension of time and I require only a couple
of minutes to conclude. Consideration should be given to the extent to which the
Government was kept informed of any of the decisions relating to the matters which led to
public funds being put at risk and to make recommendations as to the means by which such
decisions should not be made again without proper parliamentary and legislative approval.
Of all the things that have happened in the past five years, that is where the real dereliction of
duty has occurred; the failure to be truthful to this Parliament. Mr Berinson can deny it all he
likes and he can live with it until he is 95 years old, but he must accept - not what we say or
what he thinks the Westminster system demands of him - that he will live with the judgment
of history which will show that he has not properly accounted to this Parliament. The
Opposition wants to ascertain so far as is practicable the identity of those people who
benefited from Government losses in those transactions and, if appropriate, to identify the
losses which might be recovered from the beneficiaries. The Leader of the House's refusal
to be part of a move within the Government to appoint a Royal Commission makes him
guilty under that part of the termns of reference suggested by People for Fair and Open
Government. The longer he asks the Premier to hold off from appointing a Royal
Commnission the more he will become enmeshed in that part of its terms of reference.

The final term of reference is -

To establish the extent of all losses incurred by the Govemnment or by Government
instrumentalities with regard to the above transactions.

They are not questions asked only by The Opposition; these questions are being asked, much
to the embarrassment of the Premier, by her own brother. Some people may see Mr Bevan
Lawrence as some form or extension of the Liberal Party; I do not mind them doing so, but
the more they do it the angrier and the more detrmined Mr Lawrence becomes to hang in
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with his paint of view. The motion moved yesterday by the Leader of the Opposition was
well overdue. The Opposition has put up with the Leader of the House as Attorney General
and, now disgraced, Minister for Budget Management for seven long years. If anyone does
not believe that a billion dollars is not a good or sound enough reason for the Leader of the
House to resign, I am yet to find anyone with credibility in the community to agree with him.
I support the motion and I believe the Leader of the House should resign tonight.

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [9.03 pml: I preface my speech by dealing with
some of the points raised by Hon Phil Pendal which are important and are all too often lost
sight of by members opposite in this House. The whole affair of WA Inc is a series of
dealings by Government which have resulted in catastrophic losses of money. The losses are
so catastrophic that they have never been matched in this State and I hope they never again
will be matched. It has been difficult to ascertain the amounts that have been lost and the
Government certainly has not been forthcoming in divulging the amount of the losses. To
the extent that the people of Western Australia have learnt of the amount of the losses, it has
been due to the untiring efforts of members on this side of the House and members of the
Opposition in another place. Even tonight when I challenged the Leader of the House during
the course of the debate to tell us when the Government would ascertain the total amount of
the losses, he ignored me. He certainly heard me and he chose not to deal with that point.
Unfortunately, the Government has not faced up to the fact that there is a crisis, that this
State faces a terr ible financial situation, and that the Government must work out how much
has been lost in total and how much may be lost in the future. Members may recall that
during the Budget discussions last session I asked the Leader of the House to give some
estimate of the contingent liabilities with regard to the Bond Corporation action but he fadled
to provide it. He resisted giving any information that would have allowed the Opposition to
determine that figure. The situation is very serious and it is not, as the Leader of the House
suggests, to be lightly disregarded. We all know that the Westminster system requires a
Minister to resign when a serious error in the conduct of the affairs of the State occurs in an
area for which he has responsibility.

Hon B.L. Jones: Allegedly.

Hon PETER FOSS: I do not think the Westminster system includes the word "allegedly".
The Westm-inster system requires a Minister to resign when, within an area of his
responsibility, a serious error has been made. I do not know what would be classified as a
serious error if one cannot classify the loss to this State of one year's taxation income or
thereabouts - the thereabouts is likely to make it more than one year's taxation income - as a
serious error. How much more is required before one can say that a Minister has blundered
sufficiently to justf his resignation? I would lie to hear from the Government an example
of an error which would satisfy that requirement, if the example I have given does not satisfy
it.

Hon Tom Stephens: Would you like an example?

Hon PETER FOSS: Yes.

Hon Tom Stephens: This motion is an error on the part of the Leader of the Opposition and
he should resign.

Hon P.G. Pendal: Do not talk about errors of judgment.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon D.J. Wordsworth): Order!

Hon PETER FOSS: [ have tried to speak in neutral ternms and to deal with this serious matter
of the precepts of our system of Parliament. I have asked the very reasonable question: If
that is not an error, what is? I do not believe even this Government could tell the House that
an error of that magnitude does not require resignation.

Another feature that has marked all these losses has been the consistent failure of the
Government to observe proper legal requirements. If members opposite wish to have a list of
them, they could start with the Burt Commirssion on Accountability, in which it is made clear
that the Administration has consistendly failed to observe the proper constitutional and legal
requirements of the Government of this State. If members wish to find more examples they
should read the continuing reports by the Auditor General.

The question then arises, 'Is that, in fact, sufficient error to justify the requirement of a
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resignation?" Again, I answer, "Yes, it is." We then come to the question. 'Who is the
responsible Minister?" I detect from members opposite a belief that one person can be
singled out as being solely responsible. They seem to indicate from their interjections that
they believe that Mr Dowding was responsible; and perhaps one could add Mr Parker and
Mr Grill to that.

Hon B.L. Jones: That is dree, not one.

Hon PETER FOSS: Yes. Which of the areas that I have just mentioned are the ones where
there has been a breakdown in the proper carrying out of ministerial responsibility? One of
them was the spending of money. We know who was the Minister at the relevant time; the
Minister for Budget Management. The result of each of these failures by the Government
impacted in the portfolio that Mr Berinson then had. It has not happened just like that, but
over an extremely long period.
One thing that can be said about Mr Berinson is that he is not an unintelligent man; he is
extremely intelligent and has knowledge of money mailers and legal matters. He has skills
which he is obliged to use for the benefit of this State. Over a period from the time of the
Northern Mining Corporation (Acquisition) Act until today he has failed to exercise those
skills. Can any member opposite stand in his or her place and tell me that Mr Berinson had
no suspicion, that he did not have raised before him a red flag which he should have
observed and which told him chat activities were occurring within his Government which,
first. may impact on his Budget and, secondly, may impact upon the advice required to be
given by the Solicitor General and the Crown Law Department? If members opposite are
prepared to say that, they are absolutely blind to the facts. It is clear, and has been clear for
years, that this Government was losing money hand over fist. Mr Berinson had only to listen
to this Opposition if he wanted to know that. He has been told this consistently. It is no
excuse to say, "I was not hand fed proof on a plate." A person cannot stand with his hands
firmlAy fixed over his eyes and ears and not say anything - be like the three wise monkeys
rolled up into one - but that is exactly the defence that Mr Berinson has made for dereliction
of his duty in his two major portfolios.

Every time members opposite ask for something specific they are ignoring the basic and
most fundamental rule of the Westminster system of Government.

Hon B.L. Jones: The Opposition had truck loads of material that it requested.

Hon PETER FOSS: Hon Beryl Jones has not been listening for the past 12 minutes.

I-ont Tom Stephens: That is the problem we have wit Hon Peter Foss.

Hon PETER FOSS: Hon Beryl Jones has certainly not been listening. I have just said that
one does not need to come along and say, "This is a specific error."

Hon Tom Stephens: Hon Peter Foss will not even convince members on his side of the
House with this argument.

Hon PETER FOSS: I realise that I have a problem with members opposite because they do
nor know what the Westminster system is.
Several members inteirjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon PETER FOSS: Hon Tom Helm, who spoke earlier this afternoon, did not know the
difference between Governments and Parliaments. He thought that commnittees of this House
were the Government's comrnittees. That is an extraordinary proposition coming from
somebody elected to Parliament, that he thinks the comm-ittees of this House are Government
committees. He cannot tell the difference between the Government, which is the Executive
and which is meant to govern, and the Parliament, which is the legislature and which is the
place which decides which legislation will go forward. It is not the Government which
legislates, it is the Parliament.

Hon Fred McKenzie: He knows that.

Hon PETER FOSS: He was not showing much comprehension of that.

Hon Mark Nevili: Hon Peter Foss is making a big deal out of a slip of the tongue.

Hon PETER FOSS: I asked him a number of times to clarify matters.
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Hon Derrick Tom-inson: He repeated himself, so he had two slips of the same tongue.

Hon PETER FOSS: Hon Derrick Tomldinson reminds me of a case which was very popular
when I was at law school and which related to the question of accidents. Members opposite
will like this. It is exactly the same thing. It was a New Guinea case where a man pleaded
that lhe had shot his wife accidentally, saying that the rifle had gone off by accident. The
only problem was the fact that he shot her twice with a single shot rifle. That is exactly what
Hon Tom Helm did this afternoon - he shot his mouth off twice and made the same mistake.
I think we will have to agree to disagree, because the reason this whole sorry thing has
happened, and why the State has lost so much money, is that it was beyond the
comprehension of the Governiment to understand what the Westminster system is. Members
opposite do not know. I do not believe that any reading of hooks, whether by a historian like
Professor Sawer, or being spoken to in this House and being part of a process, will ever
indicate to members opposite what the Westminster system is because it is beyond their
comprehension. They daily give us new examples of how they do not understand.

