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THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko) took the Chair at 2.00 pm, and read prayers.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT - MEMBER FOR HELENA
Resignation

THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko): Members, at 4.20 pm on 4 August 1994 1 received the
following letter from the then member for Helena -

Hon. Jim Cladco
Speaker
Legislative Assembly
Parliament of Western Australia
PERTH
Dear Mr Speaker,
I hereby tender my resignation as Member for Helena in the Parliament of
Western Australia, effective immediately.
I take this opportunity to wish all Members of Parliament well in the performance
of their duties on behalf of their individual electorates and our great State.
Yours faithfully,
HON. GORDON HILL
4 August 1994

MOTION - HELENA ELECTORAL DISTRICT, VACANCY

On motion by Mr Court (Premier), resolved -

That the seat for the electoral district of Helena be and is hereby declared vacant
by reason of the resignation from the Legislative Assembly of Gordon Leslie Hill.

PETITION - MT H4ENRY HOSPITAL, BED LEVELS
MR PENDAL (South Perth) 12.05 pmj: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned members of the public respectfully ask the members of the
Legislative Assembly -

1. That the State Government continue to provide the same level of
Permanent Care Nursing Home Beds for patients at Mt Henry Hospital.
This is in addition to the Specialty Units.

2. That the Minister for Health cease immediately any plans or negotiations
to transfer Mt Henry Permanent Care Beds to the Private Sector.

3. That the Restorative Unit North and South, and the Day Hospital be
retained at Mt Henry Hospital in its current format.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 470 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 76.1



PETITION - ASHFIELD PRIMARY SCHOOL, CLOSURE
DR EDWARDS (Maylands) [2.06 pml:. I present the following petition -

To: The H-onourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We die undersigned:
1. Totally oppose the closure of Ashfield Primary School.
2. Completely reject the proposal to close schools in order to cut spending on

education as this will result in lowering the quality of our children's
education.

3. Call on the Minister for Education to maintain Ashfield Primary School
and the high quality of education it presently provides for our children.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, willI ever pray.

The petition bears 42 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 77.]

PETITION - POLICE, ARMADALE REGION, ADDITIONAL
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.07 pmJ: I
present t following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
Given recent disturbing incidents, we the undersigned call on the State
Government to allocate more Police to the Armadale Region, so that appropriate
police action can be taken to protect residents from disturbances, and assault, and
to protect their property, their homes and motor vehicles from damage.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 111 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 78.]

PETITION - PLASTIC BAGS LEVY; SOFT DRINK BOTTLES REFUND
MR McGINTY (Fremantle) [2.08 pml: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We, the undersigned, believe that a problem with disposable plastic packaging is
a major issue causing environmental degradation for our flora and fauna.
We believe that the problem can be rectified by the imposition of a simple "user
pays" approach.
This will involve legislation introducing a 20-30 cent levy on all disposable
plastic bags leaving the stores. The part of this levy exceeding the prime cost of
the plastic bags shall form a tax which is to be used to subsidise the mandatory
recycling programmes in the metropolitan area and, where practicable, also in
other parts of Western Australia.
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We also wish to have introduced a refundable process for P.E.T. soft drink bottles
so they will be returned and reused for the specific purpose they were intended.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 51 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 79.1

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR LABOUR RELATIONS
Government Motor Vehicles, Leasing Scheme

MR KIERATH (Riverton - Minister for Labour Relations) [2.09 pm]: There has been
recent considerable media interest in the Government's plan to lease two-thirds of its
vehicle fleet from private enterprise. Some of those media reports were wrong, and it is
my ministerial responsibility to ensure that the House understands correctly what is
planned.
Two-thirds of the Government's fleet, consisting of light and commercial vehicles only,
will be offered for sale by tender to private leasing agents and leased back to the
Government. Included in the contracts will be provisions for quality assurance and
regional purchasing. Thbis will release about $180m of government funds. Using
Homneswest as a benchmark, it achieved considerable savings when it changed its fleer to
leased vehicles; therefore, the Government will save many millions of dollars annually.
Incidentally, the Homeswest scheme was approved during the time of the previous
government.
The media and members opposite have fixed on a leaked document which states that the
number of people who could be involved in some form of vehicle management in
government is fewer than 500. That figure was seized upon as the number of jobs which
could be axed. This is not only blatantly wrong, but also grossly inresponsible. This
figure came from a leaked working document and details of the proposal had not been
finalised. However, it was necessary for the Government. to respond to media inquiries.
The figure of 500 was in fact quantified as less than that, and was purely a guide as to
how many positions might be either directly or indirectly involved, or pant time positions,
across whole of government working with vehicles of all shapes and sizes. It was never
to indicate the number of jobs to go. In fact, I can inform the House that as details of the
package had not been finalised, even my own estimates of the numbers of jobs to be
affected proved to be too high. This information had not been supplied at the time the
Government went public on the issue, so I sought advice and have been informed that
about 20 jobs will go.
Mr Speaker, as with all changes of this nature to government operations, workers are not
being sacked, which is the impression given by some media and particularly the
Opposition. The reality is that the positions may go, but the people do not. Workers
occupying those positions are either offered another job to redeployment or elect to take
voluntary redundancy. The Opposition leader was quick to get involved in the issue -
perhaps too quick.
Mr Brown interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I am tempted to formally call to order the member for Morley.
I find that when I point out certain things to him by way of interjection he always abides
by them, so I suggest that to him.
Mr KIERATH: Firstly, his claim that this was a sly announcement shows his ignorance
of the facts; the media already had information leaked to it on Friday and the
Government had to make a statement. Secondly, his claim that I am trying to back out of
a commitment over public servants' jobs shows he has not yet learnt that he should not
believe everything be reads. My commitment was clear and unequivocal: If the figures
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presented by the ALP on the State's finances before the last election were accurate, no
public servant would be forced out of a job as a result of our policies. We all now know
that the figures presented by the ALP were fudged but, despite ibis, no public servant has
been forced out of a job due to government policy.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - MINISTER FOR PLANNING
Metropolitan Region Scheme, East Wannerco, City of Wannerco Amendment

MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) [2.12 pm]: Members will be aware
the State Planning Commission has embarked on a series of major amendments to the
metropolitan region scheme. In January this year details of the sixth amendment,
covering the East Wanneroo area, were released. This amendment proposed to rezone
1 550 hectares of land at Wanneroo and Landsdale to urban and urban deferred. This
land has die potential to accommodate up to 42 000 people. It also proposed a further
1 750 ha of land in parks and recreation reserves1 comprising land surrounding die east
Wanneroo lakes system, at Lakes Neerabup and Nowergup, and the Kingsway, Neerabup
and Carramar Park recreation areas.
The amendment also proposed rezoning land at Landsdale and nonth of Flynn Drive to
industrial, and reserving land for important regional roads and other major highways.
Since the amendment was released the State Planning Commission has consulted widely
with all interested parties in line with the proper consultative mechanisms contained
within the stawutory major amendment process.
The commission received a total of 126 submissions. Of that number 73 objected, 22
supported, 15 contained elements of both support and opposition and 16 were generally
neutral. After carefully considering the submissions, the commission made a number of
recommendations which I have submitted to the Governor and which he has approved. I
believe these changes to the original proposal will generally reflect the wishes of the
local communities affected by the amendment. Modifications to the parks and recreation
reservation around Lakes Mariginiup and Little Mariginiup are proposed to reduce the
impact on private property. In addition, a proposed 50 metre wide parks and recreation
reservation on lots next to the western foreshore of Lake Neerabup was deleted from the
amendment. It is also recommended that a portion of state forest No 65, to the east of
Lake Gnangara, be deleted from the parks and recreation reservation and remain as a
state forest reservation.
Many submissions related to road proposals, most objecting to proposed reservations
affecting privately owned land. Although all objections have been carefully evaluated, it
is recommended the alignments and land requirements originally proposed be generally
retained. Exceptions to this are, first, the recommended deletions of corner truncations of
Mirrabooka Avenue, Skeit Road and Ocean Reef Road, important regional road
reservations; secondly, the addition of a narrow strip of land to the Flynn Drive
reservation; and, finally, the deletion of a portion of the Pinjar Road reservation near its
intersection with Wanneroo Road. Submissions on the need to refine the boundaries of
the Flynn Drive industrial zone, particularly where it abuts the Lake Neerabup parks and
recreation reservation, will be addressed in more detailed structure planning to be
commissioned by the City of Wanneroo.
The initial proposal to rezone the Wanncroo and Lakelands golf courses from rural to
private recreation will not proceed. This follows concerns about the possible loss of
further subdivision potential and possible increases in rates and land taxes.
The coalition Government is well on target to complete its major amendments program
by the end of the year. This Government - in stark contrast to the actions of the previous
government - has reinstated the integrity of the system and as a result the public's
confidence in the planning process. I table the East Wanneroo. City of Wanneroo
Metropolitan Regional Scheme Amendment.
[See paper No 226.1

[Questions without notice taken.I
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MOTION - STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION
Member for Peelt Censured for Abusing Parliamentary Privilege

MR CJ. BARNET (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [2.47 pm]: I move, without
notice -

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable
consideration forthwith of a motion to censure the member for Peel for having
abused parliamentary privilege by making serious allegations which he is unable
to substantiate and which have since been denied publicly.

Last Thursday in tbis House the member for Peel made a number of most serious
allegations.
Several members interjected.
Mr C.I. BARNETT: The member can debate that in a moment! The member for Peel
failed to substantiate his allegations. Subsequent to his speech in Parliament last
Thursday the allegations have been denied by members of the public, the police, and the
families of the former and now deceased councillors of the City of Wanneroo. It is
important that there be debate on the matter and that this House determine whether the
member for Peel has abused the privilege of this Parliament. It is My view that he should
be censured by his peers, his fellow members of Parliament.
Several members interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is a convention that a censure motion be moved at the earliest
possible opportunity.
Several members interjected.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: Many members - members on this side of the House - felt that we
should have taken action immediately last Thursday when the member for Peel made his
outrageous claims; instead, members on this side sat and listened in comparative silence
for 45 minutes. We let the member for Peel have his say. We gave him his full 45
minutes to say what he could, and he made his allegations. He did not produce evidence.
He did not substantiate his allegations.
Simply, this motion is to suspend standing orders so that a substantive motion of censure
can be debated.
Several members interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members opposite seem to be incredibly enthusiastic to debate this
motion. So, I put to members opposite that they should support the motion to suspend
standing orders and let us start the debate.
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [2.49 pm]: What a cowardly effort by the Government! It
knows that traditionally we deal with these sorts of issues with a committee of privilege.
The Government does not want that because it does not want witnesses appearing. It
does not want an investigation. Members opposite are running scared. The Government
warnts to use its numbers this afternoon to censure the member for Peel. Members
opposite do not want any further investigation. They are trying to close down the issue.
If they were dinkum they would use the traditional committee of privilege process, but
they are not dinkum. In view of the situation, such a committee would provide a far
more adequate response to the issues raised surrounding the Wanneroo City Council, the
involvement of the Attorney General and the member for Wan neroo. This is a cowardly
approach by the Government. It is running scared. It is not prepared to have the
investigation which the issue warrants. Despite those comments I am pleased to say that
the Opposition is happy to take on the Government on this issue, and support the motion
for the suspension of standing orders. We think this issue deserves to be aired
thoroughly.
Mr Court: Truthfully.
Mr RIPPER: Absolutely. We have seen continuing efforts by this Government to hide
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the truth, to run away from the truth, to avoid the truth, to do anything but have the truth
come out.
MW Cowan: Are you suggesting that what the member for Peel said last week was
truthful? Tell me whether it was.
Mr RIPPER: The member for Peel based his speech on research. He will defend
himself, and we will defend him in this House.
Mr Cowan: You won't answer the question, will you?
The SPEAKER: Order! I call on the Deputy Premier to come to order.
Mr RIPPER: I thought die National Party would have taken a stronger stand than it has
to support standards of accountability in the Parliament. It seems the Leader of the
National Party has not played the role that people expected him to play in this political
situation.
Mr Mnson: Just tell us whether he was telling the truth.
Mr RIPPER: Of course the member for Peel was telling the truth.
Mr Mnson: We have you on record, too.
Mr RIPPER: What makes the Minister think that he is not telling the truth?
Mr Mnson: You will find out; just let the debate go on.
Mr RIPPER: Of course he is telling the truth. It is interesting that the Government
should move this motion to suspend standing orders. Very often I am in receipt of
representations from the Leader of the House about the progress of the Government's
legislative program. He raises some concerns about the debate in which the Opposition
engages and he presses ame to allow legislation to proceed at a faster pace. In future I will
take those representations with a grain of salt, having seen the Government prepared to
engage in this sort of political stunt this afternoon.
We are prepared to accept the motion for the suspension of standing orders; but we
expect in future, when the Opposition wants to raise points of great importance to the
public, that the Government will similarly cooperate and agree to the suspension of
standing orders. I repeat: The way to handle this issue is not the way in which the
Government has chosen. At the very minimum a committee of privilege should be
established and that, in itself, is still an inadequate response. Nevertheless, we are
prepared to take on the Government and we are con fident of our ground on this issue.
We believe the Government has made a terrible political and tactical mistake, one which
will backfire on it. The more debate there is on this issue, the more information will
come out, the more damage there will be to the Government and to the Attorney General.
As we go on, this will be just one more episode in the political demise of the Attorney
General.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [2.52 pm]: I am absolutely amazed that, given a speech
like that of the member for Peel last week in which he raised the issues that he did, the
best this Government can do is simply move to censure him in this way.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you reckon we should throw him out?
Mr D. SMITH1: flat is both cowardly and a kangaroo court method.
Mr Court: A kangaroo court when he can get up in here and accuse people of murder!
Mr D.L. SMITH: That is exactly what I am about to say. Two primary allegations were
made. First, if there was not a murder, there was so much pressure applied to individuals
that they were driven to suicide. That is on a par with the Penny Eas ton situation. In the
other place the Government chose to set up a committee of privilege. In this place the
Government is nor willing to do that. That is only half of the allegations raised by the
member for Peel last week. The second dealt with corruption in local government.
The SPEAKER: Order! I ask the member for Mitchell to resume his seat. Naturally it is
appropriate to make certain reference to the debate of last week. In the past few minutes
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the member has been wandering too far into the argument which we intend to have. I ask
the member to concentrate his remarks on the motion to suspend standing orders.
Mr D.L. SMITH: With respect to your seniority, Mr Speaker, if we are debating the
alternative methods of dealing with a matter of privilege, we must deal with the matters
thai are raised to see whether they warrant being dealt with by a committee of privilege
or in the manner suggested in this motion.
The SPEAKER: Order! If it is dane in that way, I will have no argument with the
member.
Mr D.L. SMITH: That is exactly the way I thought I was dealing with the motion. I will
reserve for the debate the question of the truth or otherwise of what the member for Peel
alleged. This motion is entirely inadequate as a means of dealing with matters that he
raised in terms of the abuse of privilege. It is entirely inadequate because of the
seriousness of the matters he raised about the deaths of individuals, corruption in local
government, and corruption in the Liberal Party in its fundraising in the northern suburbs.
Allegations of that kind should not be dealt with by a motion in this place if they raise a
question of privilege.
We know the motion will be dealt with without an investigation of the facts and without
consideration of the truth or otherwise of what the member for Peel said. They will be
dealt with purely along political lines where the Government will vote in favour and we
will vote against. We know that the Kyle inquiry was inadequate primarily because the
then mayor of Wanneroo, Dr Wayne Bradshaw, was not able to give evidence on his
account and did not wish to give evidence on Mr Kyle's account. He is now available in
this state and if there were a committee of privilege, he could be called before that
committee and asked to give evidence about the matters which he was unwilling to
discuss with the Kyle committee. This evidence -

Points of Order
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The motion before the House is that we suspend standing orders- I
am sure the member for Mitchell will make exactly the same speech a little later this
afternoon. He will have ample opportunity to raise the points he is making by way of the
debate rather than in the motion before the House.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I reiterate what I said before: We are debating whether the question of
the suspension of standing orders to have a debate of the kind suggested is the most
appropriate way of dealing with the issue of privilege. I am suggesting that it is not the
most appropriate way -
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member can argue that in debate.
Mr D.L. SMITH: - because we do not know the facts. The only way we will get the
facts is to have a committee of privilege that can call Mrs Baddock and Dr Wayne
Bradshaw. To that extent my remarks are entirely relevant and within the standing
orders. Mr Speaker, I ask you to rule accordingly.
The SPEAKER: Order! There is some merit ini the point of order raised by the Leader of
the House. I think the member has just argued very eloquently the case for his own
defence. When I asked him to do so before, the member immediately tied in his remarks
with the motion to suspend standing orders. However, in the intervening time I do not
think he has done that. As his remarks progressed, he moved into the substance of the
major debate. I call on him to restrict himself to the motion before the House. I
appreciate the difficulty in which he finds himself. Many before him have done so.

Debate Resumed
Mr D.L. SMITH: Quite frankly I am quite dismayed by your ruling, Mr Speaker, but I
will abide by it.
The SPEAKER: Order! I did not rule that the member for Mitchell had transgressed.
Your last comment implies that I did. I have not done that at all. I am saying that it is a
very difficult situation. On some occasions the member is transgressing by raising the
substance of the debate. However, as the member stated when he spoke to the point of
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order and immediately following my earlier request for him to address the motion, he has
tied his remarks to the motion.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The critical issue is whether the motion moved by the Leader of the
House is the most appropriate way of dealing with the issue raised by the member for
Peel. It is totally inappropriate. The whole essence of the motion is that members
opposite do not believe what the member for Peel said last week to be factual.
The only way we will establish whether the member for Peel is being factual is to call the
people about whom he spoke to give evidence before a committee of the House and let
the members of the committee form their own conclusions as to the truth or otherwise of
the allegations made. That is the time for this House to decide whether it is appropriate
to censure the member for Peel. The Government is running scared and trying to use a
kangaroo court method. It is certainly not doing the Government or the reputation of
politicians any good; it leaves OUr reputations in tatters because of the allegations made in
Wanneroo that have not been resolved and because we are apparently willing to deal with
them without any personal knowledge as to whether they are true. We are not giving any
opportunity to the people concerned to say whether they are true or otherwise by
allowing them to come before a committee of this House to give evidence about them.
As a parliamentarian I am ashamed that we can leave unanswered allegations as serious
as those raised by the member for Peel and concerns about the due administration of local
government in Wanneroo, in the manner we are proposing.
The question of the privilege of this House goes to the essence of what this place is
about. We are here to represent the views of Western Australians without fear or favour.
We should never allow anyone to say that we have abused that privilege unless we are
satisfied in our hearts that there has been an abuse of that privilege. The only way we
can be satisfied about these matters is to get witnesses before a select committee and
allow them to say what they wish to say. We must get the police reports, the coroner's
reports and the police reports given to the coroner, and lay them before the select
committee in order that everybody will know the full facts of the situation before we start
making judgments about whether there has been an abuse of privilege. The only way to
deal with this matter is by a select committee of privilege, as was the Easton matter. The
matters raised by the member for Peel are much more serious than the allegations in the
Easton matter. The appropriate way to deal with this is the way in which the other place
dealt with that allegation. The Government has to ask itself why it is running so scared
and why it does not want a full inquiry or examination of the facts. Why does it not want
all the allegations that have been circulating and which were repeated by the member for
Peel in his speech last week to be properly examined and investigated by this House?
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [3.03 pm]: I endorse the comments made on this side of
the House as to the appropriateness of this method of dealing with the issue. We have a
very well established method in this Chamber for dealing with issues of parliamentary
privilege, which is the setting up of a committee of privilege. As my colleagues the
members for Belmont and Mitchell said so clearly and eloquently, the only reason it is
not happening is that this Government is frightened of what may come out of such a
committee. This is an improper way to proceed in respect of these issues. I ask the
Government and the Leader of the House directly, in order for this method of dealing
with this issue to have a semblance of respectability, to guarantee to the House that the
Attorney General and the member for Wanneroo will participate in this debate. Will the
Leader of the House guarantee that will be the case?
Mir C.J. Barnett: It is entirely up to those members.
Dr GALLOP: In other words, the Government has come to this Chamber to suspend
standing orders and have a debate about claims that were made in the speech by the
member for Peel but will not guarantee that two of the leading figures, the Attorney
General and the member for Wanneroo, will participate in that debate. What a shambles!
Other members of this Parliament will vote at the end of that debate who may not even
hear from two of the leading participants in Wanneroo Inc - the member for Wanneroo
and the Attorney General. I want the Government to give us a commitment now that
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those two people 'will speak in this debate. If they do not participate in this debate it will
be a complete shambles. I might add a third individual to that list, who is our friend the
Parliamentary Secretary to the Cabinet.

Point of Order
Mr C.J. BARNETT': There will be ample opportunity through the censure motion to
debate this issue.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Peel.
Mr Marlborough: The Leader of the House is a weasel.

Withdrawal of Remark
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call the member for Peel to order and I direct him to
withdraw that remark.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I withdraw. I am sure I will have the opportunity in the future
to use more appropriate words.

Point of Order Resumed
Mr RIPPER: On the point of order, the Leader of the House has moved a motion that
standing orders be suspended to allow a debate to occur. The member for Victoria Park
is simply saying how he thinks it should be conducted. It is a perfectly valid argument.
The SPEAKER: I was listening intently to the member for Victoria Park, because I was
interested in what he was saying. I think he is swraying from the main part of the motion,
and I ask him to come back to it.

Debate Resumed
Dr GALLOP: I conclude by saying -

Mr Trenorden: Very good idea.
Dr GALLOP: [ hope the member will participate in the debate.
Mr Trenorden: I have been yawning most of the time- What else do you want me to do?
Dr GALLOP: Here we have the brave member for Avon showing his interest in this
major issue of public important.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Peel.
Dr GALLOP: I repeat that this is an inappropriate method for dealing with an issue
relating to privilege, but if this method is to have any effect -

Mr Marlborough interjected.
Mr Trenorden interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Both members will cease interjecting.
Dr GALLOP: If this is to have any semblance of respectability, the Parliamentary
Secretary to the Cabinet, the Attorney General and the member for Wanneroo must
participate. If they do not, questions will be asked about the approach of this
Government in trying to cover up what has happened in Wanneroo.
Question put and passed with a absolute majority.

MOTION - CENSURE
Member for Peel

MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloc, - Leader of the House) [3.08 pm]: I move -

That this House censures the member for Peel for having abused parliamentary
privilege by making serious allegations which he is unable to substantiate in
relation to -

2949



2950 [ASSEMBLY)

the deaths of three former Wanneroo councillors;
the actions of the executor of' the will of the late Councillor Rob Baddock;
failing to observe, in the course of his allegations, the rights of all
individuals to a fair trial and presumption of innocence;
failing to raise his concerns with police before making his allegations in
the Parliamenc; and
attacking the character of people through smear and innuendo and raising
other allegations without any substantive information to back them.

Dr Gallop: Why isn't the Premier leading this debate?
Mr C.J. BARNETIT: Because it is an appropriate debate to be led by the Leader of the
House.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Orler! The point has been very clearly made.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Last Thursday in this House the member for Peel made serious
allegations of criminal activity. He was allowed to present those allegations with little or
no interruption from this side of the House. He was given every opportunity to put up or
shut up. We never expect him to shut up but he failed to put up. He did not substantiate
what he brought forward. To remind members of the flavour of his comments, as the
corrected Hansard is not yet available -

Dr Gallop: It is available.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have not seen it. On Friday, 5 August The West Australian front
page read as follows -

Labor frontbencher Norm Marlborough said several sources told him that Dr
Bradshaw often boasted he could have someone "dispatched" for $2000 or
injected with a substance that could not be found.
"He would warn: 'Death is around the corner if you mess with Bradshaw',' Mr
Marlborough said.
Death threats and a campaign of pressure from Dr Bradshaw led to the deaths of
councillors Rob Baddock, Fred Stubbs and John Maloney, he said.

The member for Peel continued to add to those wild allegations. In doing so he
recklessly implicated members of the public. He also caused anguish and distress to the
families of those now deceased councillors of Wanneroo. He may well have prejudiced
the chances of Dr Wayne Bradshaw receiving a fair trial on the serious charges he faces.
Mr Graham interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNErr: The member for Pilbara may well chuckle in his sarcastic manner,
but no matter what eventuates concerning the charges against Dr Bradshaw, we must
defend the right of Dr Bradshaw to have a fair trial.
Mr Graham interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Graham interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Pilbara, I have repeatedly called you to order. If
you continue not to come to order I will formally call you to order.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Peel did not substantiate the allegations he made
last Thursday. He presented no evidence nor did he produce any statutory declarations
from his so-called witnesses. Not a shred of evidence was presented to this House. It has
emerged that, despite the seriousness of his allegations, he did not take them to the police
prior to making them in this House.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
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The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Peel.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I put it to members that the member for Peel has abused the
privilege of this House and of Parliament.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order for the second time the member for Peel.
Mr C.J. BARNETT': Parliamentary privilege exists so that members in this House can,
without fear or favour, raise matters they think will be of importance to the community.
The existence of parliamentary privilege does not remove the responsibility of members
to temper their remarks, to substantiate allegations or to give due consideration to
members of the public.
Dr Gallop interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Victoria Park should come to order.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: None of those responsibilities is in any way lessened by the
existence of parliamentary privilege. Following the allegations made in this House by
the member for Peel, there has been almost total denial of them by members of the
public, family members of those concerned, and the Police Force. The member for Peel
has abused his position as a member of Parliament and has abused the privilege of this
Parliament. As members of Parliament, we all share a responsibility, not to protect
ourselves as individual members, but to protect the privilege of this Parliament.
However, most importantly, it is to protect the members of the public who have no right
of reply or recourse to legal action when the privilege of this Parliament is abused in such
a blatant way as the member for Peel chose to do.
Dr Gallop: Explain why we are not having a committee of privilege.
Mr C.J. BARNEYTT: I will get to that. What will be the effect of this censure motion if
passed? For a start it will allow debate on these matters and scrutiny of the allegations
made by the member for Peel and will give him an opportunity to provide evidence to
substantiate his allegations. The member for Peel has already left the Chamber - he
lasted a long time! The member for Peel will have an opportunity to do one of two
things: To apologise to this House and to the innocent members of the public so affected
and withdraw those allegations -

Mr Catania: Can you name those innocent members of the public?
Mr C.J. BARNETT': We will get to that. If he ever returns to this Chamber today, he
will have an opportunity to either apologise to the House or substantiate the wild
allegations he made last Thursday. We will see what sort of a man the member for Peel
is when this debate is over. I suspect the member for Peel will not apologise, withdraw
or substantiate the allegations he made.
Dr Gallop: Not in this sont of kangaroo court; let us have a royal commission.
Mr C.J. BARNETT': The member for Peel will be judged by his peers in this House. We
will see how good he is if he takes the opportunity today.
Members opposite called for a committee of privilege - other speakers will talk about
that. It may well be said that if this censure motion is passed it will amount to little more
than a slap across the wrist for the member for Peel. Indeed, I concede that point.
Dr Gallop: Why not have a committee of privilege?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: A committee of privilege will not do much more. The member for
Peel is the sort of person who will not feel any regret or remorse at what occurred.
However, this IHouse can make a statement to the public of Western Australia about what
the members of this House think of his outrageous conduct- We do not expect him to feel
shame or regret or to apologise because he is not a person of that calibre or integrity, but
at least this House will be able to make a judgment.
The other choice of interest today will be that confronting the Leader of the Opposition,
who I note is not here to defend -
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Several members interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: He just came back in; he was not here before. I am glad he is back.
Mr Taylor: I am delighted to be back.
Mr CJ. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition also has a choice today - he can
endorse and back up the allegations made by the member for Peel -

Dr Gallop: Who in the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet wrote this speech for you?
Mr C.J. BARNErf: No-one writes my speeches. The Leader of the Opposition can
either endorse and back up the member for Peel or refute those allegations and discipline
the member for Peel. I presume he will speak, and therefore must vote.
Mr Taylor: I thank you for another opportunity to raise issues associated with Wanneroo
Inc.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition will have that opportunity. However,
[ remind him that the member for Peel has little or no credibility inside this House or,
indeed, outside this House. The Leader of the Opposition still clings to some credibility.
and it is his credibility that is at stake in this censure motion, The public of Western
Australia will judge what he has to say and how he votes. Will he back up the behaviour
of the member for Peel?

Wi Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr CIJ. BARNETT: I refer to some of the allegations made by the member for Peel. He
alleged that death threats were made by Dr Bradshaw and that pressure was put on
councillors. In so doing he implicated both the member for Wanneroo and Colin
Edwardes, the husband of the Attorney General. He claimed that Dr Bradshaw said that
people could be killed for $2 000. He made sensational claims that people could be
injected with lethal substances that could not be detected. He provided a real flavour of
James Bond and 007. He did everything he could in this House to sensationalise his
allegations and to achieve the front page of The West Australian. He did that, but he did
this Parliament and himself no good in so doing.
What has been the response? Dr Bradshaw has denied the allegations. Mr Baddock's
widow has not to my knowledge made public comment so far, but I understand that she is
not pleased by the behaviour in this House of the member for Peel. Councillor Beverley
Maloney, the widow of late Councillor Maloney, denied that her husband died after an
argument with Dr Bradshaw. She rejected the claims of the member for Peel. The
widow of Councillor Fred Stubbs has also made denials. A letter from her solicitor to the
member for Wellington states -

Dear Sir,
re: DR WAYNE BRADSHAW
We refer to our telephone conversation with you earlier today. We confirm that
on Friday 5 August 1994 our Mr Scott spoke with Mrs Beth Stubbs, the widow of
one of the men referred to in the article pertaining to our client, in the West
Australian during the Course of that week.
Mrs Stubbs instructed the writer to release a press statement which was released
in the West Australian newspaper on 6 August 1994. The text of the release was
that Mrs Stubbs was particularly angry at the assertions having been made by Mr
Marlborough in Parliament. She said that she and her family had been getting on
with their lives over the past 8 years or so since her late husband committed
suicide and that the statements made by Mr Marlborough were the cause of great
distress to her and her family.
She said that her late husband's death had nothing whatsoever to do with any
action of Dr Bradshaw, or any matter pertaining to the business of Council.
Indeed Dr Bradshaw had been particularly supportive of her.
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That is a clear example of a person who lost her husband and has now suffered anguish
and pain as a result of the reckless, cavalier allegations made in this House last Thursday
by the member for Peel.
The police have also made public comment on this matter. I again quote from page 4 of
The West Australian on 6 August -

WA police have dismissed allegations by Labor MP Norm Marlborough under
parliamentary privilege that threats and pressure from former Wanneroo mayor
Wayne Bradshaw led to the deaths of three councillors.
Police said yesterday Mr Marlborough's allegations had been thoroughly
investigated but did not have any substance.