Hon Kay H-allahan: Hon Peter Foss is beginning to sound very superior, elitist and arrogant.

Hon PETER FOSS: I apologise to the Minister who interjected, because if I sounded like
that it is because I find that when I use ordinary words which I think will be immediately
understood by parliamentarians they do not understand, so if I am speaking -

Hon Mark Nevill: You are being supercilious. If people do not agree with you, that does not
mean they do not understand.
Hon PETER FOSS: It is not a matter of agreeing but of finding out what the Westminster
system is all about.

Hon Tom Stephens: Hon Peter Foss said he wanted to introduce the Westminster system that
predated 1911.
Hon PETER FOSS: I do not think that is the case. I am referring to the Westminster system
under which Ministers take responsibility. Somebody has to take responsibility for this
$800 million or $1 billion and I am suggesting that one of the obvious people to do that is the
Minister for Budget Management and Attorney General who happened to be rolled up into
one- Lord Pooh.-Bah as the one person in this Chamber responsible for both of those things.

They are the areas of responsibility which have been ignored.

Hon Tom Stephens: You are Pitth-Sing from the same musical.

Hon PETER FOSS: Pitti-Sing. The member should get his Gilbert and Sullivan right.

Hon Tom Stephens: I have got it right. You are like Pitth-Sing.

Hon PETER FOSS: That is very kind of the member. We have got to get the point right first
of all that the Minister has gone even fturther in this respect. He has almost made a virtue out
of the fact that he was not involved. I can think of no greater condemnation of a Minister
who sits by while this sont of thing is happening, and who is not involved. This Minister has
been condemned out of his own mouth. [ cannot think of a greater dereliction of duty than
that the events which have occurred over this period have apparently taken place without any
form of participation on his part.

Hon J.M. Berinson: That is not what I said. You will be aware that on more than one
occasion I have indicated my acceptance of collective Cabinet responsibility and the
ramifications of it.

Hon PETER FOSS: I am glad the Minister has accepted his collective responsibility, but it
goes funther than that.

Hon J.M. Berinson: You do recall my having said that on a number of occasions?

Hon PETER FOSS: I have heard Hon Joe Berinson say it; I have not seen much sign of the
results of his accepting it. One of the wonderful things which the Labor Party is so good at is
image. Its members go through the forms and procedures, they say all the right words, but
when it actually comes to doing something they do not do it. One of the ways to accept
collective responsibility is to resign collectively, but the Minister has an even greater
responsibility because he was the Minister for Budget Management, he is the Attorney
General, and he is the Minister within whose areas and portfolios the greatest amount of
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blame falls. The Minister cannot escape by saying he was not there or he did not advise. He
cannot escape in any manner because it was within his portfolio responsibilities that the
errors occurred.

It is not an answer for the Minister to say he gave no advice, because that is more negligent
than trying honestly to assist and give correct advice and in fact getting it wrong. The
Minister appears to me to have been taking a Pontius Pilate attitude to all of this. I cannot
accept that the Minister, being the intelligent man that he is, did not know what was going
on. He knew - just as much as Joh Bjelke-Petersen knew what was in the paper bags outside
his door - what that lot were doing, and he was in fact, as he has latterly admitted, at one of
those meetings. The Minister said he was there but he was not participating. Of course we
did not hear about that until Mr Wiese said, during the Lloyd trial, that he was there.
Hon J.M. Berinson: I had been asked a question on that before. I made it clear that I did not
participate in either the discussion or the decision. I have done nothing more than repeat
that.

Hon PETER FOSS: The Minister would obviously have a better recollection of what he said
than I would have of what he said, and I accept that he may very well have said that prior to
Mr Wiese having said it in court. If that is what the Minister is saying -

Hon J.M. Berinson: I amn saying I was asked a question about whether I participated, or
whether I was consulted. I indicated that I participated in neither the discussion nor the
decision.

Hon PETER FOSS: I am saying the Minister did not even admit to being there until
afterwards.

Hon J.M. Berinson: I was not asked.

Several members interjected.

Hon J.M. Berinson: But as soon as I was asked I indicated precisely what the situat ion was.

Hon PETER FOSS: 'The Minister was not asked until it camne out in the court case. The
Minister keeps saying to us there is no evidence.
Hon J.M. Berinson: Nor is there.

Hon PETER FOSS: The Minister was not here for the rest of my speech.

Hon J.M. Berinson: I am sorry I missed it.
Hon PETER FOSS: The Minister is probably the only person opposite who would have
understood it.

Hon Mark Nevill: Do not be so patronising and supercilious.

Hon PETER FOSS: I am longing to hear Hon Mark Nevill stand up and perhaps actually be
one person of the members opposite who can show some comprehension of what the
Westminster system is all about. I am terribly concerned that members opposite seem to
have this absolute blind spot as to what responsible Government is all about. I amn saying
that Mr Berinson did not admit it until it came out clearly in public. The Minister's attitude
up to that rime was that he had nothing to do with any of this.

Hon J.M. Berinson: And that is the truth.

Ho n PETER FOSS: Every single thing we got out of the Minister we had to prove first
before he would admit it. I know the Minister chooses his words very carefuilly so that we
cannot say to him, "There is a direct lie. There* is something upon which we can say you
have directly misled the House."

Hon J.M. Berinson: Nor indirectly.

Hon PETER FOSS: The Minister has said we must prove every single thing, and then he
will admit it.

Hon LM. Berinson: That is absolute rubbish.

Hon PETER FOSS: The Minister does not want any form of investigation until such time as
we have proved everything so that he does not even need an investigation. If the officers of
the Crown Law Department -
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Hon Graham Edwards: Stop shouting!

Hon PETER FOSS: - or the Minister for Police's officers in this State were to take the same
attitude as does the Minister we would never have a single crime investigated. We would go
to the police and say, "I have had everything taken out of my house. Everything has been
removed." 'The police would ask, "Who did it?" We would reply, "I do not know." The
police would say, "When you can prove who did it, come back and we will do something
about it." That is the attitude being taken by members opposite. An amount of $800 million
has been taken from the people of Western Australia and we are being told, "Tell us who
took it and we will do something about it." What is a Government for?

Hon ROG. Pendal: Berinson's Furniture Removalists!

Hon PETER FOSS: Hon Tom Helm should be able to tell us what a Government is for.
Governments are meant to go around to prove and find out these things. It is not our role to
carry out a full investigation. We asked where has the money gone. That is a reasonable
question. The Government is saying, "Prove to us where it has gone and we will do
something about it." Hon Joe Berinson has been the architect of that sort of approach. We
have seen in this House how that is his approach to every single thing that comes up. We can
pick that as being Hon Joe Beririson's particular trait. We know that a crime has been
committed against the Westminster system in that the Government has lost $800 million
negligently, but apparently we have to prove every single part of the commrission of that
crime before members opposite will lift a finger to investigate it. What makes it particularly
bad in this instance is that we know the Government is responsible for it. We know that the
Minister who is responsible for these areas is the Leader of the House, Attorney General, and
former Minister for Budget Management, yet he continues to say to us, "Prove to me exactly
where I went wrong; then maybe I will resign."

Hon P.G. Pendal: He now admits that he has the furniture; he just will not say how he got it
out of the house.

Hon PETER FOSS: Exactly, but we have to prove that to him before he will do something
about it. It is clear and unquestionable that dreadful losses to this State have been incurred,
and the Goverrnent is responsible for that. We have shown quite clearly that the areas of
responsibility into which it falls are those of the Leader of the House and those which he
formerly had, yet he still has the unutterable cheek to say to us, "Tell me just how I did it."
We want to know how he did it. We certainly know that the Goverrnent was Incompetent.
We certainly know that the Minister was responsible for ensuring the Government was
competent in those areas, yet he is saying to us, "TeDl me how I went wrong." If that is the
Government's idea of responsible Government and of what the Westminster system is all
about, no wonder it lost all this money, because it does not have the faintest idea of what it is
all about.

One other matter raised by the Leader of the House is the statement, which was also raised
by other speakers, that this Government has carried out the requiremnents of the Burt
Commission on Accountability. That is not correct. Although elected to this Parliament, I
was not a sitting member at the time the accountability legislation was introduced to the
Parliament, but [ made a point of examining the Burt Commnission report and checking the
recommendations against what was introduced in this Parliament. It is difficult to quantify
things purely by numbers - in other words, to say that there were 14 recommuendations. and
the Government carried out three - because some were more important than others.
Several members interjected.

Hon PETER FOSS: I shall give members one example. It was recommended that the
Financial Admidnistration and Audit Act extend to subsidiary companies. What did this
Government do? It put a definition of subsidiary companies in the Bill. We waited to hear
that this Bill was extended to apply to subsidiary companies, but the Governiment did not
extend it; it put a definition in the Bill, and that was it. So much for the recormmendation to
extend the Bill to subsidiary companies. We were supposed to be fobbed off with this
definition - a definition which was not used anywhere, a definition which did not result in
any legislation applying to subsidiary companies. That is the sort of regard that this
Government had to the Bunt Comm-ission on Accountability. There are other aspects, and
obviously we will have an opportunity to debate them.