The families of the deceased former councillors have refuted the claims made by the
member for Peel, as have the police. The member for Peel has not produced evidence or
substantiated those claims. He will have the opportunity to do that today.
The member for Peel made other allegations. He claimed that $250 000 was deposited in
the bank account of Rob Baddock and was withdrawn the following day. The executor
of Mr Baddock's will, Mr Bill Duffy, has denied that. Where are the records to
substantiate that allegation?
Mr Marlborough: Is he the same Bill Duffy who was a Liberal candidate at last year's
election?
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Peel has made his point very clearly.
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: I assume the member for Peel is right.
Mr Marlborough: You assume I am tight!
Mr CiJ. BARNEr:- Yes. I do not know the man.
Mr Marlborough: You assume I am right! Do you assume I am right about other things?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Peel laughs nervously, with no support around
him. He made the accusation last Thursday that $250 000 was deposited into Councillor
Baddock's bank account and was withdrawn the next day. If that is the case - and I do
not know - there should be bank records. All the member for Peel has to do is produce
those records. Where is the proof'? He can bluster and carry on as he wants, but where
are the records?
The member for Peel then made allegations about diaries. He claimed that Dr Bradshaw
had somehow got hold of two diaries from the estate of Councillor Haddock; however, he
has not been able to substantiate that allegation. Again, Mr Duffy, the executor of the
will, said there was a single diary, that it was not given to Dr Bradshaw -

Mr Leahy: At least one.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, at least one. He said that in his opinion it did not contain
information relevant to the allegations made by the member for Peel.
Previously the member for Peel has made allegations against Dr Van receiving wads of
money and the like.
It is legitimate that members raise issues in this House. Indeed, it is legitimate for the
member for Peel to raise matters concerning the City of Wanneroo. It is also legitimate
that he make use of parliamentary privilege if he needs to raise those matters. However,
it is not legitimate that he abuse that privilege. He made allegations which showed a lack
of responsibility. He did not substantiate them or produce evidence. The member for
Peel took advantage of the privilege of this House. He made accusations about people
who are now dead and about people who must be presumed innocent until proven guilty.
He made allegations and implications to the great distress of the families of the now dead
councillors. This arrogant member for Peel has the opportunity now to present evidence
and to substantiate his claims.
Mr Marlborough: You're dead right, I do.
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The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Peel.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: We will wait and see. Let us see how genuine he is, because he can
speak in this debate and produce the evidence. He can produce the bank accounts and the
sworn statements. Thec member for Peel was given his opportunity last Thursday but he
did not produce that evidence. One by one the people implicated have disagreed with
and denied his account. The police have investigated and dismissed the charges. He will
have his opportunity today. Let us see whether his allegations have substance. He has
his chance.
MR WIESE (Wagin - Minister for Police) [3.26 pm]: I take this opportunity to deal
with some of the matters that were raised in this Parliament last week by the member for
Peel. Although I was not in the Chamber I heard some of his speech over the speakers.
1, like most other members of the public and certainly many members in this House, was
appalled by some of the member's allegations made in the House on that day. One of the
matters which causes me real concern that a speech containing such allegations was made
in this House under privilege relates to the fact that on the day before during question
time the member for Peel asked me whether a coroner's inquiry had been reopened on
the Baddock death. In answering that question I clearly told the House and the member
for Peel that the police and the coroner were able to verify that the circumstances relating
to the Baddock death were being reviewed; and that was all.
Subsequent to that and knowing that this matter was being reviewed, the member for Peel
came into this House and made a range of allegations. It is my belief, and I am sure the
belief of almost every person in Western Australia, that if the member for Peel had
material and substantial evidence - or any evidence - relating to the death of Mr Baddock,
without even knowing that the matter was being reviewed he would have taken the
evidence to the police; especially after being told on the Wednesday that the whole
matter was being reviewed. Surely that would have at least prompted his conscience to
take all of that evidence to the police. However, he did not, and what has happened since
then is now history. The member for Peel came into the House and used the privilege of
this place and his position as a member of Parliament to make wild allegations. What has
happened since then? Since then all of those allegations have been considered and dealt
with. Certainly, the Police Department has stated that the allegations were all known to
the police before they were made. The Police Department has also said that they are
unsubstantiated, hearsay and innuendo.
I am concerned, as are the people of Western Australia, firstly, that the allegations were
not taken to the police and, secondly, that, by making those allegations, the member for
Peel cast doubts upon the police investigations of those matters. As soon as the Hansard
containing the allegations and innuendo was available, I sent it to the police so that they
could look at all of the matters that had been raised in this House. I then found that the
police had already interviewed the member for Peel and that he had been questioned very
closely about the matters he had raised and that he had again to back away from the
comments he made in the House.
Mr Marlborough: How do you know that?
Mr WIESE: The next morning on commercial radio - if the member wants to deny this
he is welcome to do so - he said that he was convinced at last that the police, through
Superintendent Gage, were running a very thorough investigation into the Wanneroo Inc
issue. We all know that the member for Peel was very quickly put straight by the police
about the allegations made by him in this House. He was told there was no substance to
the allegations and that the police had already carried out very substantial investigations.
However, the member for Peel continued to comment on other talkback radio programs.
Later in the day, the Assistant Commissioner of Police, Mel Hay, called a press
conference at police headquarters to deal with, firstly, the huge media interest in the
matter and their inquiries to the Police Department concerning the allegations made by
the member for Peel and, secondly, to put the minds of the public of Western Australia at
rest about the police investigations and matters raised in the Parliament. During that
press conference, Assistant Commissioner Hay made many different comments in answer
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to the questions asked of him. One of the comments he made was that - I am reading
from the transcript of the press conference - all the issues that were raised by the member
for Peel in Parliament had been investigated. Assistant Commissioner Hay went on to
say further that he did not know what extra information the member had given to police.
HeI said that, from his information, the member had spoken to the detective and the
detective had said that everything Mr Marlborough had told him were matters about
which he was already aware.
Mr Graham: Who said that?
Mr WIESE: Assistant Commissioner Hay in response to questioning at the press
conference in police headquarters on the Friday afternoon, I think. Everybody should be
concerned that the member for Peel was able to come into this Parliament and make
allegations as though they were new material being brought into the public arena.
Mr Marlborough: Did you have any knowledge of them?
Mr WIESE: I would not have any knowledge of them.
Mr Marlborough: So they were news to you. Are you a measure of the public's view
about what went on? Don't you think they were new to the public as well?
Mr WIESE: The point is not whether they were new material, but whether they were
material that had been investigated by the police and found to be unsubstantiated. That is
the point that needs to be made very clearly to this Parliament.
Mr Marlborough: That was not even die case and you know it.
Mr WIESE: The member's turn will come.
The previous speaker dealt with some of the allegations about the death of Councillor
Maloney. They were denied totally by the widow with the comment, "Where are they
getting them from?" She went so far as to ask where the Opposition was getting the
material from. I hope that question will be dealt with at some stage because that person
is not aware of where the information came from. It has been totally denied by the
people closest to those involved.
Mr Catania: Have the police gone back to those people since the member for Peel made
his statements in this House?
Mr WIESE: I am not able to answer that question.
One matter that causes me a great deal of concern in this business is that these matters
are, partially at least, the subject of ongoing police inquiries. I have grave concerns about
that, as does the Police Department, because the ongoing investigations are being
jeopardised by that sort of conduct in this Parliament.
Mr Catania: That is wrong. This is the place to bring these matters forward.
Mr WIESE: The member for Balcatta is right, but only under certain circumstances. As
I have said time and time again in this Parliament, we should be concerned that some
questions being asked in this place go a long way towards jeopardising ongoing police
inquiries. I have explained to this House that when those sorts of questions are asked,
there is no way, even if I am aware of the circumstances, that I would comment for fear
of jeopardising ongoing police inquiries. Every member has a duty to the Parliament and
to the people of Western Australia, when raising matters that are being investigated by
the police, to be responsible and to do everything he or she possibly can to ensure that he
or she in no way jeopardises inquiries being carried out by the police. Blind Freddy
would know that a person making allegations of the sort made in Parliament last
Thursday was, at least, at risk of jeopardising ongoing police inquiries.
Mr Thomas: That is wishful thinking on your part.
Mr WIESE: It is more wishful thinking on the member's part.
Mr Thomas: Form a committee so that the evidence can be tested.
Mr Catania interjected.
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The Minister is accepting incerjections and is
answering questions; however, the difficulty just experienced was that two members
interjected at once on conflicting matters. I have called members to order, and I am
aware of the list of members who have been called to order formally earlier this
afternoon. I hope that every member will be in the Chamber throughout the debate.
Mr WIESE: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker. Everyone would and should be aware of
the potential outcomes of the episode seen in Parliament last week; namely, that of
jeopardising an ongoing police inquiry. It is totally irresponsible for anyone in this
Parliament to knowingly take such action, and that is why I - as all members should be -
was so concerned about what rook place in this Parliament last week. I do not intend to
spend much more of the Parliament's time on this matter; however, I shall briefly run
through some matters on which I am able to comment. This will be helpful for the public
of Western Australia and the Parliament.
Regarding the claim that Dr Bradshaw could dispatch people for $2 000 or by way of a
lethal injection, not one person who has been interviewed by the Police Department since
January 1994 in its ongoing inquiry has raised any allegations of that nature. During the
entire police inquiry the allegation that Dr Bradshaw warned people that death was
around the corner has not been raised to the police. The police are aware of the
allegations that the pressure of death threats led to the death of three councillors;
however, no evidence supports or substantiates the allegation. The deaths the subjects of
the remarks made in Parliament have been investigated, and the official reasons for them
all have clearly been substantiated; I have seen the coroner's report on two of those
deaths, and the outlined findings have been totally substantiated by the inquiry. Again,
the allegations and insinuations are totally unsubstantiated. Also, the allegation that
Haddock's diaries went missing has not been substantiated.
Mr Catania: You have egg on your face!
Mr WIESE: The police are aware of the existence of only one diary, not two.
Mr Catania: I suggest that you sit down and keep out of it.
Mr WIESE: Interestingly, the member for Balcatta said that I will wear egg on my face.
If the member has any evidence which substantiates the innuendos he is making -
namely, that what I suggest is not correct - it is patently obvious that he should take that
information to the Police Department, rather than making insinuations in Parliament.
Government members: Hear, hear!
Mr WIESE: The member for Balcatta's conduct is absolutely disgraceful.
Regarding the allegation that a note was left in Mr Haddock's car, the police tell me that
no such note was left in that car. Again, this was a totally unsubstantiated allegation
made by the member for Peel in this Parliament. The claim that King made death threats
to Haddock and the family is unsubstantiated and have been denied to the police by Mrs
Haddock.
Mr Taylor: Why was the inquiry reopened?
Mr WIESE: I have tried hard to indicate to whom I referred as the "feathered people"
opposite last week - I will not use that expression again - that the answer I gave was that
the whole matter was being reviewed. I have not said that the inquiry has been reopened.
Mr Taylor: What is the difference?
Mr WIESE: The police and the coroner have not said that the inquiry was reopened, yet
the Leader of the Opposition - as I indicated last week - is asking questions in a way
which implies that something has happened which has not happened. I have said that the
matter has been reviewed, and that is exactly the case. That is vastly different ftrm an
inquiry being reopened.
Mr Taylor: Why is it being reviewed?
Mr WIESE: It is being reviewed as a result of police inquiries to which I have referred
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which have been ongoing, I understand, since January and have brought to light
allegations in relation to Haddock which have been investigated.
Mr Taylor: Has it been completed?
Mir WIESE: It is an ongoing inquiry.
Mr Taylor: Is the review still going?
Mr WIESE: No, the inquiry -
Mr Taylor: So what Mr Hay said on Friday is not necessarily correct at all?
Mr WIESE: The inquiry into what is being referred to as Wannerco Inc is an ongoing
inquiry, and I have indicated that to the Parliament on many occasions.
Mr D.L. Smith: I quote what you said to Parliament -

... I advised the Leader of the Opposition and the member for Peel that I have
been advised by the Commissioner of Police that the coroner, in conjunction with
the Police Department, is currently reviewing the circumstances of the death of
Mr Haddock.

Mr WIiESE: That is exactly what I have been trying to tell the House time and time again
last and this week.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Due to the improved illumination in this Chamber I
observed the member for Mitchell quoting from a blue covered uncorrected copy of
Mansard. Members have indicated that copies of last week's daily Hansard are in the
Chamber, I am yet to confirm that. If members wish to quote from the weekly Mansard,
that is all right; however, they may not quote from the uncorrected copy. Also, we are
receiving a flood of interjections and the Minister is responding to plenty of them; this is
aiding the debate. Neventheless, we should not have too many interjections.
Mr WIESE: We have dealt with the matter of the note left in the car. Regarding the
King death threats to Haddock and the family, the information given to me by the Police
Department is that these claims are false and have been denied to the police by Mrs
Baddock. The final claim was that Mrs Haddock was scared and felt intimidated, and the
police have spoken to her and she indicated that the claims were not true.
Mr D.L. Smith: How do you know that, Minister?
Mr WIESE: The Police Department has given me that information.
Mr D.L. Smith: Is that about the detail of their investigation?
Mir WIESE: No, about the fact of claims made in this House that Mrs Haddock is scared
and feels intimidated. The information given to me is that the police have spoken to Mrs
Haddock and she says that claim is not true. Last week in this House we saw an
appalling misuse of the powers of a member of Parliament.
Mr D.L. Smith: I am concerned that the Police Force is continually being used in a
political way.
Mr WIESE: If any Minister of Police has gone to great lengths to ensure that the Police
Department is not used in any sort of way in the political arena, it is 1. 1 have gone to
extreme lengths as Minister of Police to ensure that does not happen, and I certainly will
continue to do that for as long as I am in this position. What was done in this Parliament
was an appalling misuse of the powers and privileges afforded to a member of
Parliament. Any use of the powers of the Parliament to either deliberately or
inadvertently jeopardise ongoing police inquiries into a matter that is of concern to the
people of Western Australia should not be condoned. This motion of censure should be
supported by every member in this Parliament, and I believe it will be supported by every
member of the public of Western Australia. I do not believe that the privileges of
Parliament and the power of a member of Parliament should ever be used and abused in
that way.
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MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) 13.52 pm]: I will open with my defence. Mr Deputy
Speaker, I bring to your attention section 195 of the Standing Orders of the Legislative
Assembly which stares -

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

At least three members in this Chamber have a pecuniary interest in this matter.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: Do you think we have a bet on censuring you?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The motion moved by the Government is obviously an
important motion. Any censure motion against a member is very important; therefore,
the rules by which we debate the motion and by which people are voting for and against
were taken into consideration by our forefathers who were smart enough to recognise that
from time to time in this House there could be people who had a vested interest in
achieving an outcome against a member. The member for Wanneroo, the bandit in arms
with Dr Wayne Bradshaw; the member for Wellington, John Bradshaw, secretary to eight
of his brother's companies - the Opposition will go into more detail on that when we
leave this - and the Attorney General through her links with her husband, who has been a
bagman for Wayne Bradshaw for well over three years, have vested interests in making
sure that this debate is stopped. They think that by moving a censure motion against me
that will occur.

Points of Order
Mr COWAN: It is appropriate in a debate of this nature that attention be drawn to the
style of language that is used by the member for Peel in his reference to people in this
Chamber or persons outside it. I have heard at least three expressions which I regard as
being unparliamentary. An expression like bagman and the other expressions that were
used by the member for Peel are unparliamentary and they should be withdrawn and
should not be permitted in the course of this debate.
Mr GRAHAM: The point raised by the Leader of the National Party is interesting, but it
is not a point of order. The standing orders outline clearly that if a member is using
unparliamentary language one of two things could happen: Either the Speaker in the
Chair at the time can rake exception to it and rule it our of order, or a member can take a
point of order at the time the phrase is used. The Leader of the National Party is seeking
to get you to use your position as Deputy Speaker to say to the member for Peel that his
way of presenting his argument is not appropriate. If the Leader of the National Parry
objects to particular words he can take a point of order on those words and the Speaker
can rule whether they are unparliamentary. The course that is not open to the Leader of
the National Parry or to you, Mr Deputy Speaker, is to determine how the member for
Peel will put his argument.
Mr RIPPER: The language used by the member for Peel might sting the Government
from time to rime, and the Government deserves to be stung on this issue, but that is not a
justification to have his comments withdrawn.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Any member of the House is entitled to bring to the attention
of the Chair through a point of order a matter that he or she believes should be considered
and to request the Speaker to give consideration to requesting the member who made an
unparliamentary statement to withdraw his comments. Many of the words that were used
by the member for member for Peel can be used in some senses, but nor in others;
however, I take the Deputy Premier's point. If one referred to another member as a
bagman one would be getting close to the mark.
Mr D.L. Smith: He referred to the member's husband.
Mr Tubby: That is even worse; it is an abuse of privilege.
Mr McGinty: Set up a committee of privilege then.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I did not say someone did, I said if someone referred
to a member as a bagman that would be reflecting adversely on a member of Parliament
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and a member of this place. I will not request the member for Peel to withdraw his
remarks but I will listen reasonably intently, and if the member impugns another member
in this place I will request him to withdraw his comments, which is my responsibility in
trying to run this place in a fair way to implement standing orders.

Debate Resumed
Mr MARLBOROUGH: On this very serious matter I draw to the attention of the House
Standing Order No 195 which states -

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

I am suggesting that the pecuniary interests lie with at least three people on that side of
the House. One could argue that as Wannemoo Inc unwinds, far mome people on that side
of the House will be implicated. I suggest that as Wanneroo Inc unwinds and the police
inquiries continue, at least one or two government members in the upper House will be
implicated. Standing Order No 195 was put there so that the shenanigans of this
Government could not be allowed to take place; that is, for government members to sit in
their bivouacs over the weekend reading the smoke signals in whatever way they see fit,
as long as the truth of the issue is bypassed, and then to come in here and use the
Parliament to censure me. For what? For simply bringing out into the public, as the
Minister for Police indicated, information that the Government did not have. The
Minister did not have it. When he came into this Parliament last Wednesday, he advised
our leader that he could not answer the question of which I had given some notice about
whether an inquiry was taking place into the death of Rob Baddock. I know that he will
agree he said that. Two minutes later the Minister rushed up to me and said, "No; you
can ask the question." When the proceedings of the House finished at six o'clock in the
evening the Minister buttonholed me in the corridor and asked me how I got the advice
about the policy inquiry. He and I know he indicated to me that he could not understand
how I got the information because it had taken him two and half hours or more to get it
from the department.
Mr Wiese: I indicated to the House that I was not able to verify it.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The issue is Standing Order No 195, and how this House will
judge it. I point out that Standing Order No 196 allows me to address this in more detail
after the division is taken. Standing Order No 196 states -

The vote of a Member may not be challenged except on a substantive motion
moved immediately after the division is completed, and the vote of a member
determined to be so interested shall be disallowed.

Those two standing orders were not put in for fun and games; they were put in to stop
precisely what is going on at this moment. Having brought this matter to the attention of
the House, I will now speak to the motion that is before the House and will immediately
address the issue of the deaths of three former Wanneroo councillors. This motion, in
part, states -

That this House censures the member for Peel for having abused parliamentary
privilege by making serious allegations which he is unable to substantiate in
relation to -

the deaths of three former Wanneroo councillors;
the actions of the executor of the will of the late Councillor Rob Baddock;
failing to observe, in the course of his allegations, the rights of all
individuals to a fair trial and presumption of innocence;
failing to raise his concerns with police prior to making his allegations in
the Parliament; and
attacking the character of people through smear and innuendo ...

Is it not a pity that in rushing to the defence of their mate Dr Wayne Bradshaw, the
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notorious doctor from Wanneroo, government members have come into this House to
move such a motion? All of the evidence that the police have before them today is
exactly the evidence which forms the basis of his being charged on at least two counts
and perhaps others. If government members do not like what I say about him and his evil
web, maybe they will listen to people who were close to him.
I will quote from a letter I received this weekend. I point out to the Government that I
received this information about Dr Wayne Bradsbaw from his friends. Before I read it
out, Mr Deputy Speaker, please accept my apologies for the language. I think it is
appropriate, in putting forward my defence for my actions, that members opposite get
some feel for the man they are now defending, before a vote is taken. It will show just
what the Government is up against. The information states -

Dr Bradshaw said Pavlinovich was nothing but a fuck shit and I didn't want
anything to do with him but he was sick to death of developers making money
and it was about time that he started making some money. From that rime on
Dr Bradshaw would get money from developers and this would be the First one.

The information continues -

He said it in a burst of temper -

He being Dr Wayne Bradshaw -

. .. if fucking Pavlinovich wants this development, you tell him we want $20 000.
You fucking tell him that we want $20 000. Tell him to protect himself he can
pay it into a trust account with Ron Harman Realty - t money will be safe. If
the development does not get the go ahead, he'll get his money back.

That is the information I have received. I will tell the Government something: That
information was good enough for the Director of Public Prosecutions to use to lay
charges against Dr Wayne Bradshaw. Those opposite are running to protect this monster
who has plagued and manipulated people's lives. That is what was said to the Director of
Public Prosecutions.
Mr Kierath: You would know all about that; manipulation of people's rights.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It was not challenged. It was said by a very close associate of
Dr Wayne Bradshaw. I do not have to name him. Government members can go to the
DPP. He will tell them. They can go to the court hearing and they will be told there. I
can go on. Government members will get the same information as I have just read out
about this man - if he can be called that - this associate of the Liberal Party, who was up
to his neck with the Government in the muck and mire that went on in Wan neroo. The
Government backbenchers have been sucked in by their leader They should wake up to
themselves. The backbenchers have a political career in front of them, some more than
others. They should not be dragged down by this nonsense.
Mr Kierath: And you have not!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: This is unbelievable. Do the government backbenchers realise
what they are defending? If they do not want to accept -

Mr Kierath: You are an animal in the gutter.
Withdrawal of Remark

The DEPUT1Y SPEAKER: Order! I ask the member to resume his seat. The Minister
for Labour Relations made an unparliamentary remark and I ask him to withdraw.
Mr KIERATH: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Mr MARLBQROUGH-: If the Government does not want to accept my version of events
which have taken place over the past eight months, I will draw their attention to the
deaths, and to what the police said. In The Weekend Australian of 6 August an article
stated -
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An assistant commissioner of police. Mr Mel Hay, said yesterday that allegations
that Bradshaw had threatened to kill fellow councillors and was somehow
involved in the death of at least one were just rumour, gossip and hearsay. What
Mr Marlborough is quoting in Parliament is what he's been told and what the
police have been told but there is no substance.

Are the actions of the police over that 48 hour period not amazing? I will take members
through the sequence of events. I raised a question in Parliament with the Minister for
Police on Wednesday about whether an inquiry was taking place into the death of Rob
Baddock. First of all the Minister said that he was not able to answer it.
Mr Wiese: That is not true. I have never said that I could not answer it. I said that at
this stage I was not able to get information from the Police Department to answer the
question that you were going to ask in the Parliament. Two minutes later I got the
information and I went straight across and said, "I can now answer that question."
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is what I said.
Government members: No, it is not.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Dr Turbull interjected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Has the member for Collie woken up?
Dr Turnbull: I have had my eyes open.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: To clarify for the record, it is true that the Minister for Police
said nothing directly to me at that time; it was related to me by the Leader of the House
from outside. I apologise if anything was misconstrued. Initially I did not have the
information, but shortly after I indicated that I did have it. I was simply telling the story
in order to get into context the role of the police in all of this. On Wednesday we were
told by the coroner and by the police, as read into the Hansard, that an investigation was
under way. We were subsequently told by Commissioner Falconer -

Mr Wiese: You used the wrong word; it was a review.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I said "review". What is the difference?
Mr Wiese: You said "investigate".
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Commissioner Falconer said over the weekend that the police
had given new evidence to the coroner. Is the Minister aware of the new evidence?
Mir Wiese: I am not aware that even that comment was made by the commissioner.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Afterwards the Minister and I will listen to the tape.
Commissioner Falconer said on the Wednesday that the police had given the coroner new
evidence so that the inquiry could take place. On the Thursday, in this House, I raised
numerous allegations about the role of Dr Bradshaw in the running of his evil empire in
Wanneroo. I linked that with the role of the Liberal Party, particularly the Attorney
General who has a longstanding relationship with Dr Bradshaw, and with the member for
Wanneroo, who is a business partner with Dr Bradshaw and who is referred to in the
Kyle report as a result of his association with Dr Bradshaw. At the same time I spoke
about how he controlled that empire, which was either by using his disciples or by direct
statement to the individuals to let them know quite clearly that if they did not toe the line
certain things could happen.
I was clearly aware when I spoke that the police had tried to contact me that morning. I
made the decision not to talk to them. I did not want to talk to the police before I came
into this Parliament because that may have compromised what I had to say, nor did I
want to give them any information that would compromise them. I wanted to tell it in
this Parliament on behalf of the little people in Wanneroo who have never been able to
defend themselves and who have been threatened in all sorts of ways by Dr Bradshaw
and his henchmen. There was not a journalist in this Chamber who had not heard the
stories, but they had not heard them from me. Just as the police indicated in their
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statement in The Weekend Australian that they had heard the statements, every reporter
over the past two or three years has heard similar statements about Dr Bradshaw.
However, because of the libel laws in this country, they were unable to print them or tell
anything of this evil empire. If one is in a roam with an individual and is threatened by
that person and as a result one goes to the police, the police simply ask for the evidence.
Yet, the only evidence is that the other party was there and made the threats. Lo and
behold, when the police speak to the other party he denies it, and the police say that they
cannot act on rumour and innuendo. I sympathise with them. Rather than waste their
time, they must pursue someone on the basis of whether he can be charged and whether a
matter will hold up in court.
That is not my role as a member of Parliament. My role is to focus on Dr Wayne
Bradshaw and his relationship with the Liberal Party, particularly the Attorney General.
She is the first law officer of this state and, judging by the way she is running her
department, she should be sacked today. I want to know why the member for Wanneroo
is sitting here. I ask the Minister for Police at what stage are the inquiries into the
member for Wannerco. When will the Minister for Police be able to advise the Premier
of what action will be taken against the member for Wanneroo? When does the Minister
for Police think the police - who seem to tell other people well before they tell him - will
be able to advise him?
Mr Wiese: That is right!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: When does he think the police will advise him that charges will
be laid against the member for Wanneroo?
Mr Wiese: I am not sure that the police must or will advise me. I expect if that were to
happen they would go ahead and do it. Surely that is the right and proper way for
something of that nature to be done?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Does the Minister agree that the inquiry into the activities of the
member for Wanneroo is taking place?
Mr Wiese: I am unable to verify it-
Mr MARLBOROUGH: He is unable to verify it when the Premier has spent taxpayers'
money on a financial inquiry into the activities of the member for Wanneroo. Why
would he hold such an inquiry if the inquiry by the police was not taking place? Is the
Minister really in charge of his portfolio? Does he know what is going on? Why would
the Premier spend thousands of dollars of taxpayers' money to hold an appropriate
inquiry into the finances of the member for Wanneroo if a police inquiry was not taking
place? He does not have an answer.
Mr Wiese: My memory is that that was related to an issue raised in this House probably
12 months ago and that the matter was finished.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Will the Minister for Police categorically deny to this House
that the police have in their possession a tape recording of a witness who tells the police
of death threats made to the witness directly by Dr Wayne Bradshaw?

Points of Order
Mr COWAN: I do not in any way want to stifle the -

Mr Marlborough: Not much.
Mr COWAN: I do not wish to do that, but I draw to your attention, Mr Deputy Speaker,
the fact that any reference to Dr Wayne Bradshaw must be dealt with very carefully.
Mr Marlborough: The censure motion is about my reputation against his.
Mr COWAN: Before the member for Peel becomes terribly excited, he should let me
finish what I was about to say. A clear distinction should be made between a straight
reference to Dr Bradshaw and references to evidence in any matter that may be used in a
case that is already before the courts. You, Mr Deputy Speaker, should then make a
decision on the sub judice rule as it relates to this Parliament. The member for Peel can
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refer to Dr Bradshaw as often as he likes but when he starts to go further and deal with
matters of evidence, that comes very close to clashing with the sub judice. rule of this
House. I ask you, Mr Deputy Speaker, to make a decision so that the member for Peel
can have some guidance on what he can and cannot use in this debate.
Mr RIPPER: That is really a bit rich coming from the Government. The Government
comes into this House, seeks suspension of standing orders moves a motion of censure
against the member for Peel, and states that he should produce evidence of what he stared
in this House. However, when he wants to produce evidence the Government says it
cannot be done because it might be sub judice. It is laughable. Does the Government
want the member for Peel to debate this issue properly? If the Government is not
covering, the Deputy Premier should not cake that point of order.
Mr GRAHAM: Can I further assist on the question of sub judice raised by the Deputy
Premier? If, in listening to the member for Peel, you, Mr Deputy Speaker, find that some
of the matters raised are sub judice and should not be addressed by him, I will take a
further point of order and request that the motion be ruled out of order. The motion
intends to censure the member for Peel on the basis of unsubstantiated allegations. If
they are sub judice and substantiated in the courts by charges, the motion is our of order.
Mr McGINTY: Further to that point of order, the question of sub judice can arise only in
relation to matters which are properly before the courts. Dr Wayne Bradshaw is facing
two criminal charges before the courts of this state, both of which relate to an improper
payment made in respect of the Craigie Roller Rink. I have not heard the member for
Peel make any reference to the subject matter of those charges. It is not appropriate for
someone to stand up in this place and state that because Dr Bradshaw is facing very
serious criminal charges in the courts that comment in respect of him relating to other
matters is not permissible in this Parliament. Sub judice is confined to the matters before
the courts and as the member for Peel has not raised anything at all relating to those
charges, there is no point of order.

Deputy Speaker's Ruling
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I have been provided with a written copy of the charges
which have been laid. I have that in front of me. I also read to the House a statement
which reflects the general policy in this area -

Every Parliament should jealously guard its freedom to debate matters of
importance or concern to the public. Subject to the usual rules governing
procedure in the House, there is no rule which forbids a member from debating
any matter and it is important to note that the House has not adopted a Standing
Order prohibiting debate on any matter considered to be sub judice. While
Standing Order 2 includes certain proceedings within the definition of "matters
sub judice". any restriction on debate in the House is applied as a matter of
practice based upon the perceived need to preclude the Parliament from
prejudicing cases before the court.
The essence of the rule as applied in this House is that if it appears to the Chair
that there is a substantial danger of prejudice to the trial of a case, then debate
should be restricted only insofar as that substantial danger exists.
I should point out however, that where there is an overwhelming public interest in
a matter being debated, and much of the material which would be discussed has
already been brought before the public in other ways, it is difficult to see how the
legitimate deliberations of this House are likely to substantially further prejudice
proceedings before the courts.

I am also influenced by the following view published in the Australian Law Journal
volume 39 page 186. It states -

The whole concept works on a basis of guesswork. One is never able to know
with any degree of certainty whether debate or discussion is likely to prejudice an
impartial hearing. But, at least in our present society, judges do not give the
appearance of being delicate hot-house plants, bound to wilt under any wind
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which blows choir way. Juries may be more of an unknown quantity, but may it
not be assumed that they comprise reasonably intelligent beings who can be relied
upon to distinguish between out-of-court comment and the evidence in court upon
which they are sworn to base their decisions?

Until the Chair is convinced chat there is a substantial danger that debate will prejudice a
case before the courts, there is no alternative but to let the debate proceed. That will be
my ruling. I indicate to members that it is quite appropriate for the matter to be raised. I
also indicate to members that I have a copy of the two charges that have been laid. That
gives me an opportunity to reflect on the debate in the light of those matters.

Debate Resumed
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker, for the ruling. The question I
asked the Minister for Police was not whether he would give me details of the tape, but
whether he could confirm or deny that such a tape recording had taken place with an
individual. 1 am simply asking the question; I am not suggesting it is there. Is he aware
chat such a tape exists in the Police Force? Is he aware that within that tape many
allegations are made by this person about Dr Wayne Bradshaw? Is he aware that within
this tape there are allegations of a personal threat to someone's life made by the person
on the tape? I ask the Minister those questions.
Mr Wiese: I am not able to confirm.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Can the Minister deny it?
Mr Wiese: I am not able to confirm what is being alleged. Even if I were in a position to
confirm it, I would not do so on the basis that it is an operational matter and I will say
nothing in this Parliament that would prejudice police operational matters.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The backbenchers of the Liberal and National parties should go
and find out because if this Minister cannot tell us, they should make their own inquiries
and find out whether the police are in possession of such a tape from a key witness. They
should find out for themselves because it is obvious this Minister does not have a clue
what is going on in this area. That is being kind to the Minister. It is either that or he
knows all about it and is covering up. He is part of the cover up, pant of the trifecta
consisting of the Premier, the Attorney General, and the member for Wanneroo. I
personally do not think -

Points of Order
Mr WIESE: That comment deliberately impinges upon my reputation and is untrue. I
ask you to rule that they be withdrawn, The accusations are extremely serious and should
be withdrawn.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I was listening to the comments made and I do not
believe that they impinge upon the Minister for Police's reputation as a member in this
place. At times these decisions are reasonably difficult because people have a latitude in
the way in which they put those things. It was not a deliberate statement which
impugned the Minister, and therefore it is not a point of order.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Is the Minister for Police arguing against the Deputy Speaker's
ruling.
Mr Wiese: I would not dare to go against the Deputy Speaker's ruling on this issue.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will move on to the other statements made last weekend about
the activities of Dr Wayne Bradshaw and his group at Wanneroo Council who terrorised
City of Wanneroo councillors, some of the business community and various individuals.
These are not my words, they are the words of many other people and, clearly, they are
the same sonls of views as expressed within the Kyle report.
I made a statement that after Rob Baddock had nominated for council he was approached
by Dr Wayne Bradshaw in the middle of a week, and in his living room he was told that
he would be paid $1 000 not to run for council. We now know the name of the other
councillor who was in that room. Last week I did not name the other person who was
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with him, but it was revealed by Dr Wayne Bradshaw, who was questioned by the media
about my statement in this House last Thursday, that the other councillor was Joe
Hawkins. In addition, another party was present, and I refer to Rob Baddock's wife.
Therefore, two witnesses to that event are still alive.
A Government member: Who is it?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I advise the Minister for Police and the Premier that I know who
told me the story. It was not a figment of my imagination. The person who told me the
story was present when this event took place. The legal advice I received last weekend is
that the action taken by Dr Wayne Bradshaw in offering someone $1 000 not to run for a
council election when he had already nominated is an indictable offence. Instead of the
Minister for Police wasting his rime trying to embarrass me he should tell the House what
evidence he has to indicate that the police are pursuing that issue with Dr Wayne
Bradshaw.
Mr Wiese: I would not be able to comment on that matter.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: There are many legal people opposite and they, along with
others, will know that it is an indictable offence. I stand by my witness; I know my
witness was telling the truth.
It is interesting that the Minister for Police is able to report to this House that the
policeman who interviewed Mrs Baddock says that she was not threatened. I suggest the
Minister for Police go back to the officer concerned and ask him to give his answer
again, and that he listen to what he says. I ask the Minister to do that because many
members on this side of the House and members of the public are starting to ask
questions about the role of police and how they are performing under him. Although my
witness does not want to face the media - the Minister and I are happy to do so because
we are used to it - my witness advised me last weekend that if the matter goes before a
court or a royal commission they will come forward and tell the truth. I suggest to the
Minister that he get to the truth. The truth is that Dr Wayne Bradshaw offered $1 000 to
Rob Baddock not to run for council. The truth is that when the offer was declined Dr
Wayne Bradshaw offered to pay for Rob Baddock's campaign if he gave his preferences
to Dave King.
I move on now to the diaries. My witness tells me that they were aware of two diaries.
The witness told me that not only before I came into this House last Thursday, but also as
I left it. My witness tells me that in their opinion there are two diaries, one of which they
sighted. The diary contained personal matters. My witness did not sight the other diary
but was told that it contained matters pertaining to the Wanneroo City Council. I am
amazed at the backbenchers opposite who have listened to the claptrap from the Minister
for Police and the Premier which states that there is no truth in the matter. The Minister
should go back to the police and ask for the truth.
The truth of what happened to the diaries after the death of Rob Baddock is that his
widow went to the executor of his will, Bill Duffy - honest Bill who stood as an
Independent at the last election and was funded by the Liberal Party - and asked for the
diaries and persona] records belonging to her husband. She was told by him that
Dr Wayne Bradshaw had claimed the diaries and that he had said they were his. He said
that Rob Baddock had left them to him. I know that to be the truth. I know my witness
will go to a court of a royal commission and say it is the truth. That is the strength I
have. It is the truth and I will continue to pursue the truth. We will get to the end of it
and whether the Government likes it or not, it will be forced to call a royal commission
into this issue because that is the only way the truth will come out.
Several members interjected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I would have had one more witness, but unfortunately he is
dead.
Mr Tubby: You have one person who made an allegation.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The reason the member for Roleystone is not a Minister is that
he has trouble interpreting issues. That is the reason he went from a bright shadow
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Minister to a dull backbencher. The reality is chat I know the source of my information
and I know they will tell the truth.
Let us consider what happened about the diaries last weekend. It was an amazing turn of
events and I suggest to members that they read last Thursday's The West Australian.
When Bill Duffy was first approached by The West Australian he did not know what
answer to give. The best he could do was to say that as the executor of the will he thinks
there was, there may have been, but he did not know. However, in Friday's edition of
The West Australian he was able to describe one of the diaries as being a foot square with
a blue, hard back cover. He also said he had read it. He said that he would look for the
other one. The Minister for Police and the Premier should chink about what he said. I am
referring to the Independent candidate for the Liberal Party at the last state election who
is a mate of members opposite - another backside they are trying to cover. They are up to
their eyes in Wanneroo Inc, side by side and arn in arm with Dr Wayne Bradshaw, the
Attorney General, the member for Wanneroo and all the other people who were involved
in this issue.
Mr Kierath interjected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I suggest that "Matches" should save himself by keeping quiet.
I do not have time to talk about him setting his office on fire today, but I will deal with it
at a later date. I do not have time to tell the House today how the day before the member
for Riverton was due to go to the Magistrate's Court to be prosecuted for the illegal
payment of wages, his office mysteriously caught fire and all his records were burnt. I do
not have time to tell that story today, it will save for another day! I advise the Minister
for Labour Relations to sit there quietly. He is in enough trouble and has enough people
after him. We are concentrating today on the Premier, the Attorney General, and the
member for Wanneroo, and I will have a go at the member for Wellington. I will come
to him later.
What did we discover from Bill Duffy, the executor of the will? I ask the Minister for
Police whether the police have advised him of the sorts of inquiries they have held into
the missing diaries. Do the police have evidence about who has the diaries? Have they
questioned Dr Wayne Bradshaw about whether he received the diaries? We know what
Dr Bradshaw said to the media, but we would not expect him to tell the truth. When has
he ever told the truth? One of his closest friends and allies, as I said earlier, has already
indicated that Dr Bradshaw personally threatened a person's wellbeing. I ask the
Minister for Police when he will mate sure the police ask Dr Wayne Bradshaw about the
diaries. When will the Minister make sure the police and the Director of Public
Prosecutions thoroughly investigate the allegations about the diaries? I suggest that the
diaries are an extremely crucial pant of this whole issue. They possibly have within them
an important record of the events that occurred in this evil and corrupt web of Wanneroo
Inc. I suggest that the reason they have disappeared into the hands of Dr Wayne
Bradshaw is that they most likely, in -writing, implicate far more people than Dr
Bradshaw. I suggest that is the reason the Attorney General will not handle this matter in
the way she should as the first law officer of the state.

Withdrawal of Remark
M~r C.J. BARNETT: I refer to Standing Order No 132 and suggest that the member for
Peel is now impugning the reputation of the Attorney General, and implying she has
improper motives in this case. I ask that he withdraw those comments.
Mr RIPPER: I express some astonishment that the Government should move a censure
motion against the member for Peel, after having standing orders suspended, and then
seek to restrict the right of the member for Peel to defend himself. The Government
wants to censure him but it does not want him to say anything nasty about Wayne
Bradshaw or the Attorney General, or to defend himself. That cannot be allowed.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Having looked at Standing Order No 132. I believe the
statement made by the member for Peel imputes an improper motive to the Attorney
General in her position, and I ask the member for Peel to withdraw.
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Mr MARLBOROUGH: Can you, Mr Deputy Speaker, explain that. I am sorry, I was
not listening.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The member for Peel indicated in his speech that in his view
the Attorney General was not taking certain action which she should because of
implications with this problem.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I did not hear the last part.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: There has been an imputation chat the Attorney General has
not taken action which she should have taken because of an improper motive. Under
Standing Order No 132 1 ask the member for Peel to withdraw any such imputation.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am happy to withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The people of Western Australia have already made their
judgment on the Attorney General. As I told this House last week, I am proud to be one
of the 78 per cent who want her to go. I am in the majority and speak on behalf of the
majority of Western Australians - I want her to go. She is a disgrace and should not be
the number one law officer in this state, because the Kyle report stated that Colin
Edwaales, her husband, was up to his eyeballs in corruption and standover tactics with
Dr Wayne Bradshaw. I do not have to say more than that. Everybody in Western
Australia now knows that was in the Kyle report.

Points of Order
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The whole censure motion is about the member for Peel producing
evidence. The member for Peel has made accusations about the husband of the Attorney
General. He claims to have quoted from the Kyle report. If he quotes from chat report,
he should quote accurately. He has failed to do so and has made up his own comments
and is impugning the Attorney General.
Several members inteijected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I advise the member for Marangarco that I am taking
points of order and he is mouthing something across the Chamber. If he wants to take a
further point of order, he will have the opportunity.
Mr RIPPER: It is clear that the Leader of the House is- beginning to realise his grand
tactic for today is backfiring in a terrible way for the Government, and he is trying to
protect the Attorney General and other people involved in Wannerno Inc from the
defence of the member for Peel. There is no point of order. The Leader of the House has
not quoted any standing order that applies to his point of order, and he is simply
expressing the growing sensitivity and growing realisation on the Government benches
that it has made a blue today.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: There is no point of order.

Debate Resumed
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is amazing that the Government has come into the House and
tried to destroy my reputation, but continues throughout this debate to jump to dhe
defence of the Attorney General, Dr Wayne Bradshaw, and the members for Wanneroo
and Wellington.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: We are asking you to be factual.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am being factual, and Government members do not like that. I
ask the Leader of the House when he will open a proper inquiry into this matter, so that
we can look into the honesty in this situation and who has the diaries. Who has the
diaries? Where is the Premier in all this? Does he not want to be smeared any more by
Wanneroo Inc? Has he had enough?
Mr Kierath: The member for Peel cannot remember the last time he told the truth,

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr LEAHY: The member for Riverton just said that the member for Peel cannot
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remember the last time he told the truth. Such comments have been taken up a number of
times from members opposite, and I ask that he withdraw.
The AC7iNG SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! The member for Riverton has slightly
impugned the integrity of the member for Peel and I ask him to withdraw.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Under Standing Order No 132 it could be considered that he
has reflected on another member's integrity. I ask the member to withdraw.
Mr Graham interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Ogler!
Mr KIERATH: Can I raise a point of order?
Mr Graham interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: I formally call to order the member for Pilbara.
Mr KIERATh: I withdraw.

Point of Order
Mr KIERATh: I did not impugn the member's integrity -

Mr Ripper: Point of order, Mr Acting Speaker,
The ACTNG SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): The Minister is standing on a point of order. I
will decide whether it is a point of order, and if he is canvassing my opinion I will cell
him so.
Mr KIERATH: I took great care with my remarks -
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Ordier!
Mr KIERATH: I asked a specific question of the member. I have been doing that all
afternoon. At no stage has he answered. I was careful with the content of my question so
that I did not accuse him in unparliamentary terms. I took great care and I do not think
that I impugned his integrity.
The ACTING SPEAKER: That is not a point of order.

Debate Resumed
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Of course this attack on me, this motion, is simply part of the
strategy by the Government to create a smokescreen around Wanneroo Inc. It is a tactic
by the Government to try to somehow distance itself, where possible, from Dr Wayne
Bradshaw. It is interesting that the use of this tactic in Parliament is not much different
from that used by Dr Bradshaw and his henchmen. We know the tactic. I will remind
members about Arnold Dammers. He was threatened by the member for Wauineroo,
when he was a police officer, that he would disclose a criminal record that Mr Danimers
had as a 15 year old. Arnold Damrners was threatened also by the husband of the
Attorney General. Statements have been made to the police that he was threatened in that
way. When those threats did not work, Arnold Dammers received a white feather in the
council chambers. However, those tactics did not work on Arnold Dammers, or on
anybody else who tried to bring out the truth at Wanneroo; that is, those in council who
did not have the protection I have. While that was taking place people received writs.
This motion today is a parliamentary writ. It is an attempt to try to stop me, but it will
not work because it will not stop me. It gives me more strength to continue to bring to
this House the evidence that I have.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The motion is a tactic just like that used by Dr Bradshaw to stop
people bringing out the truth. It is now being implemented by the Government. The
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tactic, as I indicated last Thursday, is part of a mechanism to keep this evil empire going.
Within any community, people can see what is right and what is wrong. When they see
what is wrong they might not act immediately, but when they see it for long enough they
will go to the appropriate body - whether the council chamber, the police, a friend or a
member of the family - and they will say what they believe is going on. That mechanism
of truth works in the community, but people do not have the opportunity that I have.
That mechanism was very effective in Wanneroo. I remind the Government that prior to
the Kyle inquiry being commissioned by the then Minister for Local Government, many
of the things that went on in Wanneroo were told to the police. I can remember on at
least two occasions, prior to the Kyle inquiry being called, articles in The West Australian
in which the police said - and I think it was over the Pavlinovich case in 1987, because
the Kyle inquiry was not called until 1990 - that they had made inquiries but it was a
rumour and innuendo, and they could not take it further. However, the little people in
Wanneroo who wanted the truth to come out got their act together and put the facts as
they knew them in writing. They cried to get it through the council by raising questions
and at last took the evidence - if one likes, it was rumour and innuendo - to the Minister.
On seeing the written information, rumour and innuendo, the Minister had the guts and
the integrity to realise that something was bad in Wannewoo; something was terribly
wrong in Wanneroo.
I now ask government members a question: Who thinks that things were okay at the
Wanneroo council in the 1980s? Members should put up their hands -

Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Who thinks that Dr Wayne Bradshaw was doing the right thing
in Wanneroo in the 1980s? Members opposite should put up their hands if they think
that. Does the Leader of the House support Dr Wayne Bradshaw?
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Does the Leader of the National Party support Dr Wayne
Bradshaw?
Mr Cowan: I will answer that question if you say whether you support Brian Burke or
his successor.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Absolutely! The Leader of the National Party is not bad! He
asked me a question about Brian Burke and said that if I gave an answer he would answer
my question about his support for Dr Bradshaw. I gave the answer, but he will not
answer my question; he asked me another question!
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Leader of the National Party said he would answer the
question: Does he support Dr Wayne Bradshaw?
Mr Cowan: I do not know Dr Wayne Bradshaw.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I did not ask that.
Mr Cowan: I do not even know him.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: In the light of the information that the member has read about
Dr Wayne Bradshaw, does he think he could support Dr Bradshaw?
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is obvious that the Leader of the National Party has more
intelligence than to align himself with Dr Wayne Bradshaw and his activities. I can tell
you, Mr Acting Speaker, thai the reason for the cover-up regarding a proper inquiry, such
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as the Kyle inquiry or a royal commission, is because the Government does not want to
face up to the truth. The truth hurts.
I ask the Leader of the House, in the absence of the Premier, can he tell us whether
Dr Wayne Bradshaw's company, Silkwood Nominees, in 1989 paid $30 000 commission
to the member for Wanneroo when he was a police officer? Can the Leader of the House
tell us whether he has any knowledge of that?
Mr CJI. Barnett: No, I have no knowledge.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Leader of the House has no knowledge of it. Can he tell us
whether the Premier told him and the caucus that there was nothing wrong with the
finances of the member for Wanneroo, as indicated in the Mann report? Can he tell us
whether the Premier, who is not here at the moment, informed him and/or any of his
colleagues about Silkwood Nominees Pry Ltd, owned by Dr Wayne Bradshaw, paying
$30 000 in commission to the member for Wanneroo when he was a police officer?
Mr Cowan: We do not have a caucus.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Premier did not advise him of that. This is the same soft of
running of government of which the royal commission accused this side of the House;
that is, a Premier in isolation, not telling either his Cabinet or Parliament what went on.
Let us look at how serious is the statement by the Leader of the House. We have the
Mann report into the activities of the finances of the member for Wannemoo, which cost
thousands of dollars of taxpayers' money. This House and the taxpayers of Western
Australia deserve an answer. In the absence of the Premier, I ask the Leader of the
House, in light of the statement I have just made, whether he will table the Mann report
so that we may look at this member's finances.
Mr C-J. Barnett: This is rather pointless. 1 do not have the Mann report. I have never
read it and have never seen it.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: As a result of the information I have just given, which is easy to
follow and is on the company's records, in the Premier's absence, will the Leader of the
House ask the Premier to table the Mann report so that we may look at the finances of the
member for Wanneroo?
Mr C.J. Barnett: I understand that the report has gone to the police and the Director of
Public Prosecutions. If you have a question for the Premier, I suggest you ask him.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The question is to the Leader of the House. Will he ask the
Premier to table the Mann report in light of what I have just told him? The Mann report
needs tabling, because it refers to the 1989 financial documents of Silkwood Nominees,
which is a company referred to in the Kyle report. On page 2-6 under the heading
"Conflict of Interest" it states -

All of the funds required to establish the lunch bar and its initial working capital
were provided by Silkwood Nominees Pty Ltd as trustee for the Wayne Bradshaw
Family Trust. Borserio says that Bradshaw agreed to lend these funds to Metcalf
Holdings Pty Ltd at her request. She obtained Bradshaw's approval and then
drew cheques ...

The conclusion of the Kyle report, says this -

The Inquiry accepts the evidence of Melvin. It rejects the evidence of Borserio

She was then the secretary to Wayne Bradshaw and is now the wife of the member for
Wanneroo. The accounts of Silkwood Nominees, which we now know is a family trust
company for Dr Wayne Bradshaw, indicate that in that financial year the member for
Wanneroo, then a police officer on a wage of approximately $40 000, received $30 000
for services rendered.
In light of what I have just said, and the Leader of the National Parry trying to portray
himself as a responsible person, will he ask the Premier to table the Mann report so that
we may look at the financial dealings of the member for Wan neroo? Never mind that the
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report has been given to the police or the DPP; it has been paid for by the taxpayers. We
on tbis side of the House and the public of Western Australia want to know whether the
Mann report looked at that $30 000 payment made in 1989 when the member for
Wanneroo signed himself on a document as a police officer and real estate agent and
whether, in light of the matters I have just raised, the Leader of the National Party will
ask or demand of the Premier that he table the report.
Mr Cowan: I want to know when you will get back to the motion before the Chair.
Mr Tubby: This motion is against you., You have not produced one piece of evidence to
substantiate the allegations you have made.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is a pity the member for Roleystone keeps bobbing up and
representing the mentality of tlie government backbenchers. Let me make it clear that I
have said that the $30 000 payment is shown in the annual accounts of Silkwood
Nominees. That is where the evidence is. The Leader of the House has a broad motion
to try to capture me in any way he can. The motion is as broad as possible to get me on
line about whatever it is the Government thinks I am lying about. I am defending the
motion. The Mann report looks into the financial dealings of the member for Wanneroo.
The Premier said it makes sure there are no problems with the finances of the member for
Wanneroo. The Premier said, "I want not only you and the Opposition to know that there
is no problem with the finances of the member for Wanneroo, I also want my side of the
House to know, and I have already informed them out in the corridors. They have had
some pro-warning of the position I will take on this. I also want the public of Western
Australia to know," The public of Western Australia does not know and it demands to
know. The Leader of the National Party has an obligation. The royal commission spelt
out quite clearly that as deputy leader and a member of Cabinet he has a responsibility -
as do all members of Cabinet - to say to the Premier, "Table the Mann report." Will the
Leader of the National Party do that?
Mr Cowan: When will you speak to the motion?
Ms MARLBOROUGH: We are told by the Leader of the National Party that he has no
intention of asking the Premier to table the Mann report. Is that not amazing? We also
know from the same company accounts of 1989 that Silkwood Nominees made a loan to
the secretary of the company.
Mr CSJ. Barnett: Why didn't you talk about this last Thursday?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Government members do not like it, do they?
Mr CSi. Barnett: This motion is about what you said last Thursday. You can talk about
this any time you want, but this is not the nature of this motion.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: They want to chop this little Pommy shop steward's head off
any way they can and put it on a plaque in the back room of the Liberal club, but they do
not want me to defend myself. They want me to put my head down, as we did in the
Japanese prisoner of war camps, and just accept it. I will not do it. I am like that three
headed monster. I will come back and the Government will never know from where I
will attack it.
Several members interjected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I have the opportunity in 10 minutes' time under Standing Order
No 196 to give this all again.
I ask the Government backbenchers, if they want to condemn me, to look on this as
evidence: In the same year, 1989, the member for Wellington, who is the brother of the
infamous Dr Bradshaw, the weaver of the evil web, was given a loan of $160 801 by his
brother, it came from Silkwood Nominees- I ask the member for Wellington whether he
has repaid the loan.
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Mr Bradshaw: I cannot remember.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member cannot remember whether he has paid back a
$160 000 loan! We have in that answer from the member for Wellington at least his
admission that he borrowed the money.
Mr Bradshaw: I am not admitting that.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: He is not admitting that! Maybe the accounts will help him to
admit it.
The reason I am being attacked in this way has nothing to do with anything I said last
Thursday other than it continues to drive home the total corruption of the Liberal Party in
the northern suburbs, and by its very definition drives home -

Points of Order
Mr COWAN: The member for Peel knows that that is unparliamentary and he should
withdraw it.

Mr KOBELKE: We have been talking about money this afternoon. If I had a dollar for
every time this Government has called a party corrupt, I would be a millionaire. It has
been established practice in this House for as long as I have been here that to refer to a
political party as corrupt is allowable. If you rule otherwise in this case, Mr Acting
Speaker (Mr Johnson), you will set a standard that is different from what has taken place
here in the past five or six years.
The ACTING SPEAKER: 7Tere is no point of order.

Debate Resumed
Mr MARLBOROUGH: This is simply part of the ongoing cover up of the Wanneroo Inc
saga to try to distance the Government from the evil Dr Wayne Bradshaw. It will not
work. The Opposition will have a lot more to say on this issue.

Amendment to Motion
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I move -

To delete all words after "That" with a view to substituting the following -

the Government should immediately establish a royal commission into all
of the circumstances, evidence and allegations surrounding what has
become known as "Wanneroo Inc" and in particular allegations of
corruption concerning sitting Liberal members of Parliament.

Points of Order
Mr CiJ. BARNETT: I question whether that amendment is parliamentary. The wording
of that amendment under Standing Order No 132 seems to impugn the reputation of the
Parliament. The amendment can be reworded.
Mr RIPPER: The House can deal with the motives of members of Parliament and reflect
on them by way of a substantive motion. That is what this amendment does.

Acting Speaker's Ruling
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): After seeking advice on the amendment I rule
that it is in order and will require a seconder.

Debate Resumed
MR MeGINTY (Fremantle) [5.14 pm]: I am happy to second the amendment. The real
problem that exists with the whole Wanneroo Inc affair is exemplified in the approach of
the Government in dealing with it: It is trying to pretend that events have not occurred
when they are brought to the surface, and then trying to stifle any real inquiry to get to
the bottom of what occurred in Wanneroo. Recently a significant debate was undertaken
when the former fugitive mayor of Wannerco, Dr Wayne Bradshaw, returned to Perth.
Because there were so many issues left outstanding the question was raised then, "Why
not reopen the Kyle inquiry?" It is clear that the reason the Kyle inquiry - or an inquiry
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of a similar nature - has not been reopened is that it would have only one effect; namely,
to significantly damage members of the Liberal Party and members of this Parliament on
the opposite side of the House. No doubt exists in the mind of any fair-minded observer
in Western Australia that the reason the Kyle inquiry will not be reopened is simply to
achieve that end result.
Mr Kyle made the observation that his inquiry was greatly hindered by the absence
overseas of Dr Bradshaw. It meant that Mr Kyle could not adequately deal with a range
of matters with which he was entrusted because of the absence of the star witness, the
key player, in the whole affair of the City of Wanneroo. The Government has refused to
reopen that inquiry. Serious questions of financial impropriety were raised about the
member for Wanneroo in the Mann report last year. What happened? Suddenly secrecy
surrounds all of his financial dealings. A large amount of taxpayers' money was
expended to analyse and audit the financial affairs of the member for Wanneroo. The
Premier is on record as publicly stating that the report contains nothing which
incriminates the member for Wanneroo. However, we cannot be satisfied with the
Premier's assurance on that matter because the whole process is one of secrecy and non-
accountability.
I am more than happy to second this amendment to the motion before the House because
it seeks a public inquiry into all of the matters, not just the allegations that were raised
last week in this House by the member for Peel; those serious allegations which were
raised by Dr Bradshaw against other people and those which were raised by Mr Colin
Edwardes, the husband of the Attorney General, against other people, which have not
been resolved. Members in this House have made a series of allegations that Mr Kyle
has tentatively found or suggested should be further investigated and which require
further investigation to get to the bottom of this matter. One fundamental thing this
Parliament must stand for in 1994, and which it must be seen in the community as
standing for, is accountability. That is the lesson we all should have learned from the
Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters.
I amn happy that people on this side of the House have learned the lessons that the royal
Commission has taught us. However, it is apparent that the Government has not learned
those lessons. One cannot cover up something which is causing enormous concern in the
community. As the member for Pee! said, 78 per cent of the public believe that the
Attorney General should be stood down because of what appears to everyone else in the
community to be a patent conflict of interest, which she and the Premier alone cannot
see. This widespread concern is on the lips and tongues of the community. I am sure it
is the common experience of members opposite that whenever they appear as local
members at functions, the common issues that are raised are the competence of the
Attorney General and the corruption associated with the City of Wanneroo and the
Liberal Party in the northern suburbs. That concern is rampant in the community.
This amendment to the motion will ensure that we deal with the matter in the way the
community wants us to, rather going through a number crunching exercise today. We
know the end result. We know that a number of Government backbenchers should be
crossing the floor to vote with us. However, we know that they will not, in the same way
that we have seen Liberal members of upper House committees through internal party
discipline vote against the recommendations of those committees. These proceedings are
a farce. The only way we will ever get to the bottom of what is now known as Wanneroo
Inc is to have the sort of inquiry that has been recommended.
At first glance, I thought that a reopening of the Kyle inquiry with its capacity to compel
witnesses to give evidence and in particular its capacity, now chat Dr Wayne Bradshaw is
back in the country, to summons him as a witness and compel him to testify, was
necessary. That is a power that the police and the Director of Public Prosecutions do not
have. An inquiry with the power to compel Dr Bradshaw to give evidence is the
appropriate way to resolve all of the outstanding issues associated with the City of
Wanneroo. That has been rejected by the Minister for Local Government and by the
Government for the reason that I have already outlined; that is, that the people who will
be damaged by it are the Attorney General and other Liberal members of this Parliament-
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Mr Ornodel: That is not the reason at all. You have not raised one new issue. Why have
you not raised these matters with the Minister for Local Government?
Mr McGINTY: The member for Peel presented evidence of a bribe that was paid by Dr
Wayne Bradshaw to the member for Wanneroo. The Minister for Local Government
spent a large amount of taxpayers' money on the secret Mann report that should contain
details of that bribe. Therefore, the Government has that information.