467



Probably the most interesting point of all was when the Leader of the House introduced the
Western Australian Petrochemical Industries Authority Bill. He told this House specifically
that this Bill gave effect to the Burt Commnission's recommnendatian chat the Northern Mining
Corporation (Acquisition) Act be repealed and -that Western Australian Government
Holdings Ltd be reconstituted as a statutory authority and made subject to the requirements
of the Burt Commnission on Accountability. That is true, but what did he not tell this
Parliament? Another very interesting statement in the Bunt Commnission report was to the
effect that there were conflicting legal opinions about the ability of the Government to
guarantee the obligations of WA Government Holdings Ltd. What the Minister did not cell
this House was that this Bill, more than anything else, was intended to overcome that
problem. and would have overcome it.

Why was the Leader of the House so desperately upset when that B ill was, quite rightfully -

and thankfully for the benefit of the State - defeated? Was he upset because one of the
recommendat ions of the Burt Commnission on Accountability had not been carried out when
many others had not been? This did not seem to worry him in the slightest. Was he upset for
the reason that be told the Parliament - that that was the specific reason it was being
introduced? Does it ring true that the Leader of the House was concerned simply because he
could not carry out one of the recommendations of the Burt Comnmiss ion? The reason he was
so concerned was because of the nefarious activities of this Government which was seeking
to carry out the guarantee which it said it had not given, was not going to give, and would
never give, because the Government was seeking to carry out the obligation which it gave by
letter from Mr Dowding and Mr Parker to the executives of Bond Corporation which was
tabled in this House. The Government was seeking to carry out that obligation. That is why
Mr Berinson did not like the defeat of that Bill. It was not because of what he said - that it
was specifically to carry out the recommendation of the Burt Comm~ission. The Bill was to
enable this Government to carry out the obligation that it gave to Bond Corporation, which it
denied to the people of Western Australia existed when it went to the electors on 4 February.
The Government went to the people with a totally false statement in which this man
participated. Of all the Ministers, he was the most capable of saying that the whole election
policy was a fraud and a fake. Of all the Ministers he had the responsibility to say, "We
cannot say that to the people of Western Australia," because these areas came within his
responsibility. Did-he say anything?

Hon PA). Pendal: Not a thing.

Hon PETER FOSS: He washed his hands of it.

Hon WI'!. Stretch: Pontius Pilate!

Hon PETER FOSS: He was like the people of Germany who said they had no idea of what
the Nazis were doing. They did not notice the fact that 13 million people disappeared. He
did not notice.

Hon Torn Stephens: You are disgraceful, Mr Foss!

Hon PETER FOSS: Why am I disgraceful?

Hon P.G. Fendal: Because you are telling the truth, Mr Foss, and they do not like it.

Hon Torn Stephens: Just shut up and listen to yourself for a bit.

Hon J.M. Berinson: You remind me of somebody in Germany; his name was Goebbels.

Hon PETER FOSS: I am always reminded of Dr Goebbels when I see the efforts put by all
Labor Govemmnents into not so much doing anything for the people, but telling the people
that they are doing something for tern.

Hon P.G. Pendal: Saying they will do something.

Hon PETER FOSS: The Government does not spend money on making people better,
because when they get better they may vote Liberal.

Hon Kay Hallahan: Oh! That is terrible!

Hon PETER FOSS: The Government spends money on publicity groups. Members opposite
have learnt their lesson from Dr Goebbels. Dr Goebbels would not have had the Press
officers, but the Government has leamt a lot from him. Things progress. The Government

468 (COLNCIL)



[Wednesday, 9 May 1990)16

does not like that analogy because members opposite realise that they have all been guilty of
exactly the same thing. They have stood by, knowing what the crooks were up to. Members
opposite have allowed the Government to get up to these things. They have pretended they
did not know and did not have any responsibility, but members opposite know more than
anybody else that the Minister responsible for the areas in which these errors occurred sat
silent. The Minister apparently sat at this meeting to which Mir Wiese has referred - he said
he sat in silence - while things were being discussed which should have put him on the alert,
first of all, that Rothwells was insolvent and the directors were continuing to trade. I would
have expected him instantly to say, "Hold; that is an offence against the Companies Code.
You cannot continue to trade while insolvent. I insist that you stop or I shall instruct my
officers to bring proceedings immediately."

Hon P.G. Pendal: Quite right. Did that happen?

Hon PETER FOSS: No. He sat there silently waiting for the next discussion to come up.
Do members really believe that he was there to discuss something else while this amazing
performance was going on? Everyone was panicking, trying to save Rothwells, because they
knew their own goose was cooked; they knew what was going on.

Several members interjected.

Hon PETER FOSS: He did not hear all this happening; he had his mind on something else.
He was waiting for the next matter to come up; he did not notice the panic; he did not notice
that people were trying to rescue this bankrupt company. He sat there not knowing what was
happening,

1, for one, do not believe that the Leader of the House did not learn anything while he sat
there. I do not believe he did not hear a word or get the slightest idea as to what was
happening. The Leader of the House sat there, washing his hands of the matter, because he
did not want to know. He wanted to be able to come into the House and say, "1 did not say
anything. I was there but I did not do anything. I will not even tell you I was there unless
you fintd out. I had nothing to do with it. I had my hands firmly over my ears and I did not
hear a word. [ had my hands over my eyes so I could not see what they were doing, and I did
not see anything." Three monkeys rolled into one, that is Hon Joe Berinson; and he has the
cheek to come to this place and say to us, "Prove everything that I have done wrong." The
Leader of the House has done one basic thing wrong and it covers everything else: He has
failed to give proper advice. He has stood by and he, as the Minister responsible, has not
resigned.

The Leader of the House should read this motion. It does not say he has had his hand in the
till. We are not saying that, we are saying he is an incompetent Minister because his two
portfolios - and he should try to deny these things fall within those portfolios - are the areas
in which those losses to Western Australia have occurred. He has failed totally as a Minister.
It is no excuse to say, "I did not give bad advice; I gave no advice." That is worse, in my
view. That is a total dereliction of his duty. And why has he not resigned along with the rest
of them? The rest were forced to go. I know why the Leader of the House has not resigned -
his party does not understand the Westminster system at all. The other Ministers did not
resign because they were taking responsibility but because they were political liabilities.
They were stabbed in the back because the Labor Party thought it would lose the Federal
election. If it had thought it could win the Federal election, those Ministers would still be
here now. Members opposite should not talk to me about the Westnminster system. The
former Ministers were kicked out because the Labor Party thought it would lose an election.
That is true - even Mr Dowding has said so. He said it was an error of judgment. That man,
who supposedly has accepted responsibility, said only in this morning's newspaper that it
was an error of judgment on the part of people within and outside Western Australia that he
was kicked our. It had nothing to do with Mr Dowding saying, "I take responsibility", or
telling us what had happened. It was an error of judgment by someone else, not him. So
much for this Government taking responsibility!

The reason why Hon Joe Berinson remains has been stated by Hon Phillip Pendal. First of
all, Hlon Joe Berinson does not appear to be too much of an electoral liability at this stage.
No-one pays much attention to what happens in this House; but, more importantly, he is the
only member on that side of the Chamber who has any competence whatsoever. He is the
only one who can get any legislation through and who can show any appreciation of what is
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happening in this place and therefore the Government needs him. Even with the three new
props it has, it would not be able to do without him.

For all that, for all his incompetence in his portfolios of Budget Management and Attorney
General, the Leader of the House is the only person on that side of the House who can
possibly be Leader of the House. The Government could not put anybody else up so it had to
keep him here, like it or not, and as he is not an electoral liability, why niot keep him here?
Members opposite should not tell me this Government has made the slightest concession to
the Westminster system.

Hon Mark Nevill: Is that why you are after his scalp by any means, fair or foul?

Hon Tom Ste phens. See if you can put some facts up in the last five minutes of your speech.
Hon PETER FOSS: Here we go! Hon Tom Stephens does not know what the situation is
about. He really would not know the Westminster system if he fell over it.

Hon Tom Helm: Is the Westminster system blocking Supply?

Hon PETER FOSS: Hon Tom Helm is back. He missed the session earlier on and it would
have done him a lot of good.
Hon Tom Helm: Did you read Hansard or are you just spouting again?

Hon PETER FOSS: I heard the member but I did not understand him. I have forgotten what
I was going to say. Would somebody interject?

Hon Mark Nevill: I said you wanted to get rid of Mr Berinson by fair means or foul,
preferably foul.

Hon PETER FOSS: I shank Hon Mark Nevill. We in the Opposition have a particular
concern.

Hon Tom Stephens interjected.

Hon PETER FOSS: The member misunderstands me. What we are asking for is a Royal
Commission. That is another thing he has not heard. Frankly, I cannot understand why
members opposite do not want one - or at least, I can understand why.

Hon Tom Helm: Do you want a Bevan Lawrence Royal Commission or an independent
one?