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr SHAVE: The member for Fremantle said that evidence was produced by the member
for Peel that the member for Wannerco was the recipient of a bribe. I recollect that the
member for Peel implied that a commission had been paid to the member for Wanneroo
as a result of some business transaction. Clearly, there are distinct differences about what
was said by the member for Fremantle and what was said by the member for Peel. I ask
that the member for Fremantle withdraw the allegation that the member for Wanneroo
has been the recipient of a bribe. Itris unparliamentary.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): The member for Fremantle will withdraw the
reference to a bribe being paid to the member for Wanneroo.
Mr McG[NTY: I withdraw, Mr Acting Speaker.

Debate Resumed
Mr McGINTY: Evidence has been produced to this House of a commission being paid
that would constitute an offence under the Criminal Code.
Mr Omnodei: If it is under the Criminal Code, it should be raised with the police.
Mr McGINTY: It has been raised in this place and the evidence on which that can be
processed has been raised with the police.

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr SHAVE: The member for Fremantle is suggesting that the commission that may or
may not have been paid to the member for Wanneroo constitutes a criminal offence
without one skerrick of evidence. I ask him to withdraw that allegation about the
commission. If the member for Fremantle has some evidence that the member for
Warneroo has accepted a commission or a bribe, as he put it in his firs: comments before
he began to qualify it, he should produce that evidence. Until he can do that, I ask him to
withdraw.
Mr McOINTY: The point raised by the member for Peel was that, while serving as a
police officer, ahe member for Wanneroo, Mr Wayde Smith, received a payment of some
$30 000, that was shown in the accounts of Silkwood Nominees. My understanding of
the law is that a police officer who receives an enormous payment needs the approval of
the Commissioner of Police before embarking on alternative employment, if that was
valid. The suggestion that was made by the member for Peel was, to refer to it loosely,
that a bribe was paid. Alternatively, he was suggesting that a commission was paid that
constituted an offence either under the Crim inal Code or the Police Act; a bribe was paid
which camne from the fact that the member for Wanneroo was a serving police officer at
the time. I think that constitutes evidence. The only point I make is that evidence has
been produced today of illegal activity involving a member of Parliament. There is
nothing in the point raised other than a difference of opinion between me and the member
for Melville.
The ACTING SPEAKER: It goes beyond being an opinion. My recollection of what the
member for Peel said was that, according to evidence that he has, a commission was paid
to the member for Wanneroo. I do not need to go any further than that. There was no
mention of a bribe by the member for Peel or that there was any illegal activity. I ask the
member for Fremantle to withdraw his comment.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Mr Acting Speaker, a point of order.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The member cannot take a point of order on my
ruling. I have made a ruling and it is up to the member for Fremantle to withdraw.
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Mr MARLBOROUGH: I anm not seeking to canvass your ruling.
The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Fremantle will withdraw.
Mr McGINTY: I withdraw, Mr Acting Speaer.

Point of Order
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am not seeking to challenge your ruling, Mr Acting Speaker, I
am seeking to have the interpretation of what I said corrected so that it will help the
House in the debate because, as I have indicated to the Chair, I will have the opportunity,
under Standing Order No 196 which I intend to take after the division, to go through this
matter in more detail. To clarify what is evidence and what is not evidence, I want to
spell out what I said.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Is the member raking a point of order?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am. I was misquoted by you. Mr Acting Speaker, and that is
my point of order. I know what I said and I am the best person to interpret what I said. I
want to clarify it to assist you. I want to assist all the new people who sit in that chair
because it is a difficult job. I sat in that chair once in an acting capacity, but my
colleagues wanted me out of it. I want the members of the Government and particularly
the member for Melville to listen to what I said. I said that the 1989 company accounts
of Silkwood Nominees, a company 'wholly owned by Dr Wayne Bradshaw, show - it is a
public document - that $30 000 worth of commission was paid to Wayde Smith, who was
then in the Police Force and is now the member for Wanneroo. Other than show the
documents, I have indicated quite clearly to the Parliament where the evidence is. It is nio
use the member for Melville suggesting there is no evidence. It is a public document
That account was forwarded to the Taxation Department as an indication of what
happened to the company's money.
The ACTING SPEAKER: I thank the member for Peel. It was not a point of order, it
was more a point of personal explanation.

Debate Resumed
Mr McGINTY: Evidence has been produced to this House today that, on its face,
constitutes the commission of a criminal offence under either the Criminal Code or the
Police Act. flat was the point I was making. Direct evidence with names of witnesses
has also been given to the House today of the very straightforward commission of a
criminal offence. In that instance I refer to the $1 000 payment allegedly offered to
Councillor Baddock in order to get him to not run for election. That, based on the
evidence that has been put before the House today and particularly the naming of
witnesses to that bribe, raises very serious questions that must be answered so that we can
get to the bottom of this matter. I am amazed that the police have not laid charges
relating to that attempt to bribe because, certainly on what we have heard today - there
has been no rebuttal or denial of it - Dr Bradshaw should be charged with an offence.
There is widespread concern in the community about corruption in the City of Wanneroo
and with all people associated with it. It is the duty of this Parliament, particularly when
we are talking about public officers and politicians, to rigorously pursue any matters
raised in the Parliament, whether by the member for Peel or any other member, which
impugn the integrity of members of this Parliament and which suggest that tbere has been
illegal action.
Simply, how will a motion which censures the member for Peel assist in any way the
resolution of the question of whether an illegal act took place or whether a bribe was
offened by Bradshaw to former Councillor Baddock to stop him running at a City of
Wannemoo election? It will not help one iota. How will we get to the bottom of the
$30 000 paid by Silkwood Nominees - in other words, Dr Wayne Bradshaw - to then
Detective Wayde Smith, a sewving police officer? Broad public concern exists on she
illegality and impropriety of those payments, and a motion to censure the member for
Peel on this matter is inappropriate. The appropriate way to resolve the matter is through
the amendment moved by the member for Peel; namely, we need a royal commission into
the events known as Wanneroo Inc, particularly into the role played by the Attorney
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General, her husband, the member for Wellington, the member for Wannerco and people
in other places.
Mr Bradshaw: Do you have your facts straight there? Get your facts straight before you
make those accusations, pal!
Mr McGINTY: I said that we needed a royal commission to investigate those matters.
Mr Bradshaw: I'll put you right in a moment! You have your facts wrong on me.
Mr McG[NTY: What facts?
Mr Bradshaw: The member for Peel said things about me which were completely wrong.
Mr McGINTY: The member should refer them to the member for Peel.
Serious allegations must be investigated. Throughout the Wanneroo Inc episode the
Government has continued to brush these allegations aside and pretend that they have not
happened. The public is amazed by the actions of this Government; that is, that it is not
prepared to investigate and come to grips with these issues. About 78 per cent of the
people think that the Attorney General should be stood down by the Premier - that is an
overwhelming majority. Grave disquiet is evident in the community. The Minister for
Planning's comments indicate that he does not give a damn about illegality, corruption or
impropriety by his colleagues - he will defend them. The Minister should be concerned
about propriety and ensuring that, through good reason, the public has confidence in
public institutions in this state. That confidence does not exist at the moment.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! The level of background conversation is
reaching the level at which I cannot hear the member on his feet; I am sure that Hansard
is also having difficulty. Members must keep conversations to a minimum.
Mr McGINTY: The motion moved today by the Leader of the House is a coward's
approach to this issue. It is designed to stifle any true investigation or delving into this
matter. It will mean chat we will not hear evidence in this House, in a committee of this
Parliament. or in a body established by the Parliament. Witnesses will not come before
us to tell their side of the story, and we will not receive submissions. More importantly,
we will not have any power to compel witnesses to come forward to tell what they know.
This is a coward's way out. It is a number crunching exercise to impugn the member for
Peel, who has properly raised serious concerns in this House. I have heard these
allegations, as I am sure have all members opposite, through people living in the
Wannerco area. These matters are not new. Every journalist in this state worth his salt
would have heard these allegations. The fact that the member for Peel gave them a
public airing is healthy and is a step along the way to dealing with problems associated
with corruption in the City of Wanneroo.
By way of illustration, the Government has been running for cover on this matter, and its
attempt to silence critics was evident in an event of last week. I was served last week
with an application for an injunction which would prevent me from raising matters
associated with the activities of the Attorney General.
Mr Cowan: That is a matter for the judicial system, not this Parliament.
Mr McGIN1'Y: No, it is not. It should be a matter of grave concern to the Parliament
that the Attorney General, who is supposed to uphold and know the law, would go to the
Supreme Court to seek an injunction to prevent another member of Parliament from
validly raising matters of public concern. I shall be brief on this point. This action by the
Attorney General is symptomatic of what the Government is doing with this motion and
why it is 100 per cent wrong on this issue. The Attorney General's action will not
succeed, firstly, because she does not understand the law. A far more robust approach is
adopted to political debate in this country and the laws of defamation than that which
applies to ordinary citizens.
I made certain suggestions and allegations in relation to the Attorney General which were
fair comment and genuine public debate. When such comments are made in public
debate about a public office holder, certain defences are available. When the Attorney
General eventually receives good legal advice and is forced to withdraw that writ, I will
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be laughing at her and the Government. She is an incompetent Attorney General who
simply does not understand the law.
Mr Taylor: I wonder whether she's using Government money to do that
Mr McGINTY: It will be interesting to see the extent of the internal advice she has
received on that matter. However, she will be overtaken by events. The suggestions
mfade in the television interview about which she has complained bitterly will be
vindicated before much longer. Many members opposite know that currently written
allegations of official corruption are being investigated by both the Director of Public
Prosecutions and the Public Service Commission. Those allegations are against Colin
Edwardes, the husband of the Attorney General, Mr Wayde Smith, the member for
Wanneroo, and the Attorney General herself.
Written allegations of official corruption against those senior members of the Liberal
Party have been lodged at those organisations, and not by the Labor Party or me. [f ever
there was concrete evidence of a conflict of interest involving an Attorney General, this
is it. She should not continue in her position while those matters are being pursued by
those government bodies. The written allegations of official corruption extend further
than the people I have mentioned; they extend to people in other places. The allegations
are such chat proper answers are necessary, and the answers will not be provided by the
Government simply using its numbers to crunch a resolution through the Parliament to
censure the member for Peel.
Grave and serious allegations have been supported by evidence produced. I have had
knowledge of the matters relating to this censure motion through people living in the
Wanneroo area; just about everybody in this House has had that knowledge. The
member for Peel did a great service to this state by placing these matters on the public
record, and staring that they should be investigated. However, what response did we
receive from the Government? It has indicated that it will crunch the numbers and
censure the member and will not investigate the complaints. The motion moved today
contains no mechanism to reach the bottom of serious complaints. What will the Deputy
Premier do about the allegations of corruption associated with the member for
Wanneroo? What will he do about the allegation of a bribe?
Mr Cowan: The last person anybody would believe is the member for Peel.
Mr McGINTY: That reply is not good enough. The Deputy Premier cannot continue to
run away from these issues. We will pursue them tomorrow, the next day and when
Parliament resumes next year. The Government should have learnt its lesson that when it
engages in the conduct which gave rise to Wanneroo Inc. it will be tracked down.
We will be relentless in pursuing every one of those members opposite, in particular the
Attorney General, who I suspect will not be the Attorney General for much longer, and
the member for Wanneroo to make sure that the public is satisfied this matter has been
properly dealt with. The Government's resolution today is a farce. It will crunch it
through and it will be carried, but no-one will feel at all happy about what the
Government has done, in particular the Government backbenchers who will lose their
seats because of what will become known as Wan neroo Inc.
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [5.42 pmn]: Following
question time this afternoon the Government moved a censure motion against the
member for Peel. As we did last Thursday we sat in comparative silence and listened for
60 minutes to the member for Peel. He had the opportunity to defend himself and to
substantiate the wild allegations that he made last week. The member for Peel neither
defended the allegations he made nor produced any evidence to substantiate those
allegations. He did two things: He repented many of the allegations; and, for the last
half an hour of his address, he diverted into a discussion of the financial affairs of the
member for Wanneroo. Those matters were raised previously in this House.

Point of Order
Mr RIPPER: The Leader of the House should be addressing the question before the
House which is the amendment and not the motion moved by the Government.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Over a long period people who have occupied
this Chair have given a lot of leeway to members, including the member for Belmont,
when motions and amendments are moved, to get to the motion before the House, and I
am sure the Leader of the House will be doing just that.

Debate Resumed
Mr CJ. BARNETT: The first half of the member for Peel's 60 minute address was spent
restating the allegations he made last Thursday. The other half was spent attacking the
member for Wanneroo and recounting allegations made previously. He did not produce
any evidence to substantiate his claims of last week. He did nothing to give good reason
why this House should not censure him for his irresponsible action last Thursday. After
having spoken for 59 minutes trying desperately to think what to say, in the last minute
the member for Peel moved an amendment to set up a royal commission into the affairs
of the City of Wanneroo. The amendment had nothing to do with whether the member
for Peel should be censured, which is what this House is debating.

Points of Order
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Leader of the House has just suggested that the amendment
I moved had nothing to do with the motion moved by the Government. When a member
of the Government tried to move that it was not an appropriate motion, you clearly ruled
it was an appropriate motion. Therefore, I suggest that the Leader of the House is not
only canvassing your ruling but is overruling it.
Mr Nicholls: Sit down, you fool.
Mr THOMAS: The member for Mandurab referred to the member for Peel as a fool and
he should be asked to withdraw that comment.
The ACTING SPEAKER: It is not a point of order, it is a matter of opinion.

Debate Resumed
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The question of whether there should be an inquiry, another Kyle
report, or a royal commission into the affairs of the Wanneroo City Council is a
legitimate issue the member can debate. If members opposite are so keen to debate it,
they can place a motion to that effect on the Notice Paper and debate it. They chose to
move an amendment for a royal commission rather than defend the member for Peel.
Opportunity exists in this Parliament to debate the appointment of a royal commission or
some other inquiry into the affairs of the Wanneroo City Council.
Mr Marlborough: Will you support it?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will listen to the argument of the member for Peel at the time.
Unlike the member for Peel I am nor a fool who commits himself without thinking.
The member for Peel failed to respond to or address the censure motion. Not one
member opposite has yet risen in this House to defend the member for Peel or the
allegations he made.
W McGinty: I have.

Mr C.J. BARNET: The member for Fremantle has not. Members opposite have argued
for a royal commission, and have attacked the Premier, the member for Wanneroo, the
Attorney General and me, but no-one has defended the allegations made by the member
for Peel.
The Government does not accept this amendment. Members opposite can move for a
royal commission any time they want in this House, but right now the issue before this
House and in the eyes of the public is whether the member for Peel breached or abused
parliamentary privilege. The test for the Leader of the Opposition who is waving his
finger at me is whether he is prepared to stand up now and defend the member for Peel.
Mr Taylor: Debate the issue.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am. The Leader of the Opposition wants to debate the
appointment of a royal commission, but he will not stand in his place and defend the
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behaviour of, and the allegations made by, the member for Peel. I will give the Leader of
the Opposition the chance to debate the conduct of the member for Peel. If the Leader of
the Opposition wants to debate the appointment of a royal commission into the
Wanneroo City Council we can do that another time.
The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Geraldton.
Mr Ripper. Here it is, the gag! What a disgrace. You cannot give the member for
Geraldton the call when you know what he is going to do.
Mr Thomas: I was up before the member for Geraldton.
The ACTING SPEAKER: There have been two speakers on the Opposition side and one
speaker on the Government side.
Several Government members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: You stood up together.

Question to be put
Mr BLO)FFWITCH: I move -

That the question be now put.
Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (30)
Mr Ainsworth
Mr CJ. Barnett
Mr Blaikie
Mr Board
Mr Bradshaw
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Day
Mrs Edwardes
Dr Barnes

Mr M. Barnett
Mr Bridge
Mr Brown
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Dr Edwards
Mr Grahamn
Mr Grill

Mr House
Mr Kieraib
Mr Lewis
Mr Marshall
Mr McNee
Mr Minson
Mr Nicholls
Mr Omodei
Mr Osborne
Mr Pendal

Noes (22)
Mrs Hailahan
Mrs Henderson
Mr Kobelke
Mr Marlborough
Mr McGinty
Mr Riebeling
Mr Ripper
Mrs Roberts

Mr Prince
Mr Shave
Mr W. Smith
Mr Strickland
Mr Trenorden
Mr Tubby
Dr Tumrbull
Mrs van de Kiashorsi
Mr Wies
Mr Blorfwiwch (Teller)

Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Ms Warnock
Dr Watson
Mr Leahy (Teller)

Question thus passed.
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (22)
Mrs Hailahan
Mrs Henderson
Mr Kobelke
Mr Marlborough
Mr McG inty
Mr Riebeling
Mr Ripper
Mrs Roberts

Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Ms Warnock
Dr Watson
Mr Leahy (Teller)

WrM. Barnett
Mr Bridge
Mr Brown
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Dr Edwards
Mr Graham
Mr Grill
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Noes (30)
Mr Ainsworth Mr Mouse Mr Prince
Mr CJ.Barut Mr Kieradh Mr Shave
Mr Blaikie Mr Lewis Mr W. Smith
Mr Board Mr Marshall Mr Strickland
Mr Bradshaw Mr McNee Mr Trenorden
Mr Court Mr Minson Mr Tubby
Mr Cowan Mr Nicholls Dr Turnbull
Mr Day Mr Omnodei Mrs van do Kiashorsi
Mrs Edwardes Mr Osborne Mr Wiese
Dr Harres Mr Pendal Mr Bloffwitch (Tlter)

Amendment thus negatived.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Mr Acting Speaker, can I grab your attention for a moment?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order! Would the member like to resume his
seat?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: No.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I think the member should resume his seat and speak
from there. Members must speak from their own seat.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I seek your call.
Mr Trenorden: A member was already an his feet.
Mr Bradshaw: I want to make sure the motion does not collapse, that is all.
Mr Taylor: That is the last thing we want it to do.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!

Members for Kingsley, Wellington and Wanneroo - Pecuniary Interest
MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [5.56 pm]: Under Standing Order No 196 -

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Is the member going to raise a point of order.
Mr C.J. Barnett: What are you doing? Are you speaking to the motion?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am not raising a point of order.

Points of Order
Mr C.J. BARNETT: If the member for Peel is raising a point of order, he would be in
order, however, if he is speaking to the motion, he has already spoken.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! To what standing order is the member referring?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am referring to Standing Order No 196, and I do not need the
advice of the Leader of the House.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I take it that the member for Peel is seeking to move a
motion.

Debate Resumed
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Yes. My understanding of the standing orders of this House is
that a member can seek the attention of the Chair from any seat. Having sought the
attention of the Chair from any seat, the member is required to speak from his or her seaL
Under Standing Order No 196 1 move -

'That the votes of the members for Kingsley. Wellington and Wanncroo, cast in
the division just taken, be disallowed as the members each had a pecuniary
interest in the matter voted on.

Standing Order No 196 states -
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The vote of a Member may not be challenged except on a substantive motion
moved immediately after the division is completed, and a vote of a member
determined to be so interested shall be disallowed.

Mr Acting Speaker. I wish to continue but I seek your guidance. The time is now nearing
six o'clock. Under the standing orders I understand that a 20 minute debate is allowed in
this instance. I will seek to continue my remarks after the break.

Points of Order
Mr C.J. BARNErr: While the member for Peel has quoted and referd to a standing
order, it is my understanding that matters of pecuniary interest do not apply in cases of
public policy.
Mr Taylor: It is not a case of public policy.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is a matter of public policy as to whether there would be a royal
commission into matters relating to the Wanncroo council; it is not a matter to which
pecuniary interest is relevant.
Mr RIPPER: The Leader of the House has made an interesting contribution but it is a
contribution to the debate which follows from the pecuniary interests challenge which the
member for Peel has raised. The member for Peel should be allowed to finish his case
and, if the Leader of the House so wishes and if he can marshal his arguments, he should
present a rebuttal.
Mr STRICKLAND: Having had the division, we would then have returned to the
substantive motion. The difficulty that presents is that the member for Peel has already
spoken to the substantive motion. There was some confusion while the member was on
his feet about whether a point of order was being taken. After a little while the member
for Peel indicated that he was not taking a point of order and he was seeking to move a
further amendment or a substantive motion. I do not think that has been moved yet.
Mr Taylor: It has been moved.
Mr STRICKLAND: That creates a difficulty and the point of order I want to raise and to
have clarified - I am not questioning the right of the member to move such a motion - is
whether the member for Peel has the right to get the call and move the motion.
Mr Taylor: Yes he can.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! If the Leader of the Opposition wants to make the
rulings, he has to sit in this chair.
Mr Taylor: I have done my turn at that.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Any member, including a member who has spoken on
the main motion, can move a further motion under Standing Order No 196. It is not a
matter of whether the member has already spoken. The Leader of the Opposition can
bring out the points he referred to during the point of order in the debate on this motion.
The time is now six o'clock. I will now leave the Chair and return at approximately
7.30 pm when the member for Peel will have the call.

Debate Resumed
Mr Bradshaw: I wish to make a personal explanation before we go to dinner. I have
been misrepresented in this House.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I have already said that I will now leave the Chair. I
regret that the member did not raise this matter earlier. I am sure that if the member
seeks leave of the House as soon as we return, the House will listen to him.

Sitting suspended from 6.01 to 730 pm
The SPEAKER: Before the dinner suspension the member for Peel had moved a motion.
The member for Wellington attempted to seek leave to make a private explanation. He
must do that at a later stage since the member for Peel has a motion before the Chair.
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Mr MARLBOROUGH: With reference to my claim that an amount of money from
Silkwood Nominees, a family company of Dr Wayne Bradshaw, was paid to his brother,
ahe member for Wellington, it was brought to my attention during the dinner suspension
that in fact that money went to another person. However, that does not remove the
responsibility of the member for Wellington in terms of his role.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That does not detract from anything I want to say about the
vested interest that the member for Wellington has in this motion.
Mr Kierath: He does not have a pecuniary interest.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: He has a pecuniary interest all right. In June of 1990 was not
the member for Wellington the secretary of Silkwood Nominees?
Mr Bradshaw: Yes.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member for Wellington said he was the secretary of
Silkwood Nominees, a family company owned by his brother Dr Wayne Bradshaw.
Mr Kierath interjected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: We will see about his involvement.
Mr Lewis: What does that prove?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will tell the Minister for Planning what it proves. We know
that the laws of this land clearly indicate that if one is the secretary of a family company
one carries the same responsibilities as one would with any proprietary company. Does
the member for Wellington agree?
Mr Bradshaw: Yes.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Can the member for Wellington tell me now what was in the
balance sheet of Silkwood Nominees on 30 June 1990? Other than the person he believes
he got mixed up with, can he name any of the other donations that were made?
Mr Bradshaw: No.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Why can he not do that?
Mr Bradshaw interjected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member for Wellington is saying he was the secretary of
Silkwood Nominees, his brother's company; yet he has no knowledge of payments made
in an account tendered in the balance sheet of 30 June 1990.
The SPEAKER: Order! There are far too many interjections. It is not possible to hear
the member who is speaking.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Let us examine Silkwood Nominees with this man as secretary.
Is it not true that the member for Wellington was in fact secretary of at least six or eight
companies owned by his brother?
Mr Bradshaw: Not six or eight.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Will he tell the House of which of his brother's companies he is
secretary.
Mr Bradshaw: They are publicly listed; you go and find out.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: They are all listed - at least he knows that part of his job. Is he
still the secretary of those companies?
Mr Bradshaw: That depends on which companies you are talking about.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Will the member for Wellington tell us whether he is the
secretary of Silkwood Nominees, family company for his brother, named in the Kyle
report?
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Mr Kierath interjected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Shut-up. noddy.

Withdrawal of Remark
The SPEAKER: Order! I ask you not to tell another member to shut-up and that you
withdraw.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Is the member still the secretary of Silkwood Nominees?
Mr Bradshaw: You find out.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will take the position that he is in fact the secretary of that
company. He was the secretary of a company named in the Kyle report under the
beading of "corruption", a company that loaned money in such a way that when Mr Kyle
inquired into it he did not believe the story given by Ms Borseria, the major witness and
now wife of the member for Wanneroo, concerning corrupt money that was laundered
through that company. I will give the member for Wellington another chance.
Mr Lewis: How do you know it was corrupt money?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Mr Kyle said it was corrupt money. Does the member for
Wellington know of any major loans made in that year?
Mr Bradshaw: No.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Of course not. We now see why the member for Wellington has
continually ducked for cover regarding his brother's role. He is linked to it, other than
when he wants to vote on this motion and bypass the rules of Parliament. Under
Standing Orders Nos 195 and 196 no member shall vote on a division where be has a
pecuniary interest in the outcome of such a division. He was secretary of Silkwood
Nominees and we now know of a number of other companies which I will have time at a
later date to name, because it is public knowledge. We now know he has no recollection
of major financial loans made in 1990 by Silkwood Nominees.
I hope, Mr Speaker, you will recognise this motion addresses the issue concerning
Standing Order No 196 and puts evidence before you that will make you rule that the
member for Wellington, the Attorney General and the member for Wanneroo are
ineligible to participate in the vote. It shows an amazing financial account of what
happened to Silkwood Nominees. As at 30 June 1990, out of the company's total current
assets of $258 535, Wayne Bradshaw took an amount of $53 059 in 1989, followed by
$2 834 in 1990. Will the member for Wellington tell us whether Sealake Nominees was
one of his brother's companies? It is on the public record.
Mr Bradshaw: I do not think Sealake exists any more.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Was it one of Dr Bradshaw's companies?
Mr Bradshaw: Yes.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Was the member for Wellington secretary of it?
Mr Bradshaw: Yes.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: He was the secretary; it was a company; but it may no longer be
listed. Sealake Nominees was loaned $51 681 in 1989 and $51 681 in 1990.
He loaned out of his own family company massive amounts of money to himself and we
know the reason. It is an old company trick for people who are crooked. They like
borrowing money all right. We will see whether it was borrowed. I raise the question
not only to see whether it was borrowed legally; I amn also suggesting quite clearly on the
record, as did the Kyle report, that at least on one occasion during the time that Silkwood
Nominees was a company owned by Dr Wayne Bradshaw and the secretary of the
company was John Bradshaw, the member for Wellington, illegal money was going into
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it. It is precisely why Standing Order No 196 is so important in this debate. It is
precisely why the Premier is not here; he has dodged out the back door once again. If the
Premier were in his seat it would be the first time in this whale debate he would have
dared to be here. It is important not only for those reasons but also because Peter Kyle
stated it was a company that laundered corrupt money while the member for Wellington
was its secretary. The same rules governing the secretaryship of that family company
apply to corporate law. The member for Wellington needs to look very closely at the role
he played not only in that company but also in other companies.
Does the member for Wellington know whether Hepburn Real Estate is his brother
Dr Wayne Bradshaw's company?
Mr Kierath: I am ashamed you are a member of this House.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Let me state on the record that Hepburn Nominees borrowed
$25 500 in 1989 but nothing in 1990. An amount of $160 801 was loaned, we now
discover, to the father of Dr Wayne Bradshaw. As we go through this stripping of assets,
this tearing away of assets of this company Silkwood Nominees - and that is what that
exercise was all about - we find that on at least four occasions massive amounts of money
were kept in the family either by being paid directly to a person in the family or being
transferred from one company owned by Dr Wayne Bradshaw to another. Lo and
behold, what is left until last? What is left until last is always best - always best, member
for Wanneroc. I always save the member for Wanneroo for last because he is worth
keeping there. However, I will not go to him yet.
On 30 June 1990 we see a further loan to Wayne Bradshaw Pty Ltd from Silkwood
Nominees. Wayne Bradshaw, as I have always told this House, with his brother, the
member for Wellington as secretary of the company, loaned himself $87 718. Wayne
Bradshaw Pty Ltd, a company owned by Dr Wayne Bradshaw, loaned himself in that
same year a further $15 516. It may well be legitimate business. The Kyle report stated
that Silkwood Nominees was a company that laundered illegal money. The Kyle report
stated that Dr Bradshaw stole money from developers to put into a company he
controlled. That has been before the Kyle inquiry; it is in the hands of the police and of
the Director of Public Prosecutions. It is hoped that appropriate action will be taken by
those authorities regarding that money.
I want to pay some attention to the member for Wanneroo. Standing Order No 196 deals
with whether the member for Wellington and the Attorney General should be eligible to
vote against me in this Government motion. I suggest that the Speaker consider the
matter very closely because this is a decision not only about me but also on the standard
of the Westminster system. It is a decision on whether this House will allow the activity
of this Government to continue. What do we see? Amazingly enough we see on the
balance sheet as at 30 June 1990 of Silkwood Nominees Pty Ltd, trusts for the Silkwood
Unit Trust - a public document - a loan to W. Smith and D. Borseria in 1989 of $53 639.
Would the member for Wanneroo care to tell me whether he has repaid that money?
Would he care to tell me what he borrowed it for? Would he care to tell me how much
interest he pays on it? Would he care to tell this House how often he makes payments?
We see by the silence of this man that he is trapped by his own past, by his own
association. This man is trapped by the words of the Kyle report which states that he is
inextricably linked with Dr Wayne Bradshaw, in not only a political but also a financial
sense. He cannot answer. He still has not got the answers.
It is up to the Premier, the Leader of the House, and the Leader of the National Parry and
Deputy Premier, to make sure that before the end of the week all of those questions are
answered. In the last session the Premier stated to the people of Western Australia that
he had spent taxpayers' money on the Mann inquiry, which looked into the financial
activities of the member for Wanneroo. I have asked the member for Wanneroo what he
did with the $53 639 he received in 1989. He has declined to answer.
1 ask the Leader of the House whether he believes that the member for Wanneroo has
given the correct and truthful answer about that money, received from a company that
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was named in the Kyle report as laundering illegal money. Does the Leader of the House
believe that he gave a truthful answer to the Mann inquiry?
Mr C.J. Barnett: The member for Wannerco can answer for himself.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I bet he can. I have been in politics long enough to know that
the member for Wannerco is bad; there is no doubt about that. In fact, he is terrible. I
have been in politics long enough to know that he has just been deserted by the Leader of
the House. He is on his own. The Government has put him in the leper colony. He has
nowhere to go. Is the member supporting the member for Wanneroo in his actions?
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I ask the member for Applecross whether he supports the
member for Wanneroo. He states that he is one of his colleagues. What a great
revelation!
Mr Kierath: I am glad the member for Peel is not one of our colleagues.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: One talks about Tweedle-dum and Tweedle-dumber. Dear me!
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Let me ask the member for Wanneroo another question. Does
he remember receiving an amount of $104 921, as is revealed in the same financial
document in the same year? Has the member for Wanneroo repaid the money? This man
and the member for Wellington should not be allowed to vote on this motion. It is
legitimate to ask the member for Wanneroo these questions. I will ask the member for
Wannerca again: Did he tell the Mann inquiry the truth about his borrowings from
Silkwood Nominees, a company owned by Dr Wayne Bradshaw, his business partner,
and a company named in the Kyle report as laundering corrupt money? Did the member
for Wanneroo tell the Mann inquiry about those loans?
Several members interjected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The silence from the member from Wanneroo is deafening. All
I can hear are the two clowns on the fronibench who are interjecting.