Hon PETER FOSS: We want an independent Royal Commission.

Hon J.M. Berinson: You want an independent Royal Commission appointed by the
Opposition parties. That is what [ read in your leader's statement this morning.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon D.J. Wordsworth): Order! The honourable member has
only two minutes left and I believe he should be heard.

Hon PETER FOSS: I would like to reply to the accusation that we are trying to get rid of the
Leader of the House by fair means or foul. I would hate to have to start at the beginning of
my speech again, but it seems to be necessary. What we have been saying quite clearly is
that there is a system of Governiment which does require Ministers to resign under some
circumstances, and those circumstances are when a Minister has been guilty of dereliction of
his duty. That does not mean fingers. in the till, but it does include losing one year's taxation
for the State. We believe we should not have to suggest to the Government that we want to
get rid of the Leader of the House. We are saying to the Governiment that, properly, the
Leader of the House should offer his resignation without a word from this Opposition. Why
we are persistent and indignant is that we believe the Leader of the House, of all four
Ministers, is the one who, having been caught - in that he is clearly probably the worst of all
those Ministers - has not walked. The finger is up, if!I might say so.

Hon J.M. Berinson: You are chuckling as you say it. You do not believe it yourself.

Hon PETER FOSS: The Leader of the House has been found out and he will not walk. That
is why we are saying he must go.
Opposition members: Hear, hear!

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [9.47 pm]: In
sumnming up and exercising my right of reply, I thank those members of the Opposition who
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expressed their support for this very important motion; but, more than that, I make the point -
which [ think was indicated by the fact that I did not jump to my feet to exercise my right of
reply - that [ hoped at least one Government member would stand and support the Leader of
the House in respect of this motion.

Hon Graham Edwards: And give credence to your motion? Likce heck!

Hon J.M. Berinson: Do you doubt they support me, Mr Cash?

Hon GEORGE CASH: Yes, I do.

Hon J.M. Berinson: You are a comedian now.

Hon GEORGE CASH: Not at all. I thought Hon Mark Nevill would speak in the Leader of
the House's defence. I accept that the Leader of the House probably would not have asked
Hon Tom Stephens to speak in his defence, given some of his interjections which, I might
say, have caused this debate to continue for much longer than might have been the case had
he not made those interjections.

The motion before the House clearly sets out the concern of the House in relation not only to
the actions of Hon Joe Berinson but also to the actions of the Government in those matters
listed in the motion.
It has been said by Hon .J.M. Berinson that this is a personal attack on him I think the
comments of Hon P.G. Pendal, Hon E.J. Chariton and Hon Peter Foss put to rest any
suggestion it was a personal attack on Hon J.M. Berinson. This motion seeks to show that
this House is not satisfied with the way Hon J.M. Berinson has handled his duties and is not
satisfied with the way the Governent has refused to answer questions in this House over a
period of years. I guess it would be excusable if some other members of this House had
responded in the way Hon J.M. Berinson did.

.Hon Tom Stephens: To what?

Hon GEORGE CASH: However, in support of the comments made by some of my
colleagues, I say that Hon J.M. Berinson is without question the most intelligent person on
the Government side.

Hon Kay Hallahan: In the whole House.

Hon GEORGE CASH: It may be the whole House.

Hon Kay Hallahan: You will get no argument about that.

Hon GEORGE CASH: Certainly in respect of the Government side, Hon J.M. Berinson is
unquestionably a man of great capacity.
Hon J.M. Berinson: For the first time you have embarrassed me.

Hon GEORGE CASH: Hon I.M. Berinson is a man skilled in both financial matters and the
law; however, he wants the House to believe he attended a meeting at which various deals
were done int respect of the WA Inc fiasco, yet did not take part in those deals.

Hon I.M. Berinson: Because it is true.

Hon GEORGE CASH: I do not believe that and I do not really believe the Attorney General
expects the House to believe it.

Hon Graham Edwards: That is a measure of you, not the Attorney General.

Hon GEORGE CASH: The statements made by the Attorney General defy all logic and
credibility.

Hon J.M. Berinson: They happen to be true.

Hon GEORGE CASH: Hon J.M. Berinson also claimed he had not, in his occasional walks
in the community, heard much public response to the Government's actions in respect of
WA Inc dealings. A few months ago thousands of Perth people marched on Parliament
House to express their concern about the dealings of the Government and the loss of that
huge amount of money. However, more than that, only a few weeks ago there was a public
meeting on the Esplanade on a Sunday afternoon at which a number of people spoke. All the
people who made speeches that day were concemned and felt there was a need to have a
Royal Commission inquire into the dealings of the Government. I must say that the name of
A15471-8~
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Hon J.N4. Berinson was mentioned on a couple of occasions. Whether the Attorney General
was there, I do not know, but the community is speaking out and demanding that he answer
questions in respect of this matter.

Hon Kay Hallahan: At a Liberal Party function. Why would he be there?

Hon GEORGE CASH: It was not a Liberal Party function; it was a function run by the
Premier's brother.

H-on J.M. Berinson: That is the second meeting. Was it like the first in the sense that it was
based upon a ring-around by Liberal Party branch secretaries?

Hon GEORGE CASH: To that question I can give a categoric rno. Hon J.M. Berinson is not
going to win that one. It was a meeting called -

Hon J.M. Berinson: You know how you said you could not believe the truth before? Well, I
certainly cannot believe this one.

Hon GEORGE CASH. Hon J.M. Berinson has had his turn; he should sit down.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I will maintain order in this House. The Leader of the
Opposition is closing the debate and I ask members to give him the courtesy of being heard.

Hon GEORGE CASH: The meeting was called by those involved with the organisation
called the People for Fair and Open Government, which is led by none other than the brothier
of the Premier of this Stare. Dr Carmen Lawrence.

Several members interjected.

Hon GEORGE CASH: Members opposite can salve their consciences by believing it was a
Liberal Party meeting, if they must. According to members of the Labor Party in this place
the People for Fair and Open Government is a Liberal Party front. That will not impress
members of the Labor Party who are members of that organisation as well.

Hon J.M. Berinson: They were not all Liberal Party members; there was that group from the
League of Rights.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I ask members on both sides to refrain from
interjecting. If some members want to go home soon, I can facilitate that. The Leader of the
Opposition is closing the debate and I ask that he be heard with the courtesy this Chamber
should observe.

Hon GEORGE CASH: The Attorney General has missed his trm and his opportunity to
defend himself. He missed the opportunity to present facts that would show he should not be
censured by this House. Given the comnments the Attorney General made tonight and the fact
that not one Government member stood to support him in this debate, it is clear the Attorney
General lacks support from his own side.

Hon Tom Stephens: There was nothing to support.

Hon GEORGE CASH: Again Hon Tom Stephens is doing nothing but damage to the
Attorney General's cause.

In respect of Hon J.M. Berinson's earlier suggestion that he was not aware of public calls for
the Government to justify his action, can I ask him to cast his mind back to that public
meeting on the Esplanade only a few weeks ago, where something like 2 500 people -

Several members interjected.

Hon GEORGE CASH: The Opposition is about to put a very serious motion and we see that
the Government is again not supporting its leader in this place. I refer Hon I.M. Berinson to
the front page of The West Australian on 19 March 1990. On that day The West Australian
carried a photograph on its front page which featured a lady who, among others, attended the
meeting of the People for Fair and Open Government. That lady is holding up a banner
which reads 'Berinson Out". The caption at the bottomn of the photograph -

Hon .M. Berinson: I will have to seriously consider your proposition on the strength of that
photograph.
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Hon GEORGE CASH: Labor members may laugh at the predicament the Leader of the
House is in. if they wish. However, I amn trying to put a serious motion to the House and in a
moment, when the vote is taken, we will see whether the House regards that motion as
serious. However in respect of the photograph, the caption underneath is titled "Message
from the people' and reads as follows -

This message concisely summed up the feelings of the crowd at the People For Fair
and Open Goverrnent's rally on the Esplanade yesterday.

The group's leader, Mr Bevan Lawrence, claimed it had found evidence of corruption
relating to WA Inc but said he would give the evidence only to a royal commnission.

He told the rally, attended by 2500, that a royal commnission was necessary to catch
the generals of WA Inc.

I submit that there were four generals involved with WA Inc. One was Hon Peter Dowding,
who has now resigned from Parliament; a second was Mr David Parker, who has now
resigned from Parliament; the third was Hon Julian Grill who has resigned from Cabinet and
is considering his future in this Parliament; and the fourth member of the gang of four was
Hon. J.M. Berinson, the Attorney General and Leader of the House.

I urge members to read carefully the motion and I invite them to support it. It is a serious
motion which deserves the serious consideration of all members of the House.
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (15)
Hon I.N. Caldwell Hon Barry House Hon Derrick Tomlinson
Hon George Cash Hoe Murray Montgomery Hon D.J. Wordsworth
Hon E.J. Chariton Hon N.R. Moore Hon Margaret McAleer
Hon Reg Davies Hon Muriel Patterson (Teller)
Hon Max Evans Hon P.G. Pendal
Hon Peter Foss Hon R.G. Pike

Noes (13)

Hon J.M. Berinson Hon St. Jones Hon Bob Thomas
Hon Cheryl Davenport Hon Garry Kelly Hon Doug Wen
Hon Graham Edwards Hon Mark Nevill Hon Fred McKenzie
Hon Kay HaUahan Hon Sam Piantaosi (Teller)
Hon Tom Helm Hon Tom Stephens

Pairs
Hon W.N. Stretch Hon T.G. Butler
Hon PHM. Lockyer Hon John Maiden

Question thus passed.

ADDRESS-IN-REPLY - SECOND DAY

Motion
Order of the Day read for the resumption of debate from an earlier stage of the sitting.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon E.J. Charlton.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE - ORDINARY

HON J.NI. DERINSON (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) [10.03 pm]: I move -

That the House do now adjourn.

Adjournment Debate - Youth Development Council, Port Hedland - Juvenile Offenders'
Admissions

HON TO M H ELM (Mining and Pastoral) [ 10.04 pm]: I bring to the attention of die House
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a Press article in the North West Telegraph today in which reference was made to the fact
that six juveniles had admitted to 250 charges. This House may be aware of the problems
faced by residents in South Hedland in the recent past.
Hon D.J. Wordsworth: Is the Attorney General aware?

H-on TOM HELM: Yes. The Attorney General would be aware because the symptoms faced
in South Hedland are similar to those faced by many country towns throughout the State.
There is a need to give young people in country towns something to do and somewhere to go
in order to direct them away from actions which would lead them into problems with the
police.

The article refers to the work of the Youth Development Council in Port Hedland which was
set up some time ago and has received criticism because of the provision of Government
funding. Funds were provided so that young people would have somewhere to go and
someone to talk to about their problems. As a result of the work done by the Youth
Development Council and the confidence gained in it by young people, six juveniles between
the ages of 13 and 16 years have offered themselves to the police, admitting to a number of
crimes committed in the town. As a result, tragic circumstances surrounding the break-ins
and vandalism have come to light.

I bring this matter to the attention of the House because we are always told about the
negative side of young people in our State. We are always told that very little is done by the
Government to address the problem. This is one step towards the completion of a success
story, and represents the results of a police liaison office set up by the Government to gain
the confidence of young people. It is a result of Government funds being provided to set up
the Youth Development Council where people can be employed to talk to and involve
themselves in the activities of the youth in country towns. I refer particularly to the young
people who are bored and maybe tempted to commit crimes against society.
I speak from experience in this matter because, as I have reported before, my residence in
South Hedland has been broken into on at least four occasions. The last occasion resulted in
headlines in the North West Telegraph, and an article stating that all valuables had been left
behind. No vandalism had taken place; the freezer had been raided, the fridge had been
raided, the microwave had been used, the pots and pans which had been used were left in the
sink, and the kitchen tidy contained empty cartons. Those people took more than they ate;,
and they took bedding from the beds. I must admit that my first reaction was, if I had been
able to get my hands on them, to put them in hospital. However, the next morning when I
realised the kinds of things which had gone missing, it was brought home to me - more than
reading reports or listening- to parnts who are anxious about their children - that in a small
town like Port Hedland we had young people - and they had to be young people to get into
the house - who were hungry and cold. I realised then that we needed to do something about
the people in those circumstances. So the Youth Development Council has built up the
confidence of those young people. It has worked with the Police Department and the
community policemen and made those young people understand that if they give themselves
up they will be punished, but, also, that it is better to do so and to get out of that rut. Some of
these offenders will certainly not be first rime offenders, and we, as a society, can do
something about them.

The reason I bring this matter to the House's attention is to highlight some of the positive
things happening in this State. The Youth Development Council has had problems because it
is .a new concept. However, it has clearly demonstrated that with Government initiatives,
with the right people and with the right heart we can tackle the problems - we often hear
about these problems in Perth with car break-ins. There is a way out of this cycle and we
need not simply send these offenders to Longmore for them to offend again upon release.
We do not need to increase the personnel; we need to intervene in the young person's
circumstance to help him remove himself from the rut.

Question put and passed.
House adjourned at 10. 11 pmn
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

BURS WOOD RESORT CASINO - BURKE, HON BRIAN
September 1985 Letter

3. Hon P.G. PENDAL to the Minister for Police representing the Minister for Racing
and Gaming:

With reference to the advice of her predecessor, the Hon B.T. Burke, to me in
a letter dated September 1985 reference P472/84 I ask -

(1) Was the sum of $5 million paid by the developers in the time span
required - that is, three years after the grant of the casino licence or at
the commencement of stage 2, whichever was to be the earliest dare?

(2) Was the total of $20.6 million in consideration of such security and
assurances contained in the agreement paid?

(3) Is the company paying a licence fee of $400 000 a year as outlined in
die Premier's letter, and has such a sum been indexed?

(4) Has the company paid the sum of ". . . at least $l1M per annum. for the
maintenance and future development of Burswood Park"?

(5) Has the Government, in all the intervening years since, received
15 per cent of gross casino revenue and casino tax, or has this figure
been varied?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

The Minister for Racing and Gaming has provided the following response -

(0)45)
Yes.

CASINO (BURS WOOD ISLAND) AGREEMENT ACT - AMENDMENTS
Ownership Changes

8. Hon N.F. MOORE to the Minister for Police representing the Minister for Racing
and Gaining:

(1) Does the Government propose, during this session of Parliament to introduce
legislation to amend the Casino (Burswood Island) Agreement Act or any Act
to allow for changes to the ownership of the Burswood Casino?

(2) If so, will the Minister provide details?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:
The Minister for Racing and Gaming has provided the following response -

(l)-(2)
The matter is under consideration.

DRAINAGE DISTRICTS -COLLIE DRAINAGE DISTRICT

9. Hon MURRAY MONTGOMERY to the Minister for Police representing the
Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Is there a land drainage district known as the "Comle Drainage District"?

(2) If yes -

(a) when was it gazetted;

(b) how many ratepayers are in the district;

(c) what area does it cover; and

(d) what has been the revenue from drainage rates in the district for each
of the last five years?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

The Minister for Water Resources has provided the following response -
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(1) No. The Collie "river" drainage district is now known as the Roelands
drainage district.

(2) The following informnation applies to the Roelands drainage district -

(a) 1986.

(b) 791 rated assessments.

(c) 24 164 ha.
(d) 1988-89 $94658.87

1987-88 $93941.80
L986-87 $88 708.44
1985-86 $89671.00
1984-85 $82948.00
FISHING - PORT HEDLAND
Mooring and Berthing Facility

17. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Minister for Police representing the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Has consideration been given to the provision of a mooring and berthing
facility for the fishing fleet at Port Hedland to be located away from cut-rent
commercial shipping operations?

(2) If so. wil the Minister provide details"

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(l)-(2)
A report on the issue is being prepared.

ROllS HEAD INDUSTRIAL ESTATE - LEASING PROGRAM

18. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Minister for Police representing the Minister for
Transport:

Why has the leasing program at the Rous Head industrial estate not been as
successful as earlier predicted by the Fremantle Port Authority?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

The land leasing program for the Rous Head industrial park harbour is
meeting the authority's expectat ions.

STATESHIPS - "JASA COCOS" BARGE
Annual Report Reference

19. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Minister for Police representing the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Where in the most recent annual accounts for the Western Australian Coastal
Shipping Commission is reference made to the cost of the barge Jasa Cocos
which was commissioned in 1988 for the Cocos Island trade?

(2) What was the cost of the barge?

(3) What was the cost of positioning the barge?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) The Jasa Cocos is an item of plant and equipment and as such is
included under that heading in the cormmission's audited accounts.

(2) $191000.
(3) $24257.
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STATEStHIPS - THREE NEW SHIPS
Westpac Banking Corporation Finance

20. Hon GEORGE CASK to the Minister for Police representing the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Prior to a decision being taken to build three new ships for the WA Coastal
Shipping Commission, had Westpac Banking Corporation agreed to finance
the costs of these vessels?

(2) If not, why was the decision to proceed made prior to finance being
confirmed?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

~The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) No.
(2) The decision to proceed was based on the receipt and consideration of

several other proposals to finance the building of the ships.
MOTOR VEHICLES - GOVERNMENT
Recycling Used Motor Oil and Lubricants

21. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Minister for Police representing the Minister for
Transport:

(1) Do the appropriate sections of departments and instrumentalities recycle used
motor oil and lubricants through the use of oil purification or other methods as
a means of effecting economies within their motor fleet?

(2) If not, why not?

(3) Has the Government considered the econbmnic value in recycling used motor
oils and lubricants and, if so, what has been the outcome of such studies?

(4) Is the Government continuing to pursue such studies?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1) Both Westrail and Transpertb sell waste and used lubricating oil for
recycling.

(2) Not applicable.

(3) It is not economical for individual departments or for the Government
to establish a central processing plant to recycle their own oils.

(4) The Government is interested in aUl oil recycling developments.