Withdrawal of Remark

The SPEAKER: Ogler! I ask the member for Peel to withdraw that remark.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The rest of the members opposite are not rushing to the defence.
These are public documents.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You seem to forget that you are the subject of a censure motion and not
one of your colleagues has risen to your defence.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Ogler!
Mr Taylor: Unbelievable!
The SPEAKER: Ogler! The Leader of the Opposition is in a difficult position today.
Mr Taylor: Am I still on three warnings?
The SPEAKER: The Leader of the Opposition should be past that.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Attorney General has a known position of association with
Dr Wayne Bradshaw - a position which the public already knows about; that is, that he
paid money into her campaign account when she ran for election. According to the Kyle
report the public already knows that her husband went to the defence of Dr Wayne
Bradshaw and went so far as to tell lies to people. According to the Kyle report he
actually told lies to that inquiry about a matter which had taken place between a
councillor and Dr Wayne Bradshaw. The Kyle report stated that it was done for political
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purposes. There is no way I can stand here and accept that Standing Order No 196
should not be applied to these three people. There is no way it cannot stand. The
Westminster system means far more than that on this issue. The standing order is quite
clear.
[The member's time expired.]
MR BRADSHAW (Wellington) [7.52 pm]: I will comment on what the member for
Peel alleged earlier today. I was certainly taken by surprise when he made the allegation
that I had received a $160 000 loan from Silkwood Nominees Pty Ltd. I could not
remember the loan and his comments camne as a total surprise to me. I have since
established that he pointed out to someone else, not to me -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BRADSHAW; It was a loan to my late father who unfortunately died a few weeks
ago. It is not very nice when one is reminded of this sort of thing under these
circumstances. When members bring issues to this Parliament it is important that their
claims ame correct and that they do not impugn people as I have been today.
I have also received advice about pecuniary interest. Under the circumstances I am able
to vote on issues relating to this subject and I will continue to do so.
Mr Marlborough: Did the Speaker give you advice?
Mr Bradshaw: No, he has not given me any advice.
Several members intrjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr BRADSHAW: I presume that this House operates under the House of
Representatives Practice which states -

However, the rule does not apply to a question on a matter of public policy. ..
Therefore, it would seem highly unlikely that a Member could become subject to
a disqualification of voting rights in the House because the House is primarily, if
not solely, concerned with matters of public or state interest.

That is the advice I received and it indicates that I can vote under these circumstances.
MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [7.55 pm]: I support the motion moved by my colleague,
the member for Peel. Confucius said, "When a finger paints at the moon the idiot looks
at the finger'. Last Thursday the member for Peel made some serious allegations and
pointed at some very serious matters. The Government's response today has been to look
at the finger instead of addressing the allegations raised by the member for Peel. It has
attacked the member for Peel and in so doing it has tried to sidestep the very serious
matters raised by him. The Government not only has done that, but also at the same time
it has rejected a proposal to establish a royal commission to allow the matters raised by
the member for Peel to be properly investigated.
The Government moved a motion to the effect that the member for Peel should be
censured because he came into this House and made allegations which were not
substantiated. The Opposition moved an amendment to that motion seeking a royal
commission to establish whether the matters raised by the member had any substance.
The Government was not prepared to accept the amendment, therefore it was not
prepared to have an investigation into the matters raised by the member for Peel. Further
to that the Government gagged the debate and the amendment was put before the case for
it could be properly debated by the House. It has become a well established practice in
this House to gag a debate before the motion can be properly debated. To compound that
error Government members who had a pecuniary interest in this matter voted.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Haven't you realised you have lost the argument?
Mr THOMAS: I was following the debate and I am not aware that the argument has been
lost.
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Mr CiJ. Bamnett: The major allegation was totally wrong and the member for Peel did not
have the courage or integrity to apologist to the member for Wellington. The member
for Wellington explained that there was no pecuniary interest, yet you carry on like the
rabbit you are.

Withdrawal of Remark
The SPEAKER: Order! I ask the Leader of the House to withdraw that expression.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
Mr THOMAS: The Leader of the House said that the argument put forward by the
member for Peel about members being disqualified from voting has been refuted by what
the member for Wellington said. I listened to him with interest; his comments would
have been more appropriate as a personal explanation, which he indicated he was going
to make when the House resumed. Instead, we heard a confused explanation fr-om the
member for Wellington.
Several members interjected.
Mr Kieradi: Has your member apologised?
Mr THOMAS: I do not want to talk to the Minister for Labour Relations; I want to
address the House through the Speaker because I have some important matters to raise.
In the overall context of this issue the member for Wellington is small bickies. The
Attorney General and the member for Wanneroo, both of whom are not here, are the
main people who would be subject to this motion. Members should consider why
provision has been made for Standing Order No 195 which reads -

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

This exists in the standing orders for very good reason; that is. when a proposition is put
to the House members should vote without any influence of a personal pecuniary interest.
It is there for very good reasons and exists in a number of jurisdictions, including local
government. Let us consider the motion upon which those three members voted. It was
to hold a royal commission, among other things, into allegations of corruption concerning
sitting Liberal members of Parliament. I go back to the speeches made by the member
for Peel last Thursday and early today, and the matters raised. Allegations were made by
the member for Peel last Thursday and repeated today, which exist, in some cases with
documentary proof, in the Kyle report.
Mr Strickland: In some cases.
Mr THOMAS: That is true, but the allegations were made and they are documented in
some instances. It was alleged that bribes were put out by Dr Bradshaw to induce people
not to stand for local government, that campaign funds were raised through corrupt
means by the use of influence in local government, and that money has gone into Liberal
Party slush funds, of which the Attorney General and the member for Wanneroo have
been beneficiaries. They are serious allegations. Further serious allegations were made
by the member for Peel relating to a $30 000 payment from Dr Bradshaw to the member
for Wannemoo when he was a serving policeman. They are all serious matters explicitly
dealing with sitting members of Parliament. If the amendment before the House some
hours ago had been carried, a royal commission had been established, and the allegations
were found to be true, of course, those members would be required to repay that money.
It may well be that these matters will ultimately be found not to be the case but, if they
were subject to investigation by a royal commission and it found those matters had been
correctly stated before the House, those members would be at a financial disadvantage
because funds improperly obtained must be repaid. Everyone knows that the people who
are the subject of adverse findings in a royal commission suffer financially. Those
members have a clear pecuniary interest in that amendment not being carried, and it is the
Opposition's submission that Standing Order No 195, in combination with Standing
Order No 196, applies and those members should not have voted in this instance. When
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dealing with this motion we must consider why that standing order was included in the
standing orders. It was done to provide a clear guarantee to the public that the voting in
this Parliament would be free and fair, and that members voting in this Parliament would
do so on the merits of the argument put before the House and not as a consequence of
some pecuniary interest. If the amendment were carried the financial affairs of those
members would be subject to rigorous scrutiny. A royal commission would be
established and it would have the capacity to compel witnesses to appear and to subpoena
documents. The grave matters raised by the member for Peel would be subjected to very
thorough examination. Members on the other side of the House have sought to denigrate
and criticise the member for Peel, and have said he is not able to prove the allegations he
made. In fact, he has documents and has made some documents available. Some
allegations have not needed proof because they are the subject of findings in the Kyle
report. Nonetheless, if a royal commission were established with the capacity to compel
witnesses to appear and to subpoena documents, the whole lot would be the subject of
thorough and rigorous scrutiny. Unfortunately, the Government has not been prepared to
allow that process to continue. Rather, it has sought to censure the member for Peel. In
rejecting the amendment and seeking to censure the member for Peel in the motion, the
Government is saying that it was wrong to raise these matters and the allegations.
Mr Blailcie: That is niot what it says. The Government says that they were without
foundation and that is why the member for Peel was wrong. Where is the police report?
Mr THOMAS: The member for Vasse illustrates the very point I am trying to make; he
says that the allegations made by the member for Peel are without substance and are not
proven. The member for Peel has documents, has done a great deal of research, and
believes his allegations to be true. I believe him, but members opposite do not know
whether those allegations are true. They should be subjected to rigorous examination,
and witnesses should be called to give evidence under oath and to be cross-examined by
people on both sides of the argument. In that way a rigorous examination is carried out,
as would be the case before a royal commission or an inquiry such as that carried out by
Kyle. Another option which is available to the House is to establish a privilege
committee.
Mr Omodei: Will you move to do that?
Mr THOMAS: Why does the Minister for Local Government not do so? It is wrong for
the House to pass a motion condemning a member who has raised matters within the time
limits available, put forward documentation and referred to other documents.
Mr C.J. Barnett: What documentation has he put forward to defend what he said last
week and tonight?
Mr THOMAS: The member for Peel has referred to documentation that supports the
matters he has raised.
Mr C.J. Barnett: He has produced no documentation at all.
Mr THOMAS: I do not know where the Leader of the House has been.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Hie has not tabled proof of the allegations he made last week.
Mr THO0MAS: He does not need to table documents, but only to refer to them.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You are as big a joke as he is.
Mr THOMAS: I suggest that the Leader of the House go to the Parliamentary Library
and ask for a copy of the Kyle report to read. A substantial proportion of the matters
referred to by the member for Peel are documented in that repont. The point being made
by the Opposition in seeking the establishment of a royal commission to deal with this
matter, is that it is not appropriate for such matters to be tested in debate in this House. It
is not possible within the time limits available and in the context of an adversarial debate
in this Chamber for such matters to be tested. The standing orders have provision for the
establishment of committees in which such matters can be tested. The history of this
Parliament has many examples of those committees, and there have been occasions when
members opposite have appeared before privilege committees. One of the predecessors
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of the Leader of the House was dramatically involved in one of chose privilege
committees. When allegations are made by a member, which other members think is
loose talk, with unsubstantiated and unfounded allegations being made, a privilege
committee can be set up to test those allegations. That is an option which the House
could still avail itself of this evening in order to test the matters raised. The Opposition
sought the alternative route of establishing a royal commission
Mr C.J. Bernett: That is an alternative to defending him. The member for Cockburn has
an opportunity now while he is standing to tell the public of Western Australia that he
fully supports the member for Peel and the allegations he made last week.
Mr THOMAS: I say it now.
Mr McGinty: I fully support him also.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you fully support those allegations last week?
Mr Mc~inty: Yes, without qualification.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Taylor: Not like you in relation to the member for Wanneroo when you ducked the
issue and did not support him.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition.
Mr THOMAS: I do not know where the Leader of the House was earlier today. When
the members on this side spoke in the debate today, each one of us in our own way
supported our colleague, the member for Peel, on the important matters of corruption in
the Liberal Party in the northern suburbs. We supported him and his efforts to get to the
bottom of it and root it out. We sought to support him by setting up a royal commission
where the opportunity would exist for those allegations to be tested, and by implication
the opportunity would exist for those members opposite to disprove those allegations,
were they of a mind to do so and if they had the confidence to disprove them. The people
of Western Australia will make a judgment, because those members voted against the
establishment of a royal commission. They voted in that way by gagging debate. The
Government was not prepared to allow members of the Opposition to advance the
argument to have a royal commission. The Government was not prepared to let the
debate run its course.
Mr Johnson: The main thrust of the original censure motion was in connection with
allegations that the member for Peel made about the deaths of three councillors. No
member opposite has mentioned any of that. Debate has been on everything else. What
you are saying is not relevant to the main thmust of the motion. You cannot stand up and
justify those comments in relation to those deaths.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr TH-OMAS: The member for Whitford has not read the amendment which was before
the House.
Mr Johnson: You are talking on the motion.
Mr THOMAS: I am talking on the motion, and about the fact that those three members
should not have voted on the amendment to establish a royal commission. The reason we
wanted a royal commission was so that those matters and others - such as the payment of
funds by Dr Bradshaw to induce candidates not to stand for local government, the raising
of money by corrupt means through local government by granting planning approvals to
fund the Liberal Party slush fund in which the Attorney General and her husband were
involved and benefited from, and from which the member for Wanneroo benefited -
could be investigated. I cannot think of a better way to support the member for Peel than
to set up a royal commission.
Government members have not only sought to defeat the motion, but have finally
defeated it by gagging debate. It is an important matter, because mattens of corruption
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should be subject to proper and rigorous scrutiny. They have been in recent years. Thai
should have been the case, but the Government would not allow one of the most
important debates in this House to run its full course. The Government gagged debate.
However, the ultimate insult to the House, the ultimate misuse of blatant political power
by numbers, is that three people with a financial interest in the outcome had a vote.
Mr Bradshaw: What is my financial interest?
Mr THOMAS: The member is the subject of the allegations.
Mr Bradshaw: I am not.
Mr THOMAS: If the allegations were found to be true, the member would suffer in a
pecuniary sense.
Mr Bradshaw: I am not a beneficiary of the companies.
Mr THOMAS: I hope the member is right, and I hope that the royal commission will be
set up and he proves himself innocent. I want him to have that opportunity -
Several members interjected.
Mr THOMAS: The numbers on the Government side of the House are such that the
amendment could have been defeated without the need for the three members to exercise
their votes. In that case, the Government could have said at least that it was a clean vote
and that the people with a pecuniary interest had not voted. Not only did the Government
gag the debate, but also it used the votes of the members with a pecuniary interest to
ensure it was carried.
MR D.L, SMITH (Mitchell) [8.15 pm]: We should remember where we started in
relation to this debate. Standing Order No 195 reads -

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

Pecuniary interest is defined in the introductory part of our standing orders to mean "an
immediate direct personal pecuniary interest and does not include such an interest which
is in general". The footnote in the standing orders makes it clear that the interest we are
talking about cannot be one in general with others. It cites the different groups of people
such as lawyers, shareholders or ratepayers- If, for instance, we had a Bill before the
House dealing with the legal profession I, as a lawyer, would not be prevented from
joining in the debate and voting. If a motion were before the House dealing with the
licensing hours of hotels, the member for Melville would not be prevented from debating
or voting. It is different where there is a direct pecuniary interest; that is, an interest
which not only is held in general with others who might be affected by the legislation or
the debate but is peculiar to oneself and is the subject matter of the motion before the
House. The motion that was before the House at that stage was that the Government
should immediately establish a moyal commission into all the circumstances, evidence and
allegations surrounding what has become known as Wanneroo Inc and, in particular, the
allegations of corruption concerning sitting Liberal members of Parliament. That motion
would not preclude all the Liberal members opposite from voting on the motion even
though they might be said to have a general interest with Liberal members and supporters
in the outcome of the royal commission.
Mr Kierath interjected.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I could have voted quite easily. One can always tell the idiots in this
place who want to divert a member from presenting -

Withdrawal of Remnark
The SPEAKER: If the member for Mitchell referred to idiots in this place, I request that
he withdraw the comment.
Mr D.L. SMITH: We can always pick the members lacking in wisdom who want to
interject and divert one away -

The SPEAKER: If the member made the remark he should withdraw it.

2990 fASSEMBLY)



[Tuesday, 9 August 1994]199

Mr D.L. SMITH: I withdraw the word "idiots".
Debate Resumed

Mr D.L. SMITh: One can always pick the unwise members opposite who want to divert
other members from matters which are sensitive to them and their political interests.
However, in this case, we are not dealing with a general political interest. We are dealing
with a direct pecuniary interest. Let us look at the three members that the member for
Peel mentioned in the motion. First, there is the member for Wanneroo. We all know,
from his admissions and other sources, that the member for Wannerco had direct
financial dealings and interests in common with Dr Wayne Bradshaw. He and his wife
were directly involved in a number of transactions, Anyone who reads the Kyle report
will pick up those transactions. The fact of the matter is that if a person is charged with a
criminal offence and is found to have received money improperly it is possible and
probable that an attempt will be made to trace the chain of money and recover it from the
persons who were the financial beneficiaries.
We know that in some instances the member for Wanneroo had direct financial. benefits
ftrm the dealings of Dr Wayne Bradshaw. We also know that Dr Wayne Bradshaw is on
record as saying that he was the biggest fund-raiser for the Liberal Party in the northern
suburbs. It is clear from the Kyle report he did favours for people, and as part of the
price of those favours he asked for funds for political campaigns. One charge against
him was that he received money on behalf of Brian Cooper for his campaign and did not
pass it on to him. We also know from her own admissions that the Attorney General
received at least 52 000 in value from Dr Bradshaw. If that amount was obtained in the
same way, she has had a direct financial benefit from his dealings. We also know that
the member for Wellington - I do not like raising these matters about a fellow south west
member - was the secretary, shareholder and director of a number of companies involved
in these improper transactions. A secretary, shareholder and director in those companies
who is found to have received moneys improperly, and they cannot be recovered, has
obligations and could be subject to charges in relation to those transactions. The end
result is that he could be called upon to return some of the money that was received.
There are three financial interests - one a business partner, one a beneficiary politically
by attracting money for her campaign, and one a brother acting as director and
shareholder of a company, the subject of those transactions. They could be called upon
to pay money, if the royal commission found those allegations were correct. That can
only be described as a direct pecuniary interest. In that situation honesty, integrity,
accountability and proper parliamentary standards require those members not to vote;
moreover, our parliamentary rules demand they should not vote. The appropriate remedy
if they do vote is to move a motion under Standing Order No 196 which states -

The vote of a Member may not be challenged except on a substantive motion
moved immediately after a division is completed, and the vote of a Member
determined to be so interested shall be disallowed.

The issue for the House is whether in its opinion those three members have a direct
pecuniary interest. In my view they do.
Mr Bradshaw: Tell me what mine is.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The member was out of the Chamber when I said he was a secretary,
shareholder and director of some of the companies involved in those transactions. As a
secretary, shareholder and director the Companies Code provides for action to be taken
against him even if he is innocent of wrong-doing in his own conduct. In that way he can
be said to have a pecuniary interest.
For the purpose of this debate I do not suggest that any of those members individually
have acted improperly in these transactions. I say they have a pecuniary interest in that if
allegations were found to be proved by the royal commission, they could be called upon
to make good some of the losses of people who gave money in circumstances where the
law would say improper payments were made and they should be able to recover them.
The issues are quite simple. We know what the royal commission should investigate, and
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the involvement of these three members. Clearly, they had a direct pecuniary interest
rather than the general interest of other members. The argument about whether it was a
policy matter is irrelevant. The point is whether there could be an investigation by a
royal commission into matters which could lead to the recovery of those moneys or
penalties being imposed on these members. They could have a direct pecuniary interest
which should have encouraged them to volunteer nor to vote as Standing Order No 195
requires, but with their not having done so, under Standing Order No 196 the House
should rule that their votes simply not be counted. It does no! involve any finding of
direct impropriety on their pan, just that they had a pecuniary interest in the motion and
should not have voted. In the post Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of
Government and Other Matters period, there has been a lot of talk about integrity,
accountability and other things. Let us not go back to the past but look at the current
standards that members amc applying to themselves. It is our present and future standards
that should be of most concern to us, if we really care about Parliament and its reputation
and standards.
Mr Kierath: You are a hypocrite. You have no credibility whatsoever. Did you
apologise to the House or to the people on this side -

Mr D.L. SMITH: The member for Riverton will know I supported the calling of a royal
commission into WA Inc.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr D.L. SMITH: I now support the calling of a royal commission into Wanneroo Inc. If
those members with a financial interest want to be able to say that these things have
changed in this place -
Mr CiJ. Barnett: I ask you one question only. Do you support the allegations of murder
made by the member for Peel? That is what this is all about.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I suggest the Leader of the House read the speech of the member for
Peel.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr D.L. SMITH: He made no allegation of murder. I will be dealing with the
substantive motion if the Leader of the House gives me an opportunity to join in that
debate, so that I may defend the position of the member for Peel. The Leader of the
House has been calling on us to make our position clear, and I hope he will give us the
opportunity to present out position.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You will all have a chance.
Mr D.L. SMITH: We will present our opinions and our justification for the way in which
we vote.
Mr Taylor interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr D.L. SMITH: This motion is not the substantive issue before the House tonight. It
says something about the standards of our current Premier and this Government that they
come into this House and move motions about shooting the messenger, but they are not
prepared to look at their own troops to apply the standard of accountability espoused by
the last royal commission. As I said, we are not speaking of corruption but simply about
a matter of pecuniary interest. Those members should have declined to vote, but as they
did not the House should rule that they have a pecuniary interest and for that reason their
vote should not count in this debate.
MR CATANIA (Balcatta) [8.29 pm]: I support the accountability of this place and
members declaring a pecuniary interest, on two counts. The previous speaker said that
we are not debating the substantive motion or what transpired in Wanneroo Inc but
purely whether three members of this House could possibly have a pecuniary interest.
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Mr Kierath: Did you ever get any money from -

Mr CATANIA: I suggest the member examine his conscience.
Mr Kierath: Did you support Brian Burke? Tell us about that.
Mr CATANIA: The member is a fool and has demonstrated it more than once. He
continues to demonstrate tonight that he is an idiot. The member for Wellington stated
that he may have, unwittingly or otherwise, been a secretary to four or five companies.
Was the member for Wellington a signatory to those companies' trading accounts?
Mr Bradshaw: I don't think so.
Mr CATANIA: Did the member for Wellington receive any payment for being a
secretary to those companies?
Mr Bradshaw: Not a cent.
Mr CATANIA: These are all legitimate questions.
Mr Kierath interjected.

Withdrawal of Reinark
Mr CATANIA: Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Ainswonth), would you mind telling the member
for Riverton to pull his head in. That is the sort of language I must use for an idiot such
as that.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): The member has himself transgressed the
rules of this House by using those words. I will start with him and ask him to withdraw
that remark.
Mr CATANIA: I withdraw.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Unfortunately, I did not hear the member for Riverton's
interjection.
Mr DL. Smith: He has been interjecting incessantly.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I am dealing with that. I did not hear the content of
his interjection. I heard a barrage of interjections, not just from the member for Riverton;
however, I was engaged in conversation with Mr Speaker on a matter of importance. I
did not catch what the member for Riverton said. However, on the presumption that he
may well have said something, given the heat of the debate, I give him the opportunity to
withdraw. if not, I caution him to be carefui about how he addresses the House in future
debate.
Mr KIERATH: All I did was ask the member for Balcatta whether he had received any
money from Brian Burke and whether he would apologise to this House. He was asking
the member for Wellington a similar sort of question.
The ACTING SPEAKER: That leads me to make one further statement: There have
been excessive interjections from both sides of the House during this debate. I ask the
member for Riverton to tone down his remarks a little.

Debate Resumed
Mr CATANIA: I return to the reason I am speaking in this debate. The member for Peel
has indicated that thre members of this House could have a pecuniary interest. It is
reasonable to assume that a person who is a secretary to a company has a pecuniary
interest, firstly, by being the signatory to perhaps the trading account of that company
and, secondly, by obtaining payments for being the secretary of that company. The
member for Peel was quite right in pointing out that someone who has admitted that he
was a secretary to five companies -
Mr Kierath: Have you done any business as a member of Parliament?
Mr CATANIA: Yes, I have.
Mr Kierath: Did you own up in the Committee debates?
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Mr CATANIA: I am honest about it. I asked the question, fool.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order?
Mr Shave: My accountant is the secretary to all of our family companies and trusts. He
has no pecuniary interest. He is paid no money for being a secretary. He is paid as the
accountant, but he has no pecuniary interest.
Mr D.L. Smith: The pecuniary interest arises out of his obligation under the Companies
Act.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr CATANIA: I accept that point. All the member for Wellington had to do in this
debate was to admit that he was the secretary to that company or those companies. I
could name five or six to which he may have been the secretary. HeI should have stated
that he was a secretary, that he did not receive any payment for being a secretary, and
that he was a signatory to that company's trading account. Had he given the House that
information, instead of denying certain questions, not answering them, or saying, 'You
find out", this matter would not have arisen.
Mr Shave: Later in the debate he interjected and said that he had no pecuniary interest.
Mr CATANIA: Perhaps his understanding of pecuniary interest and what is legal
pecuniary obligation is not the same. I support the member for Peel's statement that if
members have a pecuniary interest they should say so. It would seem to me that as a
secretary there may be a pecuniary interest. The member for Wanneroc without doubt
has a pecuniary interest, as is stated by the balance sheet of Silitwood. Nominees and also
of WA Bradshaw Pty Ltd. He should not vote on an issue in this House that is relevant to
this debate. The Attorney General, whose husband was named in the Kyle report, has an
obvious interest through the Wanneroo City Council. This motion abides by the standing
orders and states that people with pecuniary interests - as is obviously demonstrated the
member for Wellington and the member for Wanneroo - should not have voted in that
debate. I support that.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [8.36 pm]: It is worth beginning my contribution to this
debate by making the observation that not one government member has given a defence
of their position on this matter yet. It is about time someone from the Government
articulated the paint of view in opposition to what members on this side of the House
have said. One of the reasons government members are not doing that is that they have a
problem with this issue; that is, what members on this side of the House are saying is
right. Let us consider the issue of pecuniary interest.
Mr Omodei interjected.
Dr GALLOP: The Minister for Local Government interjects. Let us go into the province
of local government where this issue of interest must be dealt with by local government
councillors on a month by month basis when they attend various committees. Let us say,
for example, that a company called Silkwood Nominees has a planning application in a
local authority which must be dealt with. Let us say that the member for Wellington and
the member for Wan neroo happen to be local councillors. Would they have to declare an
interest?
Mr Omodei: Under the Local Government Act, yes.
Dr GALLOP: In other words, the Minister for Local Government has acknowledged that
they have a direct interest in the affairs of that company. The interest in the case of the
member for Wellington is as clear as crystal. He is a director and shareholder of
Silkwood Nominees. A person could not be any more directly involved in a company. I
have never heard anything as ridiculous as the interjections he has made about his not
being a beneficiary. Would that observation he makes save him under the Local
Government Act? Of course it would not. However, that is an analogy we can draw
quite properly in this issue.
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Mr Minson: We are not in local government.
Dr GALLOP: The member for Greenough should explain why the analogy I have put
forward is not proper.
Mr Minson: If you were here earlier you would have heard it.
Dr GALLOP: When I finish, the member for Greenough should speak on this issue.
Let us consider the case of the member for Wanneroo. He received money as loans from
Silkwood Nominees. He is in a direct fiduciary relationship with that company. There is
no question about his relationship with that company. As the Minister for Local
Government said, there is nio question that he would have to declare his interest if he
were a city councillor. However, when it comes to debating the matter in this Parliament,
the supreme body that deals with legislation in this state, he does not have to declare that
same interesL It is about time that he explained the distinction between the Local
Government Act and the state Constitution and outlined clearly why, in one case, he must
declare an interest and not participate in voting proceedings, but in the other case it is
proper for him to participate in a debate and to vote on its outcome.
The Attorney General's silence on this matter tonight is deafening. The Attorney
General should participate in the discussion when we return to the original motion. She
has acknowledged in answers to questions asked in this Parliament that she received
money from the former mayor of Wanneroo to assist her in her election campaigns. The
former mayor of Wanneroo was involved in all of the activities of Silkwood Nominees
that we believe should be the subject of a proper examination. There is no question that
the Attorney General is implicated in that through her financial connection with the
former mayor of Wanneroo because she received money from him for her campaign.
This is a tangled web of relation ships. There is a very clear financial connection between
all of these individuals, a company and a former mayor. The clear line that runs right
through the middle of that tangled web leads one to a very simple conclusion:, that is, that
the members of Parliament involved, if they had honour, should not vote on the motion
that is before us this evening.
If I wanted to comment on the interjections about financial and other interests in the
1980s made by members opposite, and particularly the interjections by the Minister for
Labour Relations, I would ask one thing; that is, do they know what is the flaw in their
argument? It is that we voted for a royal commission. We had a royal commission and
that is the difference. It was our royal commission. We had the integrity and the internal
fortitude to hold that royal commission to examine every matter related not only to our
government, but to the affairs of our former colleagues. We had the internal fortitude
and the integrity to set up that royal commission. Let us contrast that with the behaviour
of members opposite. Let us consider their failings. The Attorney General and the
members for Wellington and Wanneroo have failed to show proper honour in this
Parliament; they have failed to properly observe the pecuniary interest provisions of the
Constitution of this state and thereby they have faied in their duties as members of
Parliament by voting on this matter; they have failed in their duties as members of
Parliament to represent the people of Wanneroo and the people of Western Australia; and
they have failed to set up a proper inquiry that will, once and for all, deal with all of these
matters that have been raised in this Parliament.
Interestingly, there are. a number of players in this matter who could really help us
enormously. First, the Attorney General and the members for Wellington and Wanneroo
could help us by acting honourably in the matter before us. Secondly, the other people
who could really help us are the members of the National Party because they have the
balance of numbers. At this crucial moment in the history of this state, they have the
opportunity to line up and make a choice. They can vote for having a proper inquiry into
all of these matters so that they will be dealt with properly and so that the allegations
made by the member for Peel can be dealt with.
Mr Taylor: Their leader is the Deputy Premier who took three days to decide whether he
would support the Attorney General.
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Dr GALLOP: The heat is on them now. For a decade, the National Party spoke about
the high principles that it supports. Now, not only do we know chat the Attorney General
embarrasses members of the National Party; we also know that they are disgusted
because she is still the Attorney General. The National Party now has a chance to stand
for its principles because we will vote on a crucial issue later this evening. They will fail
in their duty to the people of this state if they do not support an inquiry into these matters.
I ask members of the Government to explain to me - the Minister for Local Government
is the person to do it - how the pecuniary interest provisions of the Local Government
Act operate in relation to Silkwood Nominees, the Attorney General and the members for
Wannemoo and Wellington and then illustrate to this Parliament how it is different from
our state Constitution's definition of pecuniary interest. We are interested in what he
might say.
Finally, the challenge for the National Party is for it to explain its position on these
matters because it is in a privileged position in this Parliament as a result of the
peculiarities of our electoral system. It carries on its shoulders a grave responsibility. It
is about time that members of that party exercised some of that responsibility, not
because of the sweetheart deals it has with the Liberal Party, but because of its duty to the
people of Western Australia.
MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloc - Leader of the House) [8.50 pm]: Mr Acting
Speaker -