STATESIPS - MEDITERRANEAN SKIPPING COMPANY
Relationship

23. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Minister for Police representing the Minister for
Transport:

(1) What is the relationship between the Western Australian Coastal Shipping
Commission and the Mediterranean Shipping Company?

(2) Does the commission hold shares or have a beneficial interest in
Mediterranean Shipping Company and, if so, will the Minister provide
details?

(3) For what period has WACSS or Stateships been involved with the
Mediterranean Shipping Company?

(4) Which former employees of Stateships are now employed at the
Mediterranean Shipping Company?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

The Minister for Transport has provided the foliowing response -
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(1) Mediterranean Shipping Company acts as agents for Staxeships in
Melbourne; Stateships acts as agents for Mediterranean Shipping
Company in Fremantle.

(2) The commission does not hold shares or have a beneficial interest in
the Mediterranean Shipping Company.

(3) Stazeships appointed Mediterranean Shipping Company as agents from
I March 1990. Mediterranean Shipping Company appointed
Stateships as agents from 1 April 1990.

(4) The former Stateships marketing manager is employed by
Mediterranean Shipping Company as its general manager in Western
Australia.

STATESHIPS - OVERSEAS COMPANY SHARES
States/ups Marketing (Singapore) Pry Lid

24. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Minister for Police representing the Minister for
Transport:
(1) In which overseas companies does the Western Australian Coastal Shipping

Commission operating as Stateships. own shares or have a beneficial interest?

(2) What is Stateships' relationship with the company Stateships Marketing
(Singapore) Pry Ltd?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

The Minister for Transport has provided che following response -

(1) None.

(2) Stateships Marketing (Singapore) Pry Ltd is a private Singaporean
company which is contracted to provide State ships with marketing and
agency services in Singapore.

TRAFFIC LIGHTS - SYNCH4RONISATION
Metropolitan Streets

25. Hon PETER FOSS to the Minister for Police representing the Minister for
Transport:

(I) What streets in the metropolitan area have synchronised traffic lights?

(2) When were the traffic lights in these streets first synchronised?

(3) Is it planned that the traffic lights in other streets be synchronised?

(4) If so. what streets are they, and when is it planned that such synchronisation
be completed?

(5) Does the Main Roads Department have any computer software specifically
designed to assist in synchronisation of traffic lights?

(6) If so, where was this software designed?

(7) Does the department have any statistics on the reduction of -

(a) fuel consumption; and

(b) air pollutants by reason of the synchronisation of traffic lights?

(8) If so, what are the results of such statistics?

(9) If not, is the department aware of statistics gathered in any other part of the
world and what do such statistics indicate?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

The Minister for Transport has provided the following response -

(1)-(2)
The following roads have signals connected to the SCATS traffic
system -
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(a) Albany Highway, William Street to Welshpool Road. First
connected January 1983.

(b) Shepperton Road, Causeway to Welshpool Road. First
connected May 1985.

(c) Leach Highway, Albany Highway to North Lake Road. First
connected August 1983.

(d) William Street, Mounts Bay Road to Buiwer Street. First
connected May 1984.

(e) Barrack Street/Beaufort Street, Riverside Drive to Buiwer
Street. First connected May 1984.

(f) Wellington Street, Plain Street to Thomas Street. First
connected July 1985.

(g) St George's Terrace, Barrack Street to William Street. First
connected May 1985.

(h) Thomas Street/Loftus Street, Kings Park Road to Vincent
Street. First connected March 1985.

(i) Riverside Drive, Barrack Street to Causeway. First connected
December 1983.

U) Scarborough Beach Road, King Edward Street to Odin Road.
First connected September 1983.

(k) Queen Victoria Street/James Street/Ord Street/Hampton Road,
Stirling Highway to Rockingham Road. First connected
February 1986.

(I) Great Eastern Highway, Causeway to Fauntleroy Avenue.
First connected September 1986.

(in) Stirling Highway, Hackett Drive to Queenslea Drive. First
connected July 1987.

(n) Canning Highway, Causeway to Risely Street. First connected
July 1987.

(o) Wanneroo Road, Walcott Street to Balcatta Road. First
connected September 1988.

(p) Charles Street, Scarborough Beach Road to Newcastle Street.
First connected September 1988.

(q) Guildford Road. Walcott Street to Tonkin Highway. First
connected November 1989.

(r) Stirling Highway, Eric Street to John Street. First connected
May 1989.

(s) Canning Highway, North Lake Road to Stirling Bridge. First
connected November 1988.

(3) Yes.
(4) Currently there are plans to connect the following roads to the SCATS

computer -

St George's Terrace, Wiliam Street to Elder Street.
Anticipated completed by June 1990.
Adelaide Terrace, Barrack Street to Plain Street. Anticipated
completion by June 1990.
Hay Street/Roberts Road, Thomas Street to Subway One Way
Pair. Anticipated completion by December 1990.

(5) Yes.



(6) The system used to synchronise traffic signals in Perth is the "Sydney
Coordinated Adaptive Traffic System" (SCATS). As the name
suggests, this system was developed in New South Wales by the
Department of Main Roads - now the Road Traffic Authority of
NSW - in association with the Road Traffic Authority of Victoria. The
SCATS system is now running in every State - except Queensland -

and also New Zealand, Ireland, China and Singapore.
(7) No.

(8) Not applicable.

(9) The department relies on studies cried out in Sydney and Melbourne
for these figures. The most notable of these studies was "The
Parrainatta (NSW) Experiment" conducted by Luk (198 1). Luk found
that SCATS provides savings in both journey times and the number of
stops for most time periods of the day when compared with non-
synchronised mode. The savings in journey time were up to
23 per cent with a 46 per cent reduction in the number of stops. This
translates into a 12 per cent reduction in fuel consumption.

TREE TRUST - STATUS
31. Hon W.N. STRETCH to the Minister for Planning representing the Minister for the

Environment:

With reference to the Tree Trust or its equivalent under a new name -

(1) Will the Minister advise the House as to the current status of the Tree
Trust?

(2) If not, why not?

(3) Will the Minister advise the House as to the financial and membership
state of the trust?

(4) If not, why not?

(5) Will the Minister advise as to when the Tree Trust will be put into
operation?

(6) If not, why not?
Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

The Minister for the Environment has provided the following response -

(1) For the information of the member, Tree Trust is the name that is
being used to describe the general concept of widespread planting of
trees on privately owned cleared agricultural land in the south west of
the State. Tree Fund is a company that is proposed to be formed,
which winl provide a vehicle to raise funds for investment in tree
planting to contribute towards achieving Tree Trust objective.
Members of the Tree Fund Board have been nominated - see answer to
question 28 - but have not been formally appointed to the board.
Bunnings Limited and Wesfi Limited have agreed to provide up to
$1 million over a period of four years to meet initial costs of
establishing Tree Fund. The chief executive has been appointed and
will rake up the position later this month. Over the past several
months, Bannings and Wesfi have provided funds to employ a
consultant - Mr Brian Ray - to collate economic and financial
information relevant to investment in tree planting in the south west of
Western Austalia. In addition, funds have been used to have an
independent evaluation undertaken by consultants Groome Jaakko
Poyty on the Tree Trust concept.

(2)-(4)
Answered by (I).

(5) Considerable progress has been made implementing the Tree Trust
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concept. Over 10 000 ha of trees have been planted in the south west
on private cleared agricultural land by Department of Conservation
and Land Management, individual farmers and companies.
Considerable progress has also been made in providing the ground
work for the establishment of Tree Fund. See (1).

(6) Answered by (5).
NAP.ROGIN WOMEN'S REFUGE - ONGOING SERVICES ARRANGEMENTS

33. Hon MARGARET MeALEER to the Minister for Planning representing the Minister
for Community Services:

What arrangements have been made so as to ensure the ongoing provision of
services by the Narrogin Women's Refuge?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

The Minister for Comrmunity Services has provided the following reply -

The base funding of the refuge on a continuing basis is as follows -

The Narrogin Women's Refuge has received additional funding through the
supported accommodation assistance program to enable it to offer an extra
$50 per week rental to the owner of the property they occupy. This offer has
been accepted. As well, departmental officers are working with officers from
Komeswest to identify suitable, available properties in Narrogin which offer
greater security of tenure than the one currently occupied by the refuge. The
Department for Community Services will provide support for the refuge
commensurate with its needs and the needs of its clients.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

WA INC - ROYAL COMMISSION
Contempt of Court

41. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Attorney General:

(1) Has the Governiment received any written legal opinion on which it bases its
claim that a Royal Comrmission set up by a specific Act of Parliament will
constitute a contempt of court?

(2) If yes. will the Attorney General table chat written opinion?

(3) If no written opinion has been obtained, how does the Government
substantiate its claim?

Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:

The Government has had. a legal opinion on the general question of the
interaction of a Royal Commission on civil and criminal court proceedings as
well as on other inquiries such as those by Select Com-mittees. That opinion
is not directed to any interaction with a particular Act of Parliament but
relates to the general principles involved. In accordance with the general
principles applying to the provision of legal advice to the Government, that is
regarded as confidential to the Government and is not available for tabling.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS ACT - SEC TION 96H
Voluntary Unionism - Action Taken

42. Hon B.J. CHARLTON to the Attorney General:

As the Minister responsible for launching prosecutions under section 96H of
the Industrial Relations Act which relates to voluntary union membership, has
the Attorney General ever taken action against a union on sites which state
that compulsory union membership is necessary, bearing in mind that there
are a number of such sites around the city including the QVI project, the new
bus station, Robb Jetty, the waterfront and several other places?
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Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:

For the purposes of this reply, I take Hon Eric Chariton's accounts of my
powers as correct. I would have to add that, once I accept thai I have those
powers, they are not among those which have regularly come to my attention,
if ever. In those circumstances, I ask the honourable member to place the
question on notice so that I can check both the legislative provisions to which
he has referred and any past actions taken under them.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS ACT - SECTION 96H
Voluntary Unionism - Action Taken

43. Hon E.J CHARLTON to the Attorney General:

Am I to understand from the Attorney's answer that he acknowledges that he
has the power to take that action but that he has not taken it?

Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:

I think it is quite unkind of Mr Charlcon to pursue this fine of inquiry. I
thought I indicated that I did not know, but I would be happy to find out.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS ACT - SECTION 9611
Voluntary Unionism - Action Taken

44. Hon ET. CHARLTON to the Attorney General:

Would the Attorney General like me to show him that pant of the Industrial
Relations Act which includes those provisions?

Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:

I have issued an invitation to Hon Eric Charlton already to put all aspects of
his question on notice if he wishes to pursue them. I will be happy to follow
up with an appropriate reply.

WA INC - ROYAL CONIIfSSION
Legal Advice Release

45. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Attorney General:

In view of the Premier's public reliance on the opinion to which the Attorney
General referred and the selective quoting from it, will he consider reviewing
the Government's policy on releasing such legal advice?

HonJIM. BERINSON replied:

That is a policy of very long standing which has been adhered to consistently
by successive Governments. I do not propose to depart from it.

WA INC - ROYAL COMMISSION
Pre-1983 Inquiry - Uninveseigated Matters

46. Hon P.C. PENDAL to the Attorney General:
I refer to the reported remarks of the Deputy Premier today to the effect that,
if a Royal Commission were held into WA Inc, the commission may be asked
to investigate matters which occurred before 1983. 1 ask -

(1) Is the Attorney General aware of the matters which Mr Taylor said
will be left uninvestigated?

(2) Why have those matters, whatever they are, not been investigated in
the seven years that the Government has been in office?

(3) If they have not been investigated before now, will he not adm-it that
that indicates negligence by the present Government and malice and
vindictiveness for deciding to investigate now in the face of Labor
Government scandals?

Hon E.M. BERINSON replied:

(1) No, I am not aware of the matters referred to.
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(2)-(3)
Not applicable.

WA INC - ROYAL COMMISSION
Pre-1983 Inquiry - Deputy Premier's Remarks

47. Hon P.C. PENDAL to the Attorney General:

(1) Will he apprise himself of those remarks by Mr Taylor?
(2) Will he report to the House tomorrow on the outcome of those discussions?
HonJ3M. BERINSON replied:
(1)-(2)

I suggest that if Mr Pendal wishes to pursue this matter, his proper course is to
place a question on notice to the Deputy Premier.

WESTERN AUSTRALIA OPERA CO INC - BOARD POSITONS
Arts Department Officer - Interference

48. Hon P.G. PENDAL to the Minister for The Arts:

(I) Is the Minister aware that certain officers of her department who are public
servants were involved in discussions and arrangements to run candidates
acceptable to the department for positions on the Western Australia Opera
Company Inc board?

(2) If so, does she approve of that gross interference in the affairs of a private
performing arts company by public servants?

(3) Will she instruct those officers to desist from such further interference?

Hon KAY HALLAHiAN replied:

(1) No, I know nothing about that.

(2)-(3)
Irrelevant.

WESTERN AUSTRALIA OPERA CO INC - BOARD POSITONS
Arts Department Officer - Interference

49. Hon P.O. PENDAL to the Minister for The Arts:

In view of my previous question will the Minister apprise herself of the
activities of those officers whose names I am prepared to give her in private
and, depending on the outcome of that, take appropriate action to ensure that
that sont of interference does not occur again?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:
I would be happy if the member let me have the information on a somewhat
fuzzy allegation so that it does not reflect on all officers of that department. I
think that would be regrettable and I am sure the member would not want that
to happen.

Hon P.G. Pendal: It is not fuzzy. I will give you the name.

Hon KAY HALLAHAN: I think the member said in the first question that members
of the department were involved. He is saying now that he has the name of a
staff member of that department.

Hon P.O. Pendal: Correct.

Hon KAY HALLAHAN: That is a significant shift but if he is saying there is an
allegation against one member of the staff, I will be happy to look at that.

AUSTRALIAN OPERA COMPANY INC - WESTERN AUSTRALIA
Government Funding

50. Hon P.O. PENDAL to the Minister for The Arts:

(1) Will the Minister continue with the previous Minister's decision to bring the
Australian Opera Company Inc to Western Australia and give it funds that
were previously allocated to the Western Australia Opera?
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(2) Is she prepared to reverse that decision and thereby assist the WA Opera
Company to get back on its feet?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

I want to see Western Australians enjoying and taking part in very good
quality performances. whether as part of the audience or as artists in the very
many fields associated with the productions of an opera company. The
question of funding to The Australian Opera or the Western Australian Opera
is still somewhat fluid. I am not of a mind to reverse decisions previously
made, but I will certainly look at what is appropriate for Western Australia
and its local opera company, and indeed the visit to Perth of The Australian
Opera.

AUSTRALIAN OPERA. THE - PERTH
Return Visit

51. Hon P.O. PENDAL to the Minister for The Arts:

(1) H-as The Australian Opera agreed to come back to Penth after its present
season finishes or has it told the Department for the Arts that it does not want
to continue the arrangements made by the former Minister, Mr Parker?

(2) Is it intended to ask the South Australian State Opera or the Victorian State
Opera to visit Western Australia to fill the gap created by the partial close
down of the Western Australian Opera, which was brought about by the
Western Australian Government and Mr Parker?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

(1)-(2)
I will not buy into the last part of Hon Phillip Pendal's rather unfortunate and
unfair reflection on the former Minister for The Arts.

Hon P.G. Pendal: Except to say that all those people are greatly relieved that he has
gone.

Hon KAY HALLAHAN: Many people believe he was acting in the best interest of
opera in this State. The member can ask those people who have attended the
current season of The Australian Opera in Perth whether they are benefiting
from that company's presence in Perth.

Hon Peter Foss: Are they comning back?

Hon KAY HALLAI-AN: In response to the first part of the member's question. I am
not aware of discussions that have taken place between the department and the
company, nor do I know about discussions with the South Australian
company.

LAND TENURE BILL - NEW LEGISLATION
52. Hon P.H. LOCKYER to the Minister for Lands:

I preface my question by asking whether the Minister is aware that the former
Premier, Mr Brian Burke, promised the pastoralists of Western Australia that
a land tenure Bill would be introduced to give them a form of freehold over
their properties. I ask the Minister -

(1) Why was no announcement made in the Governor's Speech at the
opening of Parliament regarding the introduction of a land tenure Bill,
bearing in mind that the Parliament has been promised on several
occasions that such a Bill would be introduced?

(2) Is it the intention of the Minister or the Government to introduce a
land tenure emil this session or next session?

(3) Is it a fact that no land tenure eml will ever be introduced?
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Hon KAY H-ALLAHAN replied:
(1) 1 do not personally detrmine the contents of the Governor's Speech and

members will be aware that a great deal of legislation will be introduced, not
all of which was delineated in that speech.

(2)-(3)
As mentioned earlier to Hon Barry House, it is unlikely that a land tenure Bill
will be introduced in the House this session. Although that cannot be ruled
out altogether, it is unlikely given drafting requirements and other
circumstances. It is my intention to introduce a land tenure Bill in the House
during the spring session.

POLICE - CIB BRANCH
Macro

53. Hon MARGARET McALEER to the Mintister for Police:

On 10 March the Minister for Police replied to a letter I directed to the
previous Minister in January supporting a request for the establishment of a
CEB branch in Moora. The Minister's reply stated that the matter was under
consideration, and that it was being researched by the appropriate branch of
the Police Department. I have heard nothing further since then and I ask
whether the research has been completed and a decision has been made. If a
decision has been made, when was it made?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

If the member places the question on notice I will follow it up with the
Commirssioner of Police and ascertain the current status of her inquiry.

POLICE STATIONS - 24 HOUR OPERATIONS CRITERIA
54. Hon P.H. LOCKYER to the Minister for Police:

Will the Minister advise the House of the criteria for a police station to
operate for 24 hours a day?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

That is, of course, a matter for the Commissioner of Police to detrnine. I ask
the member whether he has a particular station in mind. If so, he should give
me the necessary information and I will pursue the matter on his behalf.