Mr Ripper: At last, we have a response from the Government!
Mr CJ BARNETT: Members opposite complained last time when we put the vote. We
allowed all members opposite to speak.
The motion before the Chair is whether three members on this side of the House - the
Attorney General and the members for Wanneroo and Wellington - should have the right
to vote on this matter. In moving this motion, Opposition members referred to Standing
Order No 195, which reads -

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

The substance of the Opposition's argument is that the members to whom I have referred
have a pecuniary interest in the matter before the House. However, what was the matter
before the House?
Mr Taylor: A royal commission.
Mr C.J. BARNETTl: Exactly. The matter before the House was an amendment to the
censure motion.
Mr Taylor interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNETTl: The Leader of the Opposition should listen as he might learn
something. The amendment was to create a royal commission. Therefore, for the motion
before the Chair to have any substance at all, it would be necessary to establish that the
members involved have a pecuniary interest in the establishment of a royal commission.
Mrs Henderson: Or the prevention of the establishment of a royal commission.
Mr C.J. BARNETIT: No, the establishment of a royal commission.
Several members interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members opposite do not like it. Page 12 of the little book which
we all carefully study - namely, standing orders - defines pecuniary interest as "an
immediate direct personal pecuniary interest and does not include such an interest which
is general". For this motion to succeed, the Opposition must establish that the members
named had a direct pecuniary interest in the calling of a royal commission - that was the
motion proposed. It is hard to determine who would have a direct pecuniary interest in
the calling of a royal commission. Perhaps consultants and lawyers would gain from that
situation. Nevertheless, the Opposition has completely failed to establish that a
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pecuniary interest exists in the calling of a royal commission. Members opposite may
argue that, should a royal commission be established, some matters relating to the
members named may arise. However, that it is an entirely separate issue.
The Opposition must establish that these members had a pecuniary interest in the mere
calling of a royal commission. The members to whom the motion refers can in no way
can gain financially through the calling of the royal commission. The Opposition motion
has taken two hours to debate, and it has had absolutely no substance or crediblity. The
Opposition has wasted enough of the Parliament's time and has failed to make its
argument, so let us vote on the matter.
MR RIPPER (Belmont) [8.55 pm]: At least we have had a response from the
Government on this motion, be it a poor and thin one. The contribution demonstrated
that the Government considers that the question of whether these members should vote
due to the question of pecuniary interest has some substance. I regret that the poor level
of commitment given to this debate by the Government undermines that conclusion.
However, I regard this matter as one of the most important issues found within standing
orders; namely, regarding the standards to be exercised by members of Parliament in
their actions and the integrity of a government, the matter of whether members should
participate in a vote on a question in which they have a direct pecuniary interest is very
important.
Mr C.J. Barneti: Can you explain a pecuniary interest? How do they benefit from a
royal commission?
Mr Thomas: They potentially lose if it is called. That is the debate.
Mr RIPPER: A pecuniary interest covens a loss as well as a gain.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: It must be a direct interest. You must show where a person wins
through the calling of a royal commission.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth)l: Order!
Mr RIPPER: That is where the Leader of the House makes his mistake. He is under the
impression that a pecuniary interest is only about receiving money, but it also involves
the prospect of a person incurring a liability. As my colleagues correctly and most
forcefully pointed out, such an interest is about loss as well as gain. The Leader of the
House seems to believe that the only person who has a pecuniary interest in the calling of
a royal commission is someone, say, with an interest in a printing or legal firm. That is
entirely wrong. Of course, people will make gains and losses as a result of the outcome
of a royal commission.
Mr C.J. Barnett: The question relates to the calling of a royal commission.
Mr RIPPER: The motion was not simply to establish any old royal commission into
anything; it was to establish a royal commission into all the circumstances, evidence and
allegations surrounding what has become known as Wanneroo Inc, and in particular the
allegations of corruption concerning sitting Liberal members of Parliament. It is the
subject matter for a royal commission which gives rise to the question of whether these
three Liberal Party members of Parliament have a direct pecuniary interest in the matters
on which we were voting.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: The members in question may or may not like the calling of a royal
commission or what it might find if it were established. However, it is necessary in this
motion to establish a benefit or a loss through a mere calling of a royal commission. It is
not sufficient to assert what a royal commission may find. You must show that the
members will be direct beneficiaries from the decision to call a royal commission.
Mr RIPPER: Interestingly, the Leader of the House made a longer speech by interjection
than he did by traditional means. I am coming to the point he raises.
What are the serious allegations surrounding Wanneroo Inc which the member for Peel's
motion deals with? One allegation is that the former Mayor of Wanneroo, Dr Wayne
Bradshaw, corruptly received money. Another allegation is that corruptly received
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money was paid in turn to the Attorney General and the member for Wanneroo. What
happens when people are found by a court to have received corruptly paid money? The
money must be paid back.
Several members interjected.
Mr RIPPER: The Crimes (Confiscation of Profits) Act requires the repayment of money
received from criminal acts. It is very likely that if a royal commission confirmed the
suspicions of many people in the community, the money corruptly received by Bradshaw,
and which flowed on to Liberal members of Parliament, would have to be repaid because
it came from a corrupt source. That is a direct pecuniary interest which the Leader of the
House tried to slide past. He thought that a pecuniary interest was only about gains, but
it is also about lasses.
Mr Qmodei: If what you say is right, what is the difference between your argument and
that of Brian Burke, who operated the leader's account, giving money to your campaign?
Will you give money back which was given to your campaign?
Mr RIPPER: I cannot possibly comment on the suggestion made by the Minister for
Water Resources - it is irrelevant to the debate. There is certainly no question of an
allegation of members voting on a motion relating to that matter while having a direct
pecuniary interest. The Minister is trying to divert attention from what his three
colleagues have done; that is, they have taken part in a division on a question in which
they have a direct pecuniary interest.
The member for Wellington has tried very hard to claim that he was not a beneficiary of
those companies. The Minister for Aboriginal Affairs should not shake his head - I will
come to him in a moment. The member for Wellington claims that he does not have a
direct pecuniary interest. The public would be incredulous upon hearing the member's
claim when knowing that he is a shareholder and director in the company. His company
may not have paid a dividend, but it may well pay a dividend. Also, the question of
losses which may be incurred arise. What happens if that company is found to have
corruptly received money? Would the member not have an obligation as a director and
shareholder to pay the money back? This is a direct pecuniary interest.
The Government is showing itself to be lamentable in its adherence to proper standards
of conduct. This is not a trivial matter. Royal commissions have been conducted into
local councils in which this sort of behaviour has occurred.
Ministers for Local Government have suspended local councils where this went on. We
apply quite strict standards to those over whom we have supervisory authority who are
involved in local government, but members on that side of the House do not seem
prepared to apply the same standards to their own colleagues. Government members are
quite happy to see a local council savaged for this sort of behaviour, but they will not
apply anything like proper standards of integrity to their Liberal colleagues.
It is noticeable that the Premier has been absent throughout this debate, but this matter
does concern his responsibilities as Premier. What standards will the Premier apply in
his Government; what will he say to his party members and his colleagues about their
behaviour in this House? The Premier has had no interest in these matters today, despite
the odd media comment. It is his responsibility as a leader to say to these three Liberal
members, "You have done the wrong thing. The argument is right. You should not have
taken part in the division." The Government would still win the division, so it would be
simply a matter of the Government members in concert acknowledging they had done the
wrong thing and that standards apply in this House. It is an indication of his lack of
concern for the standards, and of his lack of leadership credentials, if the Premier, who is
the leader of his party, does not want to do anything about it.
I can understand why the Premier might not want to do something about it. The Attorney
General is a key part of his factional power base. Links exist between the member for
Wanneroo, the Attorney General and a particular faction in the Liberal Party which is the
Premier's power base. He does not have the courage or the gumption to do anything
about their behaviour because he would have to tackle his own close supporters in the
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party. He would have to tell them that on this embarrassing matter, small as it may be in
the overall scheme of things, they have done the wrong thing and should not have voted
in the division. We have heard nothing like a proper defence of these members' actions
from the Government. Why does not the Attorney General or the member for Wanneroo
say they do not have a direct pecuniary interest? They slide away from that question.
The last thing the Government wants to see in any debate before this House this evening
is the member for Wanneroo or the Attorney General on their feet because it knows that
bath members are a bit vulnerable on these matters. The Leader of the House invited us
all to speak in support of the member for Peel. We are quite prepared to accommodate
him. We will all get up and support the member for Peel.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you accuse people of murder?
Mr RIPPER: The member for Peel did not accuse people of murder, so the Leader of the
House cannot ask us to back some wild misrepresentation that he is trying to perpetrate
on the public, If the Leader of the House wanted us all to speak he would give an
undertaking not to gag debate on the substantive motion. Does the Leader of the House
give us that undertaking? Does he want to hear us all speak?
Mr Cowan: Can you give us an undertaking that you will not engage in tedious
repetition? I do not think you can give us that undertaking.
Mr RIPPER: The Leader of the House wants us all to defend the member for Peel, hut
the Leader of the National Party thinks that might be tedious repetition. Perhaps the
Leader of the National Party should consult his coalition colleague.
Important issues must be aired. The Government must understand that a smell is waiting
from Wanneroo as a result of the participation of Liberal Party members of Parliament.
It is "Wanneroo stink"! The Government cannot get away from this odour.
Today the Government has made a political and tactical mistake. Fancy coming into the
House today and giving the Opposition another opportunity to raise a very serious issue
that implicates the Government in corrupt and improper behaviour surrounding the
Wanneroo City Council. We welcomed it with open arns. The Leader of the House has
made another mistake and after several hours of debate the government backbench are
beginning to realise that.
The Leader of the House has given the Opposition a very good opportunity to further
raise these very important issues which government back benchers know are embarrassing
and damaging to their party. In the end these issues will lead to the political demise of
their colleague the Attorney General. There may be some members opposite who will
not be too unhappy about that prospect. I know members opposite are feeling less than
enthusiastic about the need to support the Attorney General in these debates. They
believe it would be in the interests of the Liberal Party and of the Government for the
Attorney General to go quickly and quietly. Those people know that an issue like this
can drag on and on, and where there is substance it does not go away; it ends with a
resignation. This one will end that way because it has substance, and the Government
cannot get it out of the way with a day's debate if its own members ignore proper
standards of accountability in this House.
The Attorney General, the member for Wellington, and the member for Wanneroo have
direct pecuniary interests in relation to the motion because each of them stands to lose
heavily if a royal commission confirms widespread suspicions that they have benefited
from corruptly received money. The direct pecuniary interest is that they would have to
repay those moneys. Other consequences could concern the positions which they occupy
in the Cabinet and in the House. If as a result of a royal commission they lost those
positions or were required to resign, they would face significant pecuniary losses.
Let us see if the Government believes these matters of pecuniary interest are significant.
If the Government believes that the question of integrity in voting in the House is
important, it will respond to the points I have made; someone else will get up and say
whether I am wrong. The Government should not arrogantly use its numbers to dispose
of our motion, it should participate in the argument. If it does not participate in the
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argument, it is saying to this House and to the people that it does not care about standards
of behaviour and propriety, all it cares about is winning and it can do that with its brute
numbers.
MRS ROBERTS (Glendalough) [9.09 pm]: The only defence presented thus far in the
debate from the Government side came from the Leader of the House. I am concerned
that much of his argument is erroneous, particularly his understanding of a pecuniary
interest. HeI feels there must be some potential for profit or gain in the calling of a royal
commission; it is also the case that it can be the occasioning of loss. In making this
comment, I refer to the Department of Local Government's "PeIar neet
Handbook".
Mr Kierath: It is not local government; it is the state Parliament.
Mrs ROBERTS: The brief description of what are pecuniary interests which is contained
in the handbook should be very instructive to members opposite. I invite members
opposite to listen to very brief, but instructive, comments about what pecuniary interests
mean. It is written in very simple language so those opposite should all be able to
understand it.
Mr Brown: Go very slowly so that the member for Riventon can understand.
Mrs ROBERTS: I will go very slowly because those opposite have missed the point
completely. It disturbs me greatly that members opposite -

Several members interjec ted.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! Could the member for Glendalough
resume her seat. I have been allowing quite a few interjections when various speakers
have had the floor. However, we are now not getting interjections upon the speaker on
her feet but cross-Chamber conversations which are not interjections at all; it is just rude
debate. I ask all members to cease those comments and give the member for
Glendalough the courtesy she deserves.
Mrs ROBERTS: It concerns me greatly that members in our state Parliament do not have
a comprehensive understanding of what is a pecuniary interest. For members'
enlightenment I will refer to the brief statement contained in the Department of Local
Government. It states -

The interest in a matter must be such that the decision bearing upon it will affect
advantageously or deleteriously the holder of the interest in a way which is
capable of being measured in money or money's worth.

I emphasise the words "advantageously or deleteriously". It goes on -

The courts have construed the restrictions in this regard widely. It does not mean
that money should have to change hands as a result of the decision. It does not
matter that the financial consequences of the decision may be contingent, or
prospective. It does not matter that the effect might be to raise or reduce property
values. The fact remains that there are financial consequences as a result of the
matter being determined and thus, however those monetary consequences are
defined, there will be an interest which has been viewed as a pecuniary interest.

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is all very interesting but why don't you use the definition that
applies in the standing orders of this Parliament? You are in a bigger league now.
Mrs ROBERTS: Our standing orders give a very brief comment on what is a pecuniary
interest; they do not interpret fully in a way that we can understand what a pecuniary
interest is.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Read Erskine May's Parliamentary Practice. The footnotes refer to it.
Mrs ROBERTS: It is a disgrace that we have a Leader of the House who does nor
understand that a pecuniary interest is not just a matter of advantage, gain or profit. That
is fact.
Mr Kierath: You need to lift your game if you want to get a promotion.
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Mrs ROBERTS: On this issue only one person in here needs not just to lift his game but
to revise his situation. He will learn, if he looks very carefully at what is a pecuniary
interest, that it is not just a matter of a potential gain or advantage by the holding of a
royal commission. It is very clearly the opposite, of someone suffering deleterious
consequences.
Mr CJ. Barnett: But whatever it is. it must be as explained in our standing orders. The
only connection is where they directly benefit from a royal commission being called.
Mrs ROBERTS: It is direct.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: It has to be by the establishment of a royal commission. It is not going
back to the local government definition. Use the standing orders of this Parliament.
Mrs ROBERTS: This is where the Leader of the House is mistaken. It is not a definition
as put out under the Local Government Act; it is a general definition used widely in all
circles about what is a pecuniary interest. That is what the Leader of the House has failed
to understand.
Question put and a division called for.

Points of Order
Mr COWAN: There was only one voice. Mr Acting Speaker, I ask you to rule on the
question of whether there was only one voice. if, in your opinion, there was only one
voice, a division cannot be called.
Mr KOBELKE: I realise that I did call out very loudly and others called out loudly as
well.
Government members: You did not.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Dr Gallop: They are a joke; you are a liar.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order! The member for Victoria Park will
come to order when I am on my feet. I wonder where he is on the Speaker's list, If he is
on his third warning, I do not want to throw him out, but I am very tempted. I am about
to rule in his party's favour so it would be very beneficial for him to stop interjecting and
listen.
I heard one very loud voice, that of the member for Belmont; however, when one of his
colleagues - I am not sure which one - realised that there was a problem, I did hear a
second voice after some seconds. Although I take the point of order raised by the Leader
of the National Party - he was quite correct if there was only one voice - I did hear a
second voice a little time after the voice which was quite clearly the voice of the member
for Belmont. Therefore, the point of order is null and void. I ask all members not to
interject in future when I or anyone else who is in the Chair is speaking. It is very
difficult to conduct the business of this pl ace properly when people constantly interject
when the Speaker, Deputy Speaker or Acting Speakers are on their feet.
Bells rung and the House divided.
Division resulted as follows -

Ayes (22)
Mr M. Barnett Mr Grill Mr D.. Smidh
Mr Bridge Mrs Henderson Mr Taylor
Mr Brown Mr Kobelke Mr Thomas
Mr Catania Mr Marlborough Ms Warnock
Mr Cunninghamn Mr McGinty Dr Watson
Dr Edwards Mr Riebeling Mr Lay (Teller)
DrGaLop Mr Ripper
Mr Grahamn Mrs Roberts
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Noes (30)
Mr CJ. Barnett Mir Johnson Mr Prince
Mr Blaikie Mr Kieraih Mr Shave
Mr Board Mr Lewis Mr W. Smith
Mr Bradshaw Mr Marshall Mr Strickland
Mr Court Mr McNee Mr Trenorden
Mr Cowan, Mr Minsort Mr Tubby
Mr Day Mr Nicholls Dr Turnbull
Mrs Edwardes Mr Omnodei Mrs van de Kiashorst
Dr Harnes Mr Osborne Mr Wiese
Mr House Mr Pcndui Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)

Question thus negatived.
Motion Resumed

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [9.20 pm]: I oppose the motion and draw attention to what
I regard as an inappropriate response to the position the Opposition has taken concerning
comments made last week by the member for Peel. In its case that the member for Peel
should be censured, the Government has argued that he has breached the privilege which
members of this House enjoy in order to speak with exemption from laws which apply
outside the House. If that is what the Government believes, it should move for a
committee of privilege.
Similar situations have existed in other times. I refer in particular to 1986 when the then
government believed that the then Deputy Leader of the Opposition and member for
Gascoyne, Mr Ian Laurance, had abused privilege in some statements he made. For those
members who were not around at the time, Mr Laurance made a statement in the House
that in the 1986 elections the Chief Electoral Officer, the Minister for Parliamentary and
Electoral Reform and an officer of the Crown Law Department had acted improperly.
They were very serious allegations. H~e was suggesting that the Minister for
Parliamentary and Electoral Reform had used his position to direct the Chief Electoral
Officer in a manner which advantaged one party in an election. He went further and said
that the Chief Electoral Officer had accepted that direction. Finally, he said that an
officer of the Crown Law Department had been influenced by Ministers in providing
advice to the Chief Electoral Officer in responding to written complaints which Mr
Laurance said he had made.
In the same way, on Thursday the member for Peel made some very serious allegations
and alluded to some very serious matters. In 1986 the Burke Government felt that the
allegations that had been made by the then Deputy Leader of the Opposition were wrong.
That government could have used its majority of five on that side of the House to censure
him or to find he had breached privilege or bring about any number of penalties for
breach of privilege. A member can be censured, suspended for a couple of days or even
have his seat declared vacant. The powers of the House in finding that a member has
breached privilege are very substantial. The majority of the House, which by definition
is the government, if it has a clear majority, is able to use that power if it wishes at one
extreme to declare a member's seat vacant for abusing that privilege. That government
could have done that. It would have been quicker and simpler and would have allowed it
to get on with the pressing legislative program that every government has rather than tie
up the House with lengthy debates. However, the Burke government was fair in those
circumstances and did not believe it would be right for the House to find the member was
wrong. The then government knew the member was wrong, certainly as far as those
allegations applied to one of its former Ministers and to another Minister. The
government was able to find out from talking to its officers that the other allegations
were wrong.
The government could have been quite confident in moving a motion that the then
member for Gascoyne and Deputy Leader of the Opposition, Mr Tart Laurance, had
abused privilege, and imposed what it regarded as appropriate penalties by censuring or
suspending him, or even declaring his seat vacant. The House has those very awesome
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powers. When matters such as this come before the House, we should exercise those
powers with a great degree of attention to due process.
I was a member of the select committee on privilege and therefore had occasion to
investigate those allegations made by Mr Laurance. I have also served on a number of
similar select committees and, as a result, I have bad occasion to think about these
matters. Today I looked back on the Hansard of the debates that occurred in 1986 when
we dealt with those, as it turned out, intemperate statements by Ian Laurance. As I read
the division lists and the debates that occurred and the motion to establish the select
committee on privilege. I saw that one of the great differences between the behaviour of
the then government and of this Gjovernment is that, firstly, the Premier participated in
the debates. Certainly from what one can ascertain from the division lists he was there
for the debate during the day. He obviously regarded that as a very important matter.
I draw the distinction between the way this Government is handling this matter and the
way that government did then. It regarded it as sufficiently important that the most
senior Minister, the Premier, should be present for the debate.
Mr House: Are you trying to compare the principles of that Premier to those of the
Premier today?
Mr THOMAS: The member for Peel has made some statements.
Mr House: It was not as bad as accusing someone of murder.
Mr THOMAS: Your former colleague, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition -

Mr House: No, he was not.
Mr THOMAS: I think he was.
Mr House: You want a bet?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order!
Mr THOMAS: I am prepared to put a few bob on it.

Mr House inteajected.
Mr THOMAS: A senior member of the then opposition. Ian Laurance, the member for
Gascoyne - he certainly was that - said that senior public servants, the Chief Electoral
Officer, an officer of the Crown Law Department, a Minister and former Minister had
acted corruptly and colluded to influence the outcome of an election. It was one of the
most serious allegations one can make.
Mr Minson: I would rather be accused of that than murder.
Mr TIHOMAS: It was not as serious as murder, but on the other hand, it was an explicit
accusation. The other day, the member for Peel said that suggestions were circulating.
He said that he had spoken to certain people, such as the widow of one of the unfortunate
people who had died, and she told him certain things which raised questions in his mind,
Other questions raised in his mind were why the police had not spoken to her since her
unfortunate husband's death. He did not actually say someone had murdered anyone. He
said questions arose from those circumstances and he was conveying those allegations.
He made many other allegations about senior members of the Liberal Party in the
northern suburbs offering money to candidates to not stand for local government and not
contest elections. He talked about matters that had become common occurrence, such as
using powers under local authorities to corruptly raise money which went into a Liberal
Party slush fund and which we believe was responsible for contributing to the election
campaigns of the Attorney General and the member for Wanneroo.
Those are matters which have been canvassed on a number of occasions today. The
Opposition's response is that it is wrong. it does not disapprove of what has been said,
but simply asserts that is the case. That is the point I want to make. In 1986 when Ian
Laurance, the then member for Gascoyne, made those allegations a situation existed
where he made an assertion which turned out to be undocumented, unproven, and
unprovable. The then government could have stated that the member was wrong and
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condemned him for being wrong and making such a statement in a cowards' castle where
die reputation of two senior public servants was damaged. Thai could have been the end
of the matter. The government could have gone further and stared that the member
would be suspended for a day or two. Or to take it to the extreme, it could have
threatened to cake the seat from the member and have a by-election for Gascoyne, and
perhaps one of my colleagues might have been in the House earlier than otherwise was
the case. That government and the then Premier were not prepared to do that. flat
government established a committee of privilege to investigate the allegations that had
been made.
The then government stated to the member for Gascoyne that the allegations had been
made and it was considered char he was wrong. It was taken seriously to the extent that
the Premier stayed in the House for the debate and moved a motion to establish the select
committee of privilege so that the member for Gascoyne would have the opportunity to
put forward his allegations, to call witnesses, to be represented, to be called as a witness,
to call other witnesses, and to prove his case if he had one.
The select committee constituted the then Leader of the Opposition, Mr [-assell, the
member for Cottesloe, who has been discussed today in another capacity. Mr Laurance
had a person on the committee whom one would expect would be sympathetic to his
political interests. I was on the committee, as were the member for Thornlie and the then
member for Stirling. All parties were represented and the select committee heard
evidence. Mr Laurance suggested witnesses who should be called. The committee called
other witnesses as a result of allegations which Mr Laurance made. The committee met
for several days, called witnesses, and formed a conclusion. The conclusion was based
on factual evidence that the then member for Gascoyne had abused privilege. How
different is that process from what the Government is doing now? I stated earlier in the
debate whether certain members should have been disqualified in voting for the
amendment which had been moved by the member for Peel. I cited a saying of
Confucius which went over the heads of some members opposite. I repeat it because I
believe it is apt - that is, when a finger points at the moon, the idiot looks at the finger.
Mr Trenorden: Whose finger is pointing at the moon?
Mr THOMAS: The member for Peel's finger.
Mr House: The member knows his finger is pointing at the 'moon because you are
looking at his finger.
Mr THOMAS: When a finger points at the moon, the idiot looks at the finger. The
member for Peel has pointed at the moon and has drawn the House' s attention to what he
regards as some very serious matters. The idiots, instead of looking at the moon and
addressing those very serious allegations axe looking at the finger, that is, looking at the
member for Peel. They have moved a motion which talks about the member for Peel
abusing privilege and censures him for making serious allegations which he is unable to
substantiate.
My challenge is to the members of the Government, particularly the Premier who, unlike
Brian Burke, is not prepared to be here when these debates arise. My challenge to the
members of the Government is to put up or shut up. The Government is prepared to
censure the member for Peel for making allegations which it believes he cannot
substantiate. I ask government members - and most of them are not here, but I ask those
in the building who are able to hear this debate on the speakers - how many of them can
confidently state that they can vote for a motion which states that the member for Peel is
unable to substantiate the allegations. They would not know, and if they were
honourable people, instead of looking at the finger - that is, looking at the member for
Peel - they would be looking at the moon and examining the substantial allegations at
which that finger is pointing. Instead of behaving like idiots - that is, looking at the
finger rather than the moon - they would be addressing the real matters which the
member for Peel sought to raise in the House. These are very serious matters which the
member for Peel believes can be substantiated. I am confident he will be able to
substantiate them.
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One wonders why this Government is not prepared to allow him to have the opportunity
to do that. It can be done in a number of ways. One way is to move the motion for a
royal commission. The Government was not prepared to accept that a cried and true
method of this House in dealing with such matters is to have a select committee.
Mr Cowan: How could the member make the claim that it is a tried and true method?
Mr THOMAS: I am glad the Leader of the National Party has joined the debate. I want
to get on to him.
Mr Cowan: The only select committees that I know which have been successful are
those which have always had the support of both sides of Parliament at the time of their
appointment. On occasions when there is a division on the floor of the House during the
process of appointment of the select committee, there has invariably been a minority
report which negates the value of that committee or the recommendations or findings of
char committee.
Mr THOMAS: That is an interesting observation, To a large extent it is true, but flat
always. The 1986 committee into Ian Laurance's allegations is analogous to this
situation, which illustrates the positives and negatives. I am glad the Leader of the
National Party, the Deputy Premier, has raised the question of the efficacy of select
committees considering that one of his former colleagues, Matt Stephens, was a member
of the 1986 committee and played an interesting role. The committee was set up under
very similar circumstances to investigate allegations which had been made and it
conducted the investigation.
The Leader of the National Party stated that cam mincees are useful in coming to
conclusions only if there is not a division in the citation of the committee. That
committee succeeded in getting to the bottom of the very serious allegations which had
been made by the then member for Gascoyne. Mr Hassell produced a minority report,
and did not seek to defend Mr Laurance in the factual allegations that had been made.
The report discussed the partisan nature of select committees set up to investigate
privilege, stating that they are an unsatisfactory way of dealing with privilege, and that
the standing orders committee of the House should find another way of doing it. The
standing orders committee in the intervening seven or eight years has not been able to do
that, and select committees of privilege are still the only way we have of doing that.
I advise the Leader of the National Party that it did effectively deal with the factual basis
of the allegations. Members opposite have sat in this place during the last two sitting
days and said there is no basis for the allegations that have been made by the member for
Peel. Members opposite have repeatedly said that and that assertion is contained in this
motion. If that is the case, the only way to test it is to refer this issue to a select
committee. It will give the Government the opportunity to call witnesses, including Dr
Bradshaw and others, to test the matters raised by the member for Peel, It will give the
member for Peel the opportunity to suggest to the committee who should be called to
give evidence to it. That could very well be one of the reasons that the Government does
not want such a select committee to be appointed. It may turn out that some or even all
of the matters raised by the member for Peel will withstand scrutiny. The Government
would rather use its naked political power by way of its numbers to assert that the
member for Peel should be censured. Assertion does not amount to a quality argument.
The Government may well assert something and if it has an unprincipled majority -

Mr Trenorden: How do you call Dr Bradshaw before a committee of privilege when he
is not a resident of Western Australia?
Mr THOMAS: I understand he is back in Western Australia.
Mr Trenorden: I am told he is in the Maldives.
Mr THOMAS: I believe he is back. The member for Avon is sitting next to Dr
Bradshaw's brother and [ suggest that he ask him where he is.
Mr Trenorden: All he would have to do is to leave the state and he would not be
available to give evidence.
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Mr THOMAS: Other people can give evidence if Dr Bradshaw finds it necessary to
absent himself from this stare. He was depicted in The West Australian as arriving in
Western Australia and 1 have not read a report to the effect that he has left. We will pass
the motion and create the committee and if Dr Bradshaw is not in Western Australia we
will cross that bridge when we come to it. The Government is shown to be unprincipled
and is not concerned about getting to the truth of the matter. It has made an unproven
assertion about the member for Peel and is censuring him, but it is not prepared to put his
allegations to the test of scrutiny under evidence.
I have made comparisons between the behaviour of this Government and the Burke
government in 1986 which had to deal with assenions made by the then prominent
Liberal frontbencher Ian Laurance. Another distinction must be made and it relates to the
role of the National Party. I have already mentioned that the then member for Stirling,
Matt Stephens, was a member of the committee to which the Leader of the National Party
refered earlier when he madet reference to minority reports. A minority report was
issued by that select committee and the sole author was the then Leader of the
Opposition, Bill Hassell. The then Deputy Leader of the National Party, Matt Stephens,
who was a member of that select committee, was a signatory to the majority report which
found that the Liberal frontbencher, Ian Laurance, had breached privilege by making
unsubstantiated allegations. Things have changed on this occasion and it appears that the
temptation of office has led to the National Party becoming locked into the discipline of
government; it is following the Liberal Party. By so doing it has shown that the
principles adopted by Matt Stephens in 1986 are no longer displayed by that party. They
are indistinguishable from members of the Liberal Party when it comes to matters like
this.
Mr Lewis: What are you trying to prove? You have not made one point and you have
mumbled on about what happened in 1986.
Mr THOMAS: I disagree with the Minister for Planning. If he believes, as the motion
seems to imply, the member for Peel should be censured for having made serious
allegations which cannot be substantiated, he should put up or shut up. Censuring this
member by a simple majority of this House will have no credibility because everyone
knows the Government is doing that on a party political basis. The Government should
have accepted the invitation the Opposition extended to it earlier and established a royal
commission if it believes that the allegations cannot be substantiated.
Mr Trenorden: The member for Peel has said several times that the police are
investigating this matter. You should read Hansard.
Mr THOMAS: The Opposition believes the police -

Several members interjected.
Mr THOMAS: Why did members opposite want a royal commission in 1990?
Mr Trenorden: The police are involved now as you might be aware, but they were not
involved in those days.
Mr Taylor: They were.
Mr THOMAS: A number of matters were investigated. Has not the member heard of
McCusker?
I advise fth member for Avon and the Minister for Planning that the reason the motion
the Government has put forward is inadequate is that it shows that the Government does
not have confidence in what it is asserting. If it had confidence that the allegations made
by the member for Peel could not be substantiated and that he should be censured, it
would have no hesitation in referring the issue to a royal commission or a select
committee. It would then have a more credible basis on which to make an assertion like
the one it is making now- This assertion is without credibility and the only reason the
Government has made it is to prop up the Attorney General, the member for Wanneroo
and maybe the member for Wellington.
Most of the people in this state believe the Attorney General should not occupy the
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position she does. The reason the Premier is not in the House for this debate is that he
does not want to hear it because he will have to face the hardS decision of removing the
Attorney General from her position. Most people believe it is outrageous that a person
with the Attorney General's associations should occupy a Cabinet position and, above all,
die position of Attorney General.
Some of my electors and the people to whom I have spoken when I have been
campaigning in the seat of Helena believe it is disgusting that a person with these
associations should occupy the office of Attorney General. It is all very well for
members opposite to make fun of the Burke, Dowding and Lawrence governments, but
the people who speak to me draw the comparison between the member for Kingsley in
her capacity as Attorney General and Joe Berinson who is a person of unparalleled
integrity and who acquitted himself in a way that will be discussed for years. No-one can
ever suggest that there was a politically partisan bone in his body in the way he
conducted his office, or that he lacked integrity.
If members opposite assert that statements made by the member for Peel last week and
again today are wrong, and that the conclusions reached by most people in Western
Australia about the Attorney General, the member for Wanneroo and, possibly, the
member for Wellington are wrong, they should accept the Opposition's earlier invitation
to establish a royal commission. Alternatively, if members opposite do not want to spend
that amount of money, a select committee could be set up for between $10 000 and
$15 000. It would provide a report - an independent paper - which could in some sense
document or support the Government's argurnent. At present it does not have that. The
Government has only an assertion which is not based on fact or evidence; it is based at
best on belief and hope.
MR SHAVE (Melville) [9.51 pm]: It was appropriate that the member for Mitchell in
his comments on the motion earlier today raised the issue of this place being a kangaroo
court with regard to the member for Peel. It is fitting that he should make that comment
because that, effectively, is what the member for Peel has done with the assertions he has
made in this place. Looking at the motion and the comments of the member for Peel, we
can fully understand the reason for it today. The member for Peel said in his speech last
week -

We now know that the activities in this evil were put in place by Dr Wayne
Bradshaw, and that the Attorney General was part of it through her association
and contact with him ...

The member for Peel has stood in this place saying this evil exists and the Attorney
General is involved in it through her association and contact with Dr Bradshaw. Are we
then to assume that all members opposite who were in association and had direct contact
with Brian Burke are culpable and criminals also? Of course we are not, and members
opposite would be alarmed if we did.
Mr D.L. Smith: We are not the Attorney General.
Mr SHAVE: The member for Mitchell, as Opposition spokesperson on law and order,
would be alarmed.
Mr D.L. Smith: A spokesperson without power. The Attorney General is in an entirely
different position.
Mr SHAVE: The member for Mitchell would be offended if people on this side got to
their feet and suggested that as a result of Brian Burke's activities, he was a criminal.
Mr D.L. Smith:- They make that kind of allegation every day. The member for Riverton
has taken that line all evening.
Mr SHAVE: The member for Peel has asserted that against the Attorney General, and
has made many outrageous allegations. He also said -

Also within the same time, the member for Wanneroo had to look at the lines he
would have to run in his defence when he goes to court.
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That is an allegation against the member for Wanneroo; apparently he must go to court.
He later referred to one of his residences being Casuarina, without any foundation for
that allegation. The member for Peel has got hold of a copy of the Kyle report and said a
number of matters need to be investigated by the police. Let us consider the comments
by Mr Kyle in his report. It is very important that we understand the basis on which that
report was form ulated. Mr Kyle said -

The Inquiry decided that it should make findings based on a standard of proof
commonly known as "the balance of probabilities" rather than on the standard
requisite in criminal proceedings - beyond reasonable doubt. It should therefore
be remembered that the findings of the Inquiry can in no sense be seen as
conclusions that any person is guilty of any offence. That was not for the Inquiry
to decide.

This inquiry was based on evidence given and conclusions reached on the balance of
probabilities. In my opinion that is no basis on which anyone in this place should accuse
people of criminal activities. The chairman pointed out at the beginning of the report that
the balance of probabilities would be used as the basis for its findings, rather than beyond
reasonable doubt. Nevertheless, the member for Peel has accepted them as being beyond
reasonable doubt. Le us consider another allegation made by the member for Peel -

..like the member for Wanneroo threatening councillors with revealing their
police records when they were 17 years of age ...

If threats had been made, that could be taken up by the police. Why have the police not
taken up the allegations made by the member for Peel? It is because they have
investigated those allegations and concluded there is no foundation to them. The member
for Peel stood in this place on three occasions, made outrageous allegations against
people in and outside the Parliament, and provided not one shred of evidence or
document. He has thrown mud and hopes some will stick. At the end of his tirade of
abuse he requested the establishment of a royal commission. He also said on the 6WF
radio program "Drive" -

My role in the Parliament is to tell the story as it's related to me ...
It is not to seek out the truth but to repeat what someone said to him. H-e also said on that
program -

I am a voice that's outside of the legal system, and I'm a voice for little people
who can't have their voices heard necessarily. .. ,
I mean, setting the deaths aside, we have the trail of corrupt money that the police
haven't given up on, they are continuing to pursue that and other matters and I'm
confident that now, under Detective Superintendent Kim Gale, that there is a
proper and vigorous inquiry going on into this matter.

A further media comment was made on 5 August. In this interview a commissioned
officer was asked whether he had investigated the allegation that Dr Bradshaw had made
death threats to people. The officer said it had been investigated and there was no
evidence of it. An investigation has been carried out, and a bipartisan commissioned
officer said there was no evidence of those threats. The member for Peel should
apologise in this place. Is he interested in giving Dr Bradshaw a fair hearing?
One member opposite told me the way the member for Peel had spoken was terrific. He
said it was the first time in this Parliament he had seen members so quiet with no-one
interjecting. Members on this side of the House did not interject because we could not
believe the basis on which the outrageous allegations by the member for Peel were made.
However, we were prepared to wait because we knew that the member for Peel, with
three or four days intervening, would come forward today with the necessary evidence so
that we could understand exactly what he alleged and how he would substantiate those
allegations. He came forward with evidence. He stood here and said that in the books of
this company Mr Smith received a $25 000 commission or bribe. He had to withdraw the
word "bribe" when I raised the matter with the Speaker. He withdrew, and the member
for Fremantle then rose to his feet and used the word "bribe". He was prepared to
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withdraw on the basis that the member for Peel had apparently said "commission". It is
no secret that the member for Wanneroo prior to coming to this place was in the Police
Force.
It is no secret that the member for Wanneroo held a real estate licence and, as a holder of
the licence, he undertook hundreds of commissions for various people, including
commissioned police officers. He transacted real estate deals for them. He was entitled
to do so because he got approval from the commercial agents squad which made a
recommendation to the Real Estate Board that he be allowed to have a real estate and
business agent's salesperson's licence. Many other police officers have such licences.
Do members know that many of those police officers also receive commissions? Does
this House realise that police officers are agents for companies such as Amway? They
are allowed to do that and to receive commissions. The member for Wanneroo went
through the process and received a real estate agent's licence, and a commission was paid
on the book.
Mr Thomas: From Dr Bradsbaw!
Mr SHAVE: It was a commission - whether from Dr Bradshaw or not - he received from
a company that Mr Kyle has alleged could have been involved in corrupt activities.
However, Mr Kyle covered his backside by saying that the balance of probabilities was
the basis of his findings, It was not on the basis of whether the man was guilty in any
court of law, and that was despicable. Any inquiry could have found that without having
the fortitude or the guts to come up with a finding based on normnal procedures.
Mr Thomas: You don't know what you are talking about.
Mr SHAVE: The man said it.
Mr Thomas: All such inquiries act on the basis of probabilities.
Mr SHAVE: That is convenient. Talk about kangaroo courts! Let us not take my word
for it -

Mr Thomas: Your word is right.
Mr SHAVE: Let us take the word of a few authorities on the comments of the member
for Peel. Let us refer to The West Australian which keeps us so well informed. Under
the heading "Police dismiss pressure claim as hearsay" it was stated that the President of
the WA Law Society, Michael McPhee, said that he believed Mr Marlborough's
comments could prejudice the case of Dr Bradshaw. The Convenor for Fir and Open
Government -

Mr Leahy. Who?
Mr SHAVE: Bevan Lawrence.
Mr Leahiy: Is he back in the state?
Mr SHAVE: Yes. Members opposite would not be too keen on him after the job he did
on the royal commission and on their friend, Brian Burke, and others who are facing
problems before the couns. Let us talk about the other comments that Mr Marlborough
made. The censure motion is all about the unsubstantiated allegations by Mr
Marlborough.
Mr Thomas: Why didn't you give him the opportunity to substantiate the evidence?
Mr SHAVE: He had all day today. He could have put something on the Table of the
House. Why did he not bring in evidence?
Mr Thomas: Why didn't you give him what Brian Burke gave Ian Laurance the
opportunity to call witnesses?
Mr SHAVE: Because he does not have the guts to put anything on the Table. He does
not have any evidence. What else did he say in his wonderful speech that kept this House
and the newspaper journalists spellbound? He said -

.. death was around the corner if one messed with Dr Wayne Bradshaw. He
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boasted to numerous people that he could have one dispatched for less than
$2 000. He boasted that he could inject a substance chat could never be found.
This information is not just from one source.

If it is not from just one source, let us have the source. Why has not the member for Peel
obtained some statements from chose people, statements that he is prepared to table? It is
because he does not have any. He made the most outrageous allegations against a
person. Dr Bradishaw may be facing charges but he has not been convicted of anything.
However, the members for Peel and Fremantle want to convict this man before he
receives a fair trial. They used this cowards' castle to run these filthy allegations against
people outside this House without one shred of evidence.
Mr Mc~inty: That is not true.
Mr SHAVE: Yes it is. Let us consider same of the other comments made by
Mr Marlborough. He said -

We are aware that amounts as high as a quarter of a million dollars were
deposited in hank accounts and withdrawn the next day. This money went into
the account of a pensioner, Rob Baddock, a man who had no form of income
other than a pension. We know that a quarter of a million dollars was put into a
bank account one day and withdrawn the next. We also know there were
transaccions of substantial amounts of money in five figure sums ... This evil
web was beginning to catch up with Rob Baddock every day he was on the
Wanneroo City Council. He did not know how to get out of it.

I interjected by saying, "It sounds to me as though he was involved." Further on,
Mr Marlborough said -

It does not say that he was involved in depositing an amount to the tune of
$250 000 into an account one day which was taken out the next. It does not say
that over a period other five figure deposits went into the account of a pensioner.

What was he saying? First, he makes an allegation against a dead man that he has
received all this money, and has put the widow, the relatives, the children in the
limelight, as if the man were a criminal. Then, Mr Marlborough proceeded to comment
and several opposition members interjected. Mr Marlborough continued -

The Leader of the National Party should think about it. We are now talking about
innocent individuals -

It is a bit late to start talking about innocent individuals when talking about a dead man
and casting aspersions on his credibility. Mr Marlborough continued -

We are now talking about innocent individuals, including Rob Baddock, who lost
their lives during their involvement with the Wanneroo council.

So, we are talking about innocent individuals, including Rob Baddock. The member for
Peel has unequivocally claimed that this person who is no longer with us was involved up
to his eyeballs in corruption. He said that this man has taken his own life because he
could not take the fact that he was supposedly corrupt, and in the next breath the member
for Peel cries to square up the ledger and say that the man is innocent. The man is either
guilty or innocent. The member for Peel has the audacity and temnerity to stand in this
place and say that he is a battler for the little person. What about Rod Baddock's family?
What did he care- about them? Nothing. It is about time that people in this House
realised the implications when they make allegations such as this. Ir is not necessarily
the person who is most aggrieved who is affected.
To draw a comparison, in another place we had the shameful situation where the
Australian Labor Party tabled a petition against a person who subsequently took her life.
We on this side of the House would have thought that the Labor Party would have learnt
from that experience that when one makes allegations such as that one creates a great
deal of grief. What happened in the case of Penny Easton? She is no longer with us as a
result of the actions of people in this Parliament and outside. For this group of riffraff on
the other side to try to defend the indefensible only lowers the standard of this
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Parliament, which has a responsibility to uphold privilege. Privilege does not belong to
people in this place; it does not belong to the member for Peel; it belongs to this House.
If any member of the Opposition votes against this censure motion he or she will
condone what the member for Peel did in his attacks on people outside this Parliament
who do not have the capacity to defend themselves -

Mr Catania: Whom did he attack?
Mr SHAVE: He attacked Rob Baddock.
Mr Catania: Can you tell me where?
Mr SHAVE: He said that Baddock was getting money through his account - some
$250 000.
Mr Catania, Was it an attack?
Several members inteijected.
Mr SHAVE: If a person is a pensioner and raking $250 000, as the member for Peel put
it -

Mr D.L. Smith: It may be a laundry operation for someone else.
Mr SHAVE: If it is, the member should know that Haddock was implicated by his
involvement in it. If one launders money it is illegal and one is in it up to one's neck or
at least to the top of one's chin.
Mr D.L. Smith: He could be either innocent or guilty.
Mr SHAVE: The member for Mitchell is splitting hairs. After his condemnation of
Mr Haddock, the member for Peel said that Mr Haddock was one of an innocent group of
people. Is that not wonderful? What a great solace to his widow and the dead man's kids
who have copped all that plastering. The vultures up in the Press Gallery got hold of it,
stuck it on their front page and sold plenty of copies and have their boss patting them on
their shoulders.
What about Mr Haddock's family or the family of Penny Easton? Does no-one in this
place care? We have a responsibility to ensure that privilege is protected. If we do not
ensure it is protected and used in the right manner, we have no right to expect it to exist.
People have the right to say that this place is the depths of despair and politicians are
lower than prostitutes when we maliciously start attacking people who have no right to
defend themselves and we do so without any foundation. Then we are throwing away the
respect of this place.
If any members opposite vote against this censure motion on the member for Peel they
are endorsing what he said and supporting him. Let it be on their shoulders as it is on the
shoulders of their colleagues in the other place who supported their leader when he put
that petition in that House and caused hardship and grief to the Easton family.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [10. 17 pml: The real reason we are debating this motion
tonight is the weakness of the Premier in not being prepared to stand aside the Attorney
General and meet the standards required of us by the royal commission, which we
ourselves should require. He has also been weak by not insisting on a further inquiry into
the matters at Wanneroo by either reopening the Kyle inquiry or calling a royal
commission. When members do not have the avenues of those inquiries they are left in a
position where the only place they can raise these matters is in the House. When we as
parliamentarians talk about privilege and standards, firstly we must be very careful not to
apply our personal standards to the general standards that should apply in this place and,
secondly, we should really examine whether the matters should be raised.
On the question of style, we must allow each member to have his or her own. Some
members will be aggressive, some will raise matters when they are absolutely proven and
others will raise matters when there is some supporting evidence. When we speak of the
abuse of privilege, we speak of someone who has gone beyond the bounids of standards in
this place. No-one in this place should be prepared to tolerate that abuse of privilege, It
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cannot be that every time we stand up in this place we must provide substantiation and be
convinced of the absolute truth of what we say. If we applied thai standard we would not
raise many matters at all.
The member for Peel in his speech was attempting to say two things; that because there
was a question mark over the coronial inquiry into the death of Mr Baddock the Attorney
General should stand aside and, secondly, there were unanswered questions which
warranted the reopening of the Wanneroo, inquiry by a royal commission or by Mr Kyle.
Let us be clear that he never at any stage -

Mr Prince: That is not what he actually said.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I will go through chapter and verse of what he said. He never said that
he was of the opinion that Mr Baddock died at the hands of Dr Bradshaw or by his
instruction. No allegation of that kind was ever made. It is not contained in the motion
before the House. Who first raised the issue of whether there was some concern about
the coronial inquiries into the death of Mr Baddock? The member for Peel first asked the
question whether there were to be further inquiries. In answer, the Minister for Police on
Wednesday, the day before the member for Peel's speech, said -

In answering the question, I advise the Leader of the Opposition and the member
for Peel that I have been advised by the Commissioner of Police that the Coroner,
in conjunction with the Police Department, is currently reviewing the
circumstances of the death of Mr Baddock.

The first person to raise the issue directly of whether a review was warranted was the
Minister for Police. Members opposite may say that whatever the member for Peel said
was absolutely baseless. If it is absolutely baseless, why are the police and the coroner
reviewing the circumstances of Mr Baddock's death? What has given rise to that review?
Most importantly, if the review led to a conclusion that the inquiry should be reopened,
where does that leave the Attorney General?
It is interesting that the next day the Attorney General was very oblique in what her role
would be in reopening any inquiry. In question time on Thursday, 4 August she said -

Again, the premise on which the question has been asked is totally wrong and
false. There is no conflict of interest. Section 14 of the Coroners Act provides
that if the Supreme Court, upon application made by or under the authority of the
Attorney General, is satisfied, an inquest which has been held by the coroner may
be reopened.

Let us consider section 14 of the Coroners Act. It refers to where the Supreme Court or a
judge upon application made by or under the authority of the Attorney General is
satisfied. In other words, the court does not get to examine whether a further coronial
inquiry should be held until the Attorney General has authorised the application to be
made. I was in that position as the Minister for Justice. An application was made by the
Police Force in this state to open the Clinch coronial inquest. That could not proceed by
that route unless I, acting for the Attorney General, authorised it.
Dr Gallop: The Attorney General answered that question on the basis that a reopening of
the inquiry was occurring, further confirming what the Minister for Police had said the
day before.
Mr D.L. SMITH: We have from the Minister for Police confirmation that the police are
re-examining the circumstances. That very much raises the possibility that someone may
put a submission before the Attorney that she should authorise the application to the
Supreme Court to reopen the inquest.
Mr Prince: But she hasn't.
Mr D.L. SMITH: But the basis is there.
Mr Prince: That is speculation.
Mr D.L. SMITH: It is not mere speculation. The natural consequence of the review of
the circumstances will be either that there is no need to do anything, or that there is a
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need to do something. If there is a need to do something, clearly the Attorney General
will have to make a judgment about whether to reopen the inquiry. Let us see whether
the death of Mr Haddock has any relationship to Wanneroo Inc.
The Kyle report contains a list of 29 councillors who were on the council during the
period Dr Bradshaw was a member of council. Of those 29, like it or not, the fact is that
three are dead - two by their own hand and one as the result of a heart attack. That is a
fact; none of us can get away from that fact.
Mr Cowan: Let us talk about everything that was implied by the member for Peel.
Mr D.L. SMITH: Let us just deal with the question of whether Mr Baddock had anything
to do with the problems of Wanneroo Inc, or whether that could be inferred One of the
vehicles by which Dr Bradshaw acted improperly in his dealings with the Wannerno
council was that he was the owner of Ron H-arman Real Estate. The member for Melville
tried to say that that was a publicly known fact. It was not. No-one knew that except
Wayne Bradshaw and Mr Harman.
Mr Johnson: What has that to do with the death of Rob Haddock?
Mr D.L. SMITH: Mr Baddock was employed by Ron Harman Real Estate for eight
weeks.
Mr Trenorden: So all employers kill all employees?
Mr D.L. SMITH: No, but sometimes employees obtain information about what is going
on in their agency and become aware, for instance, of who their true employer might be.
Mr Johnson: That is all very possible. What about the other two councillors? Your
colleague the member for Peel said that Bradshaw was responsible for three deaths.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I have limited time. The issues are important and I want to get through
them.
Let us consider the objective evidence of whether the coronial or police inquiry into the
Baddock death was adequate. Let us be clear that the member for Peel put all of these
issues to the House on the basis of what he had been told by Mrs Baddock. If she says
that she did not say that, that is a matter for concern. However, let us consider some of
the detail of what the member far Peel alleges Mrs Haddock told him, She alleges that
after the death of her husband, acknowledging they were separated at the time, no-one
from the police approached her during the course of the coronial inquiries; no-one had
approached her for seven years from the date of her husband's death. If someone was
inquiring into suicide, possible motivation and so on, especially in a situation of
separation, why the heck would the police not ask Mrs Haddock what she knew or may
not have known?
What are the other critical factors which the member for Peel claims that Mrs Baddock
told him? Firstly, she claims that after the presumed time of death from the coroner's
inquest Mr Haddock telephoned her. That is an absolutely critical piece of information.
How could her husband ring her when, according to the coroner, he was dead at that
time? It is extraordinary to me as a lawyer and as a former Minister of Justice to concede
that the police would not have asked her about this matter and elicited from her that most
important information. That information could change the nature of the inquiry
substantially.
Secondly, Mrs Haddock told the member for Peel, who repeated it in this place, that Mr
Haddock kept two diaries; one relating to those matters which were occurring on the
Wanneroo City Council.
Mr Prince: The executor contradicted that.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I am talking about what the wife said her husband maintained.
Mr Prince: They had been separated for a long time.
Mr D.L. SMITH: They had not been separated for a long time; they had been separated
for a time. They were certainly still living together for the first part of the time he was on

3013



the Wanneroo, City Council. If the member for Albany wants me to go through the detail
of that, I will. Nonetheless, she claimed that he kept two diaries. She now tells us there
were not two diaries among his personal possessions. In my view, she should be telling
that to either a reopened coronial inquest or some form of committee of inquiry.
However, it appears that because they were separated, she was supposed to get a box of
personal possessions of the deceased and she expected that that box would contain a
number of personal papers including two diaries, and the two diaries were not there. I
cannot remember the detail of what the member for Peel said, but the inference was that
the executor of the estate had given them to Dr Bradshaw because there was some
bequest of those two diaries to Dr Bradshaw.
In relation to whether the member for Peel was justified in calling for a reopening of that
inquest supporting the police in reviewing the circumstances of the death, it does not take
long to understand that it had something to do with Wanneroo Inc, the link with Harman,
the keeping of the diaries, and the allegation that the diaries went off to Dr Bradshaw.
Rightly or wrongly, whether it is t or untrue, the member for Peel is repeating what he
was told by witnesses with whom he spoke.
Mr Prince: AUl of those allegations have been refuted publicly in the Press by those
people.
Mr D.L. SMITH: They have not. Mrs Baddock has not refuted those matters. There
seems to be some suggestion that she is now saying that she has not been living in fear.
However, she has not contradicted those three specific allegations.
Mr Prince: I am sure you have had better briefs than this.
Mr D.L. SMITH: Better briefs or not, I am not here defending a person charged with a
specific offence. I am here defending a fellow member of Parliament's use of
parliamentary privilege. The principal reason these matters have been raised in this
Parliament is the lack of courage, action and decisiveness by the Premier. He refuses to
establish a further inquiry. Let us consider some of the comments by Mr Kyle about
whether he thought his inquiry was adequate or not. He said -

The Inquiry has received considerable assistance from the Commissioner of
Police and his officers and has co-operated fully with separate Police
investigations.
In some cases, particularly when the person making the allegation did not provide
further assistance to the Inquiry, the allegation could not be shown to have
substance. In those cases the matter was taken no further.

He then went on to give an important explanation of why some of these people did not
continue with their evidence. He said -

On 26 March 1992 the Inquiry received the advice of Mr I L Lyon, Senior
Assistant Crown Solicitor, in respect of various matters concerning the Inquiry,
and in particular, the powers and privileges of the Inquiry, having regard to
Section 683 of the Act.
In the light of that advice the Inquiry decided that its hearings should be held in
private. The Inquiry sought an amendment to the Act to make it clear that the
Inquiry received the privileges as well as the powers of a Royal Commission.
The amendment was not enacted and accordingly the protection not only of the
Inquiry but also of the witnesses appearing before the Inquiry, demanded that the
hearings be held in private.
This was unsatisfactory because it is important that as far as possible these
Inquiries be held in public so that their fairness is demonstrable. However that
aspect of the public interest had to be sacrificed so that witnesses would feel able
to give full and free evidence.

There is another very important aspect of the matters being given in evidence in open
testimony under protection; that is, they can then be publicised as was the royal
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commission evidence. That attracts new witnesses to come forward to support or to
make allegations. One of the great problems with this inquiry was dhat, because it was
held in private, many people did not know it was on, did flat know the substance of the
inquiry and did not know whether they could contribute, People were also told about the
lack of protection and were thus discouraged from doing or saying too much. Page 7-7 of
the report, and paragraph 7.3.1 in particular, deals with the allegation from Councillor
Dammers that his police record was exposed. Let us be clear about this: His police
record was exposed. There were signs all around the Wanneroo city area claiming that
he was a convicted rapist. That was entirely untrue. The fact is that he had been charged
with rape and, as a result of the prosecution's view of the psychological stability of the
complainant and the lack of corroboration of her evidence, it was decided not to proceed
with the charge. Nonetheless, somebody found out about his being charged and began to
promote it around Wanneroo City Council. We should remember that Councillor
Dammers was one of the people who came to me to call for this inquiry.
Dr Gallop: Do you think that Councillor Dammers was threatened?
Mr D.L. SMITH: I can say clearly chat not only was he threatened but also the
threatened exposure was carried out because his earlier charge was publicised.
Mr Johnson interjected.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I am not referring to him as being a knight in shining armour. I am
saying that he was intimidated by being told that this would be publicised and it was.
Dr Gallop: Is that not a disgraceful thing to do? Do you know who did it? Have a look
in the report.
Mr Johnson: I read the report from cover to cover. There were also claims that
Councillor Dammers was intimidating others.
Mr D.L. SMITH: That is another reason we should reopen the inquiry. The Kyle report
said -

Having investigated the various allegations, the police decided that there was
insufficient evidence to pursue the matter further and the Inquiry resolved it
should not make any findings about the matter.

What they could not establish was who obtained the information from police records and
who published it. That is a major issue that should be reconsidered and resolved. The
next paragraph to which I wish to refer is paragraph 7.3.4. It states -

Each of these various allegations by Dammers, Edwardes and Bradshaw have
previously been the subject of extensive Police investigations. On all occasions
the Police have in the end decided chat a prosecut(ion was not warranted ...
The inquiry concurs with the Police view even though some of the allegations
were extremely serious.
These decisions by the Police not to prosecute any matter have led to further
allegations on both sides that improper influence within the Police Department
has stopped any prosecution.
The inquiry has neither the power nor the resources to invesdigate those
allegations further. It is in any event, in the view of the Inquiry, inappropriate for
it to become involved in what would amount to an investigation into the Police
Department. That may be appropriate for some other body but the Inquiry was
not prepared to take the matter any further.

An appropriate body to investigate that matter is a royal commission. Page 11.4,
paragraph 11.6, of the Kyle report refers to intimidation, and reads -

It was inappropriate for the Inquiry to investigate a number of allegations by
Councillors Dammers, Edwardes and Bradshaw of threats and intimidation
because each of the allegations had already been the subject of extensive Police
investigations. The result of the Police investigations has led to further
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allegations of the Police Department being the subject of improper influence by
same Councillors. Any further investigation by the Inquiry would necessarily
have involved an Inquiry into the Police investigations. The Inquiry resolved that
that would not be within its Terms of Reference and was otherwise inappropriate

Most importantly, Mr Kyle made it very clear that he had been hampered in his inquiry
by the failure of Bradshaw to give evidence to the inquiry. We know that police cannot
demand that witnesse; come before them and answer questions posed. 'The reconvening
of the Kyle inquiry or the establishment of a royal commission would compel Dr
Bradshaw to attend and to explain matters the inquiry would have liked to take further, as
outlined in the report. It said chat they were worthy of investigation, but that the inquiry
was stymied because Dr Bradshaw would not give evidence.

The findings of the Kyle inquiry cause one to ask whether the matters were serious
enough to be raised in the manner used by the member for Peel. One need only turn to
page 11.2 of the Kyle report to determine that that is the case, and that is without
referring to the matters which are the subject of charges which have been laid against Dr
Bradshaw. Regarding conflict of interest, the report reads on page 11.1 -

Councillor Bradishaw failed to disclose his pecuniary interest in the Mosey Street
Lunchbar when the approval of the lunchbar was considered by the Council at its
meetings on 24 February 1988 and 27 July 1988 and of the Town Planning
Committee of the Council on 13 July 1988 ...

We know from earlier comments in the report that he obtained $10 000 or $5 000 as a
result of that approval by council. The report further reads -

Councillor Bradshaw failed to disclose his pecuniary interest in the Chevy's
Lunchbar when the approval of the lunchbar was considered by the Council at its
meeting on 28 September 1988 and the Town Planning Committee of the Council
on 14 September 1988 ...
There was insufficient evidence for the Inquiry to establish the truth of an
allegation that Councillor Bradshaw was an agent or representative of Kestral
Homes when matters relating to Kestral Homes were considered by the Council

The report further reads-

There is evidence to support an allegation that Councillor Bradshaw received the
sum of $200,000 and the sum of $50,000 from Lobito Pty Ltd as rewards for
promoting the interests of Lobito Pty Ltd in the Beiridge Medical Centre before
the Council.

... Councillor Bradshaw demanded and received a donation from Greenwood
Village Pty Ltd in April 1987 after supporting Greenwood Village Pty Ltd in its
application to the Council for approval of the expansion of the Greenwood
Village Shopping Centre in 1986 and before two further applications for such
approvals were considered by the Council in November 1987.

I have not referred to matters which are currently the subject of charges laid against
former Councillor Bradshaw. I have referred to the serious matter of acting in one's
pecuniary interest while not disclosing the fact.