METROPOLITAN YOUTH ORCHESTRA - TRUST ACCOUNT
Perperual Trustees Account

55. H-on J.N. CALDWELL to the Minister for The Arts:

My question relates to the Metropolitan Youth Orchestra trist account. The
trust statement indicates that the account must be maintained by Treasury. In
the past the trust funds have been held in the account of Perpetual Trustees
WA Ltd. Why does that trustee nor conform to the requirements set out in the
trust statement?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

I cannot off the top of my head say why it allegedly does not conform to the
trust statement. However, now that the member has raised the matter, I will
arrange for it to be investigated, and -satisfy myself and the member for the
reasons for such an occurrence - if that be so!

MOTOR VEHICLES -LICENSING CONCESSIONS
Family and Business Purposes -Australian Taxation Office Definition

56. Hon W.N. STRETCH to the Minister for Police:

With regard to the motor vehicle licensing concessions granted by the Police
Department -

(1) Do the department's definitions of "family purposes" and "business
purposes" correspond to the definitions used by the Australian
Taxation Office?
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(2) Will the department consider extending the concession to a vehicle
owned jointly by a married couple, rather than one owned by an
individual as mentioned in the pamphlet that has accompanied recent
licence renewals?

(3) Does the concession apply to a family which operates a vehicle
encumbered by hire-purchase, and if not why not?

(4) How many concessions have been granted in each month this year and
what is the cost of the scheme to Treasury to date?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

(1) The definitions for the purpose of the family vehicle concession were not
based on any Australian Taxation Office concept, as the family vehicle
concession was intended to apply to vehicles used for private purposes rather
than business purposes. It is understood that benefits by way of tax
deductions are available to owners of vehicles whose vehicles arc used for
business purposes.

(2) Vehicles jointly owned by married couples are eligible for family concession
provided the vehicle is used solely for family purposes as defined in the Road
Traffic (Fees for Vehicle Licences) Regulations (No 3) 1989.

(3) Yes.

(4) The information is not available at this time. However, it is proposed to
develop a computer enhancement which will enable provision of this
information. It is expected that this enhancement will be available by 30 June
1990.

MOTOR VEHICLES - LICENCE RENEWALS PAMPHLET

57. Hon W.N. STRETCH to the Minister for Police:

I ask the Minister to follow up the production of the pamphlet that
accompanies the curnt licence renewals. Much of the information provided
in answer to questions asked today is not clear on the pamphlet sent out with
licence renewals. It would be of great assistance to the people the
Government aims to help if the information could be set out, not necessarily
in a more detailed form, but in a way that is more readily understood.

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

I am happy to pursue that. Indeed, if the member would like to have some
input into that I offer to him an invitation to become involved.

FINANCIAL INSTITUJTIONS - REGISTRAR
Attorney General - Reports Requirements

58. Hon W.N. STRETCH to the Attorney General:

As a preamble I mention the difficulties which the Teachers Credit Society
and the Swan Building Society got into, allegedly through a lack of
supervision by either the people in charge of supervising those organisations
or the Minister responsible for supervising the legislation. I ask the Attorney
General, as the Minister responsible for building societies, credit unions,
friendly societies and corporate and provident societies, how often does he
require the Registrar of Co-operative and Financial Institutions to report to
him about the financial situation and soundness of those institutions?

Hon I.M. BERINSON replied:

There is no regular, periodic requirement of this sort. The registrar
understands that at any time that a matter of concern arises, it is proper to
draw that to my attention, even while he is at a preliminary stage of his further
investigations.
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FINANCIAL INSTITUITONS - REGISTRAR
Attorney General - Reports Requirements

59. Hon W.N. STRETCH to the Attorney General:
In view of the allegation that it was because of this very issue that the
Teachers Credit Society and the Swan Building Society failed and got into
serious trouble, will the Minister take the initiative in requesting reports from
time to time from those societies? Generally, smaller investors get seriously
or mortally wounded if such financial institutions collapse. Will the Minister
take the initiative, on behalf of those people, to call for reports, rather than
wait for the registrar to report that an organisation could be running into
difficulties; in other words, to not tty to shut the gate after the horse has well
and truly bolted?

Ron J.M. BERINSON replied:

I am happy to consider that but my first impression is that it would not
achieve anything. If, as I have indicated, the registrar were to bring matters to
my attention at the time they cause concern, it would hardly help to call on
him for reports at other specified times when there are no matters which are
causing him concern. If there was to be, for example, a regular monthly
report, that would in the great majority of cases be simply for the purpose of
indicating that there were no current matters of concern under consideration.
Nonetheless, [ will !ook at the terms of the member's question in Hansard to
see whether I can extract from them a procedure that is worth pursuing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS - REGISTRAR
Attorney General - Reports Requirements

60. Hon W.N. STRETCH to the Attorney General:
I thank the Attorney General for that answer. I urge him to take a proactive
role in this because a person running a building society will hardly run to the
registrar and say the society is running into difficulties. It is the Minister's
responsibility to administer the Acts applicable to his portfolio. I think the
Minister will find that he has the power under the Act to call for a report.
Will the Minister give that urgent consideration, in view of the general
financial climate and the difficulties in which many businesses are finding
themselves? We do not want to go back to the sort of situation which
precipitated so many of the problems that the Governiment is now facing.

Hon J.M. BERIINSON replied:
The member may have misunderstood the process here. It is not a question of
the registrar's waiting to be informed by credit unions or building societies
that there is a problem, and then drawing it to my attention. The registrar has
a continuing duty to initiate checks of these institutions as part of his regular
duties.

Hon W.N. Stretch: But in the past that did not happen.

Hon J.M. BERINSON: It is obvious from past events that certain matters occurred
within the two societies which have been mentioned which give rise to
grounds for great concern. One of those societies is currently the subject of
criminal proceedings, and I understand there may be further proceedings in
respect of the other society. It is very difficult, under those circumstances, to
take a response further.

TRANSPORT PERMIT SCHEME - INDEPENDENT INDUSTRY BASED
COMMITE

61. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Minister for Police representing the Minister for
Transport:

I have given some notice of this question. Will the Minister consider the
establishment of an independent, industry-based committee to review the
current transport perm-it scheme operating in Western Australia?
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Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied;
I thank the member for some notice of the question. The Minister for
Transport has provided the following response -

No. However, as part of a recently initiated review, the Department of
Transport will be inviting input from various industry bodies.

FERTILISER - TRANSPORT REPORT

62. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Minister for Police representing the Minister for
Transport:

I have given some notice of this question. What is the current position on the
transport fertiliser report which was completed some time ago?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

I thank the member for some notice of the question. The Minister for
Transport has provided the following response -

The Minister for Transport is currently reviewing this report, and it will be
considered by Cabinet as soon as possible.

FERTILISER - WESTRAIL
Delivery Backlog - Farmer Permit Fee

63. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Minister for Police representing the Minister for
Transport:

[ have given some notice of this question.

(I) Is the Minister aware that Westrail has advised many farmers that it
does not have the capacity at present to cart bagged fertiliser, and,
accordingly, the Department of Transport is issuing pertits to farmers
to cart their own ferriliser but is imposing a permit fee?

(2) As Westrail has acknowledged it cannot cope with present demand,
why should farmers and other transport operators be subject to a
permtni fee?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

I thank the member for some notice of this question. The Minister for
Transport has provided the following response -

(1) Yes. Road transport perm-its are being issued for the cartage of bagged
fertiliser because of Westrail's capacity problem. Farmers with their
own vehicle can, under the general fanner exemption, cart their own
fertiliser without the need to take out a permit.

(2) The practice of requiring permit fees to be paid by commercial carriers
on traffic normnally restricted to rail is being examined as part of a
review being undertaken by the Department of Transport.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS ACT - PAGE 125 "PROSECUTION BY ATTORNEY
GENERAL"

Attorneyv General's Consideration

64. Hon EJ. CHARLTON to the Attorney General:

Due to the efficiency of the staff of the House, I have been provided with an
extract from the Industrial Relations Act, a copy of which has just been given
to the Attorney General.

(1) Has the Attorney General had the opportunity of looking at page 125
of the Industrial Relations Act, which says, "Prosecution by Attorney
General or industrial inspector only", and at the other associated
sections 96B and 96E?

(2) Has the Attorney General come to the conclusion that he has the
authority to take action-, and, therefore, will he?
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Hon J.M. BERT.NSON replied:
l am wondering whether it is not time to call on the business of the House.

(1) Yes; I have had the opportunity of looking briefly at the extract from
this Act, which the member, despite my clear preference to the
contrary, has provided.

(2) No, I have niot had the opportunity to properly consider it, but I will.

BUILDING SOCIETIES - REGISTRAR
Regular Reports

65. Hon D.J, WORDSWORTH to the Attorney General:

Further to the Attorney General's answers with regard to his and the
registrar's duties as regards building societies -

(1) Do building societies have to give information regularly to the
registrar?

(2) What is that information, and with what regularity does it have to be
provided?

(3) Is it similar to the Reserve Bank's administration of the banking
system where certain statistics are required regularly?

Hon 1.14. BERINSON replied:

I am afraid I do not have available the detail of the reporting requirements
between building societies and the registrar. If the member would like to
pursue that question I ask him to put it on notice.
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