Regarding corruption, we have not had a comprehensive inquiry into Wanneroo Inc. The
Kyle report has presented a number of matters and commented that it was not possible to
investigate them all because Bradshaw was not in Western Australia at the time.

Mr Prince: Do you think he will get a fair trial?

Mr D.L. SMITH: One aspect of this matter is whether people will receive a fair trial.
However, as much as I as a lawyer may dislike the idea, the process of government
involves royal commissions, committees of inquiry, other inquiries and debate in this
place, which are necessary pants of ensuring that proper integrity and propriety are
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maintained in the conduct of government and public servants. However, these processes
always involve the raising of allegations.
One can argue that Laurie Connell, Alan Bond, Brian Burke, David Parker and a range of
other people will find it difficult to receive a fair trial because of the conduct of the Royal
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters and its
surrounding publicity. Nevertheless, nobody in this place would say that the royal
commission should not have taken place. Occasionally when we raise matters in this
place, the reputation of some people will be tarnished. This may mean that a person's
trial may be prejudiced. However, these are the necessary prices in relation to protecting
proper community values and so that the propriety and integrity of the individual can be
judged.
We rely upon the judicial process to conduct trials and to instruct juries to protect people
from the worst influences of prejudices. However, we do not for a moment suggest that
we should not have royal commissions - which are held in public - select committees or
debate in this place operated under parliamentary privilege. In some cases these
processes lead to unfairness to the individual. However, this is one place in which the
community allows that to happen. This place is the ultimate court and is ultimately
where public interest is determined. To vote in favour of this motion will take some
freedoms away from this place.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [10.46 pm]: I oppose the motion and support the stand
taken by the member for Peel in his wish to open up the corruption surrounding
Wanneroo Inc and to bring forward the truth on a range of Liberal Party people.
The whole of this parliamentary day has centred on an attack by the Government on the
member for Peel. The Government has chosen attack as the best form of defence.
However, the Government has come unstuck. Somehow it thought that the member for
Peel was running on rumour and had no substantiation of his comments, but today we
saw again what was evident in his presentation last week; namely, the substance to what
he has been saying. He has taken the trouble to talk to people involved to check the
matters out, and he has presented in this Chamber the truth as related to him.
Why then is the Government so keen to defend itself in this way by shooting the
messenger? It is loading the matter onto the member for Peel to avoid its problems. Is
this because the Government wants to defend the member for Wannemoo, who is
obviously embroiled in all the issues in Wanneroo Inc? It has been evident from
questions asked that members opposite are not too keen to support the member for
Wanneroo. He is one of the team, but members opposite will not be forthright and say
that they support him. Of course, they are fearful that when the chickens come home to
roost he will really become stuck in the mess, and members opposite will want to
distance themselves from him. That process has started.
Is the Government acting this way to protect the Attorney General, who is clearly
embroiled in Wanneroo Inc? On three separate occasions in this Chamber last week the
Deputy Premier found it difficult to drag himself to express support for the Attorney
General. Obviously, the Deputy Premier has influence on political strategy and political
ideas within this Government. He knows that he must keep his distance, but as the
Deputy Premier he must be seen to stand behind the Attorney General. Nevertheless, he
does not wish to do so in a total way so that he will not be closely associated with her
when the chickens come home to roost. The distancing is taking place already. She will
come unstuck; members opposite know that and they want to be able to parachute away
from her as quickly as possible at that time.
Is it because they need to pmotect the member for Wellington, who is very clearly
embroiled in the whole issue with his relationship with these companies - companies the
Kyle report says were used for money laundering? I accept the statement made by the
member for Wellington that his involvement was perhaps through a lack of foresight on
his part and perhaps he was used; but he certainly has a number of questions to answer on
the legalities and his responsibilities as a director of a company. Is it that the
Government cannot stand up to Dr Bradshaw? Did he become so ingrained in the
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workings of the Liberal Party that if it does not give him a cover he will spill the beans
and bring the Liberal Party down with him? IS that the meason the Government attacks
the member for Peel, who clearly demonstrated the web of corruption surrounding issues
at Wannerao and linked it back to the Liberal Party? If government members were to
defend the issue they would find themselves having to defend not only the Liberal Party
but the goings on in Wanneroo, and clearly they are totally indefensible. Is it because the
Attorney General is a factional supporter of the Premier, or is it because the clique that
controls the Liberal Party owes much of its fundraising to Dr Bradshaw and its power
base in the northern suburbs? If we looked to these issues we would see the reasons this
Government has not been able to address the issues generally and the one raised by the
member for Peel in particular, but instead turned the debate into a flimsy personal attack
on him.
The Government is not ready to consider the issues properly. The Leader of the House
used only 17 minutes of the hour allocated to him, roughly one-quarter of the time he
could have taken. Where has the Premier been today? Why did the Leader of the House
have to do that instead of the Premier? The Premier has been lurking around this
building, only sticking his head in here once in a while in case there was a division or to
see if his members were in here. The Premier has run away from this issue. The Premier
knows about the corruption that is involved in the web around Wanneroo, and wants to
hold the ship down, to batten everything down tight; but he wants to make sure he is not
seen at the helm. When this ship runs onto rocks the Premier will be away in his rowing
boat bobbing up and down somewhere away from the scene. This mess will come to rest
on the Liberal Party.
In the 17 minutes the Leader of the House led this attack on the member for Peel he
totally misrepresented what the member said in this place last week. He said the member
for Peel spoke of murder. If he looked through the transcript he would see that the
member for Peel did not mention the word once; but that is the way the Leader of the
House leads the attack, by misrepresenting what the member for Peel had to say. The
Leader of the House also alluded to Mrs Stubbs being angry about assertions. If he
looked at what the member for Peel said he did not allude to any details regarding the
death of Mr Stubbs; that is something he passed over. Again we see an example of
misrepresentation by the Leader of the House. He also alluded to the fact that Mr Duffy,
as executive of the Baddock will, somehow knows that there were not amounts of up to
$250 000 going in and out of Mr Baddock's bank accounts. What executor would be in a
position to know what had gone in or out before he took control of the accounts in order
to settle the will? I can see no guarantee at all that what he might have seen actually
showed up transactions that may have taken place through Mr Baddock's accounts
beforehand. That issue has not been addressed. Again, we had a flurry of words and
total sidestepping in order to somehow shift the heat.
The accusation made by the Leader of the House on several occasions was that the
member for Peel should apologise or substantiate. The member for Peel does not need to
apologise for speaking the truth in this place and the facts have been substantiated to a
level one might expect from a member of Parliament. The member for Peel is not a
police officer or investigator who can present the case so he can get a conviction in a
court of law. He has brought forward clear evidence that raises concerns. He said he was
opening up illegal and corrupt activities in the City of Wanneroo and the very clear
connection that has with the Liberal Party, and Ministers in this Government, right
through to the Premier. He has done that, and will continue to. Corruption is not
something in which it is easy to find evidence to get a conviction in a court. Mr Temby,
of the Independent Commission Against Corruption in New South Wales, is quoted as
saying that corruption is something which occurs between consenting adults in private;
that is, if corruption occurs quite often both panties have reasons to keep it quiet. They
know if they come forward and give evidence they are likely to implicate themselves in
some form of illegal activity and are likely to wear the results of their illegal activities.
People do not come forward easily and report on matters of corruption. Therefore, what
the member for Peel has been able to do is to bring forward evidence which clearly
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suggests corruption and follows on from the accusations of that nature that were made in
the Kyle report.
If the member for Peel brought forward accusations that were simply rumours, matters
without foundation, this Government would have mounted an attack, it would have
shown where he was wrong, it would have undermined his case. That was not the case. I
would bet my bottom dollar the Premier would have been in here leading the charge if
they had the member for Peel cold or he was running on unsubstantiated rumours. The
Premier would have been in here taking all the glory and taking all the shots at the
member for Peel. The Premier has run for cover. He will not be seen in here to support
his Attorney General because he knows the member for Peel has got this Government
and will continue the stand he has taken until he brings home to roost with this
Government the truth about Wanneroo Inc. We see a very good reason why the Premier
will not be found in here. While some of the matters that have come to the attention of
the member for Peel and others may be rumours, they am widespread rumours, and are
well-founded. If members do the research they will find that most, if not all, of the
information brought forward is true.
This matter is now into its second year. Members might like to cast their memories back
to who kicked off all these problems surrounding Wannerco Inc; it was not this
Opposition. The person who first brought these issues into the public arena is the present
member for Wannerco by his own lack of truthfulness. By his own bumbling he set the
Press, the wider community and the Opposition fairly and squarely on a track to finding
the truth about Wannerco Inc. Having got a scent of the truth, having discovered some of
the things that did happen in Wannerco, this Opposition will not leave it alone until the
truth has been brought out because, as the member for Peel has clearly said, it is an evil
web that has emanated from the Wanneron, Inc issue.
The member for Peel seems to have been attacked primarily because of his accusations
about threats to people's lives. Members should consider how difficult it is to get proof
of such threats. Fortunately, I have not had a threat on my life, but I know many other
members have, and most members would be aware of the nature of some of those threats.
Members often do not want such issues made public. They may contact the police in
order to protect themselves or their families and if the threats continue they may make an
official report to the police, but they know that the possibility of such threats will not go
away. Because of the way people make threats, the victims are caught up in a concern
for their safety and worry about what might happen to them and that can influence their
actions in direct ways, but they often do not have the facts to bring someone to justice. I
know that a serving member in New South Wales is being charged-, but he was silly
enough to have a conversation on the telephone which was recorded. Through a series of
events he has been caught.
Mr Blaikie: Charges have been laid, but nothing has been proven yet.
Mr KOBELKE: I did not say that anything had been proven. It has reached the stage
where facts could be substantiated by the police. We all know that is not the case here.
However, when we look at the number of people who have associations with Wanneroo
Inc and the stories about the threats that have occurred, we have to take them seriously.
Someone in Wanneroo spoke to me about this last week. It is not a great revelation but it
reflects what has been happening there. That person said that there was great concern
about the approval for a service station with which Dr Bradshaw was involved. He knew
people in the area who had been paid not to object. Although it is not necessarily illegal,
it is not the normal way of doing business. People who were neighbours of the
development who perhaps would have the value of their homes diminished by this
planning approval were paid money, not in an open process but under the table. Are
those people likely to come forward to make a statement, not being sure whether they had
done something that could be illegal? Of course not. I am not asserting that anything
illegal was done. However, we would see it as not being a proper process.
A public meeting was called in association with that issue. As members of Parliament,
we go to many public meetings. However, there was something different about this
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public meeting. Dr Bradishaw turned up, flanked by two police officers. Were they for
his protection or were they to intimidate the people there, to suggest that somehow the
police were on his side, so that if theme were allegations that things were not proper, he
would bring the force of the law to bear on them? Other speakers have already referred
to the use of writs to stop people from speaking out. A whole range of means can be
used to pressure people. Coercion has been used through a variety of means. This is not
happening in just one or two cases; it is clearly documented that it was a regular
occurrence within this web of corruption in Wannerco Inc.
How can we expect the member for Peel to give evidence that might stand up in a court
of law? He is not an investigator. However, the information that he has brought forward
has been well researched, and has been documented where he could do so. His
allegations are very worrying. They follow on from what was clearly stated in the Kyle
report, a repont which set out the existence of corruption in Wanneroo, a report that has
already been substantiated as being incomplete, needing to be continued, particularly
with the possibility of Dr Bradshaw giving evidence. We have also seen from the
member for Peel and others that further evidence has come out. There has been a
conviction following these matters.
With all of that information before us, what do we see this Government doing? Do we
see it addressing the issues raised by the member for Peel, trying to answer the questions,
bringing the light of day onto this murky mess which is Wanneroo Inc? No. This
Government is running away. The Premier, at 11I o'clock this evening, will not sit in this
Chamber for this debate. Not for more than a minute will this Premier sit in this
Chamber for this debate. He is running scared. He is not willing to come in here. He
came in here with the reputation of a wimp and he has returned to it. HeI is not willing to
lead his Government in the charge against the member for Peel because he knows this
motion contains false accusations.
Although the Government has the numbers, it does not have right on its side. In this
motion we have a fabrication which does not reflect the truth. The member for Peel has
my support as be goes on to open up the truth about Wanneroo Inc and the corruption it
brings to the heart of this Liberal Government.
MR TAYLOR (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [11.04 pm]: I do not know
where the Premier has got to on this issue. It seems very interesting that on the weekend
and again this morning as he dashed out of the Sattler interview, the Premier raised the
issue about what the Parliament should do - or should not do - about the member for Peel.
The Premier seems to have disappeared. He comes into the Chamber for the occasional
division. Perhaps he is waiting for me to speak. If that is the case, he now has the
opportunity to follow me.
I oppose this censure motion. If the Government believes the member for Peel has not
done the right thing in this issue, the least we could expect is that it would move for a
committee of privilege. It would be very interesting to have been in the Liberal Party
room this morning when this issue was being discussed and to have heard the debate
about whether a committee of privilege would be set up to deal with this matter, with the
hotheads in the party deciding that it was the best way to go and with those who perhaps
know a bit more about matters associated with Wanneroo Inc urging caution about a
committee of privilege because they would never know what might come out of such a
committee about these issues. After all, a Committee of privilege would effectively have
the powers of a royal commission in finding out the truth of some of the matters that have
been raised.
The Liberal Party has some problems with this matter; that is, it is close to home. Too
many of the Liberal Party members know too much about what went on in Wanneroo in
years gone by. The Attorney General and the member for Wanneroo have also chosen
not to speak on this censure motion. The member for Wellington has chosen to speak but
briefly on this issue. Usually he avoids questions that are put to him on the matter. One
after another the key people involved in this issue have chosen not to be involved in the
debate.
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Reports, such as the Mann report, funded by the taxpayers of Western Australia are not
available to the public of Western Australia - and they should be. If we are to get to the
truth of these issues, we need to know exactly what is going on. flat is why today we
moved for a royal commission into the matter. I suppose we could say that we have had
a bit of experience in trying to deal with these issues over some years. In the end
government members will have no choice. Irrespective of whether it is about Wanneroo
Inc or Canning, in the next year or so these matters will be addressed not so much by
what is said in this House but by a royal commission. We will see a situation where
further investigations will have to take place.
We already know with the death threats and the like that the police inquiry is continuing.
It has not closed; it is not over, it is continuing. The Minister for Police told us that
today. We already know that in relation to a whole range of matters that have been raised
by the member for Peel, and quite properly raised in this forum, those matters, almost
without exception, continue to be under investigation. They are under investigation by
the police and the police have the same powers as a royal commission or a Kyle inquiry.
We already know that Mr Kyle has made it very clear that he would relish the
opportunity to continue the work that he started some ime ago when those people who
should have given evidence to that inquiry did not do so or were not available to do so.
We are well aware that Mr Kyle will make himself available. It is not an issue that can or
will disappear. Although members opposite may have wanted to fight it today and make
this half-hearted, very weak attempt to censure the member for Peel, once again it has
backfired. From about three o'clock today until after I1I o'clock tonight, they have done
no more than provide this House with an opportunity to debate this issue.
It is time the Government realised this issue is starting to bog it down and to overwhelm
it and that it must take some action. Members opposite know it will not disappear and
that these allegations are in the community. Certainly those members who have been
involved and who know a bit about this issue are well aware it is not only the member for
Peel whom people are approaching, but also a range of members on both sides of the
House.
Mr Kierath: Where is he?
Mr TAYLOR: He is in the Public Gallery with his lovely wife.
In the past few days other matters have come to the attention of the Opposition. I
understand similar matters have come to the attention of the Government. We will see
what they do about those. They will not go away.
The member for Peel has my absolute support in raising these issues in this forum
because it is the appropriate place to do that. All I can say is that although the
Government may use its numbers in this cheap way to censure the member for Peel, it
will certainly make no difference to him. If anything, it will make him a damned sight
more determined to pursue the issue. In this debate, the Government has found that out
to its cost.
Mr C.J. Barnett: As I said in my opening remarks, we did not expect the member for
Peel would show any remorse because that is the sort of person he is.
Dr Gallop: Do you unreservedly support the Attorney General in her position?
Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.
Mr TAYLOR: We should ask for three days in a row and we might get a bit closer to
support by day three, as with the Deputy Premier. They are all feeling a bit shaky about
the Attorney General and her position. Certainly the Cabinet Ministers are feeling that
way. Day by day, it becomes more difficult for them. Members apposite must address
the issue and find a way of re-establishing the Kyle inquiry and perhaps of having a royal
commission; they cannot ignore it any longer.
As I said before, I completely and utterly oppose the half-hearted attempt to censure the
member for Peel today. Members opposite did not have their hearts in it nor did they
know what the outcome would be, and justifiably so. I repeat for the third or fourth time

3021



that the member for Peel has my total and utter support in the method he has used to
bring these issues to the attention of the public.
Opposition members: Hear, hear!
MR COWAN (Merredin - Deputy Premier) [11.13 pm]: I will make a very small
contribution to this debarte. I remind members of the motion itself, which was introduced
some time ago. The issue is really about whether we are prepared as a Parliament to
accept the claims made by people.
Dr Gallop: When you announced the coalition before the last election, prominent
Liberals were running around saying they had finally brought the National Parry to heel.
They treat you as a lap dog.
Mr COWAN: One of the things that cause me and all members on this side concern -
and, notwithstanding their false loyalty to the member for Peel, there is no doubt that
some concern would be expressed by members on the other side of the House also; I
include in that the member for Victoria Park notwithstanding the fact that he loves to try
to goad members of the National Party into believing there is some plot within the
Liberal1 Party to try to destabilise the National Parry and thereby destabilise the coalition -

Mr Taylor: There is no chance of destabilising the coalition while you are the Leader of
the National Parry.
Mr COWAN: I thank the member. What prompted this more than anything else was that
on a number of occasions claims have been made by prominent people in Western
Australia that this is regarded as nothing more than a cowards' castle - a place where,
because of the privileges bestowed on the Parliament and used by the members, that use
of privilege is very often abused.
The actions by the member for Peel are a classic example of the exercise of privilege, but
at the same time they abuse those privileges which have been conferred on the
Parliament. They allow the general public in this state to cast very derisive comments
about the Parliament and the actions of those people in it, such as describing Parliament
as a cowards' castle and, as mentioned by the member for Melville, about our ratings
compared with other somewhat dubious professions.
I will examine this whole question of privilege. Without trying to be pedantic -

Dr Gallop: That is a book you are reading. It might be dangerous!
Mr COWAN: It might be dangerous!
Several members interjected.
Dr Galiop: It was a fair interjection.
Mr COWAN: The member for Victoria Park is quite right; it is a reference book. He
knows it is Erskine May and that at chapter 5 on page 65 it defines what constitutes
privilege as follows -

Parliamentary privilege is the sum of the peculiar rights enjoyed by each House
collectively as a constituent part of the High Court of Parliament, and by
members of each House individually, without which they could not discharge
their functions, and which exceed those possessed by other bodies or individuals.
Thus privilege, though part of the law of the land, is to a certain extent an
exemption from the ordinary law.

Mr Marlborough interjected.
Mr COWAN: To continue -

Certain rights and immunities, such as freedom from arrest or freedom of speech,
belong primarily to the individual members -

Mr Marlborough interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): I ask the member for Peel to cease, or I will
formally call him to order.
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Mr Trenorden: Chain up your dog.

Point of Order
Dr GALLOP: Mr Acting Speaker. I would like you to ask the member for Avon to
withdraw the comment he made about the member for Peel. He described him as a dog,
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): I did not hear chat comment, but if that was said by
the member for Avon I ask for it to be withdrawn.
Mr TRENORDEN: I said the member should chain up his dog as it has a habit of biting
him because it has rabies.
Dr GALLOP: I do not think I heard a withdrawal.
The ACTING SPEAKER: You did not because I took it on face value that the member
for Avon did not call a member of this House a dog. Therefore, there is no requirement
to withdraw.

Debate Resumned
Mr COWAN: I will finish the quote -

Certain rights and immunities such as ftredom from arrest or freedom of speech
belong primarily to individual Members of each House and exist because the
House cannot perform its functions without unimpeded use of the services of its
Members. Other such rights and immunities such as the power to punish for
contempt and the power to regulate its own constitution belong primarily to each
House as a collective body, for the protection of its Members and the vindication
of its own authority and dignity.

That is what privilege is about. It affords the laws of the Constitution through the
Parliamentary Privileges Act and bestows on this House the very same privileges that it
bestows on the House of Commons. Those privileges are usually interpreted, and once
interpreted the primary reference is Erskine May. We all know that.
The ACTING SPEAKER: The Deputy Premier has the call at the moment and I am
certainly not prepared to tolerate the cross-Chamber exchange, which has no relationship
to the subject being debated.
Mr COWAN: Let me refer to the question of freedom of speech in debate and again
quote from Erskine May. It states -

Subject to the rules of order in debate, a Member may state whatever he thinks fit
in debate, however offensive it may be to the feelings, or injurious to the
character, of individuals; and he is protected by his privilege from any action for
libel, as well as from any other question or molestation.
At the same time, article IX preserves the authority of both Houses to restrain and
even punish their Members who, by their conduct, offend the House.

The member for Peel has offended members of this House by the comments he has made.
Points of Order

Mr KIERATH: I ask that a comment against the Deputy Premier be withdrawn.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! What comment is the member for Riverton referring
to?
Mr KIERATH: A comment was heard, but obviously the member has since rephrased it.
Mr RIPPER: I do not think the Minister for Labour Relations should be allowed to get
away with the imputation that Mnother member of this Parliament has changed, for the
information of the House, a comment that he was alleged to have made. That is the
imputation. If the member for Marangaroo is to be accused of that, there are others in
recent times who might also have been guilty.
Mr KIERATH: I did not mention the member's name.
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The ACTING SPEAKER: There has been a exchange between members from each side.
It does not add to the debate at all. There is no point of order.

Debate Resumed
Mr COWAN: Let mue draw together the point I am seeking to impress upon the House.
There is no question of the privileges bestowed upon the Parliament. We have absolute
privilege. We are entitled to free speech and we are entitled within the rules of debate to
exercise this free speech. In this instance the member for Peel has exercised that right.
Again, it has been made very clear that the House has a responsibility to ensure that
certain standards are applied. If those comments are offensive to the House, the House
has a responsibility to act.
Dr Gallop: What is the tradition in Western Australia?
Mr COWAN: There are two procedures that have been followed. In most instances a
censure motion is moved. In other instances - and I have witnessed something like a
maximum of half a dozen - a committee of privilege has been established. To my
knowledge, a committee of privilege has never been able to shed any light on any matter
brought before it. The failure of committees of privilege being established in this House
and then attempting to get to the bottom of or to determine the truth of the matter caused
the establishment of the parliamentary standards committee.
I recommend to all members that they read this report of the parliamentary standards
committee. The report comments in one chapter about the inability of committees of
privilege to perform any useful function because of the way in which the House elects
members to those committees and then the capacity of those committee members to carry
their party political leanings into the committees.
We have seen someone who is prepared to exercise the privilege that is provided to this
House and at the same time exercise that privilege by demonstrating that he is quite
prepared to abuse that very distinctive honour. That is precisely the position that the
member for Peel has placed himself in.
Mr Marlborough: Sections 195 and 196. What about the Government continuing to
abuse that section of parliamentary privilege? What about the Government hiding? It
allowed the member for Wellington, the Attorney General and the member for Wanneroo
to get away with what I suggest would stand up in any court as pecuniary interest. The
Government ignored that and allowed them to vote. What about that side of interest of
Parliament?
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COWAN: The member for Peel has already had 60 minutes, during which he never
once attempted to defend himself.
Mr Taylor: That is not true.
Mr COWAN: The member for Peel repeated the stories that he handed out last
Thursday. The member for Peel is not capable of defending himself because he can
never get his mind out of the gutter. That is the way he thinks and he could not go past
that. I thought some opposition members who are capable of putting together an
intellectual argument, as some are, could do a little better, but they did not. Not one of
them could produce any substantive evidence that the member for Peel was right.
I go back to what I stated in the first instance. This House has absolute privilege. When
that privilege is exercised it must be exercised with respect and due care for the people
who might be affected, such as by the rather low remarks that have been uttered by
members on the other side, led by the member for Peel. While the Government has the
capacity -

Mr Marlborough: Why don't you tell the truth? You didn't know the member for
Wellington was the secretary of four or five of his brother's companies until I told you
tonight.
Mr COWAN: Yes, I did know that.
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Mr Marlborough: Can you name the companies?
Mr COWAN: No.
Mr Marlborough How did you know that?
Mr COWAN: Because he told me.
Mr Marlborough: When did he tell you?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Day): Order! I have been extremely lenient with the
member for Peel in allowing him to pursue his interiections; at length. It is fair to observe
that not only have I been extremely lenient with him, but other occupants of the Chair
have been as well. I have called the member for Peel to order twice and I certainly do not
want to call him to order a third time. The House has been extremely tolerant so far. I
ask the member for Peel to limit his interjecuions.
Mr COWAN: I will attempt to draw my comments to a conclusion very quickly.
A large number of people in Western Australia expect this Parliament to do something
about maintaining the standards of debate in this House, and that is something which may
occur. If the Government does not respond to the very low standard of behaviour and the
abuse of privilege exercised by the member for Peel it will be held in contempt by the
Western Australian public. It is imperative that this House at least makes an attempt to
protect the standards of this place and for that reason the member for Peel deserves to be
censured by this House.
Question put and a division called for.
Bells rung and the House divided.

Remarks during Division
Mr Taylor: Where is the Premier? He did not even speak.
Mr Marlborough: He was quite happy to hide behind the microphone all over the state in
the last four days. He abandoned accountability in this House. He had the opportunity to
come into this House and to put his money where his mouth is, but he said nothing. He
hid in a studio behind a microphone and was willing to give press conferences. He had
the opportunity to speak in this debate, but he has been absent all day. That is what
accountability is about! That is what truth, leadership and the Westminster system is
about! He has hidden behind the microphones for four days and has been whispering
down the telephone. He has been trying to convince the media about how wrong I am
and how right he is and is continuing to defend this corrupt Attorney General, the corrupt
member for Wellington and the corrupt member for Wanneroo. That is what he has done
for four days instead of coming into this Parliament. He does not have the guts.

Withdrawal of Remark

Mr LEWIS: Although we are in the middle of a division it is not appropriate for the
member for Peel to refer to the Attorney General as "corrupt" and he should withdraw his
comments.
Mr Marlborough:, We will know who is noticing tomorrow. Dr Wayne Bradshaw is that
close to his family that he does not have the guts.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Even though we are in the middle of a division the
comment made by the member for Peel is unparliamentary and it is against the standing
orders to make allegations of corruption about members of this House. I ask that he
withdraw the comnment that members in this House are corrupt.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am happy to withdraw.

Result of Division
Division resulted as follows -
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Mr Ainsworth
Mr CiJ. Barneut
Mr Blaikie
Mr Board
Mr Bradshaw
Mr court
Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes
Mr House
Mr Johnson

Mr Bridge
Mr Brown
Mr Catania
Mr Cunningham
Dr Edwards
Dr Gallop
Mir Graham
Mr Grill

[ASSEMBLY]

Ayes (29)
Mr Kieralh
Mr Lewis
Mr Marshall
Mr McNee
Mr Minson
Mr Nicholls
Wr Omodei
Mr Osborne
Mr Pendal
Mr Prince

Noes (22)
Mrs H-alahan
Mrs Henderson
Mr Kobelke
Mr Marlborough
Mr McG inty
Mr Riebeling
Mr Ripper
Mrs Roberts

Mr Shave
Mr W. Smith
Mr Strickland
Mr Trenorden
MrTuhby
Dr Turnbull
Mrs van de Klashorst
Mr Wiese
Mr Bloffwiwch (Teller)

Mr DL. Smith
Mr Taylor
Mr Thomas
Ms Warnock
Dr Watson
Mr Leahy (Teller)

Question thus passed.
House adjourned ot 11 .35 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

SEWERAGE - INFILL PROGRAM
Advertising Campaign. Cost

24 1. Mr RIPPER to the Premier
(1) What is the total cost of the advertising campaign to promote the State

Government's inf ill sewerage strategy?
(2) What were the costs of each clement of the campaign including television

advertising, letters and brochures?
(3) Which State Government agency or agencies funded the camnpaign and

what amounts were provided by each agency?
(4) Frm which budget program or subprogram allocations were each of these

amounts drawn?
(5) What payments have been made to each private sector individual or

company involved in the campaign?,
(6) When did the Premier approve the script for his television advertisement

for the sewerage infill program?
(7) Who prepared the script?
(8) Who in the Government gave the instructions on the nature of the script to

be prepared?
(9) When were these instructions given?
(10) On what precise day or'days and at which locations was the Premier's

television advertisement for the sewerage infill program filmed?
(11) Will the Premier table all documents related to his approval of the script

for his television advertisement for the sewerage infill program?
Mr COURT replied:
(1) $459089.
(2) Cost details - Latest cost and

Estimate $
Premier's ad and letter

Letter 11851
Mailout to 100 000 customers 38 516
TV commercial (production and
broadcast) 98 808
Total 149 175

Water Authority TV public
information campaign

TV commercial 28 567
Media cost 55219
Total 83786

WAWA infill customer information
Customer infill sewerage hot line 44718
Mailouc to 100 000 customers 38 516
Brochure and display design
consultant 43 062
Brochure and fact sheet printing 99 832
Total 226 128

(3) (a) Premier and Cabinet - $149 175
(b) Water Authority of Western Australia - $309 914

(4) (a) Premier and Cabinet
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(5)
(b) Water Authority of Western Australia - Infill Sewerage Program

Latest cost and
Estimate $

Quik Print 4972
1 998

Data Management Services 116216
Page Plus 404

386
6 334

Barrett Industries 7 795
Dix Print 23 300

9 790
Lamb Printers 11465

3 540
The Rowland Co 43 062
Shepherd Media 1 000
Ad Link DDB Needham 57558
Media Decisions 122 536

(6) The script options were prepared on 4 April.
(7) 'he script was prepared with the Office of the Premier and the Water

Authority. The final script was written by the Premier.
(8) Refer to part (7).
(9) Refer to part (6).
(10) On 4 and 5 April 1994 at Lake Manger and Perth domestic airport.
(11) Apart from some prompt cards which were changed during voice records

there are no documents.
POVERTY PROGRAM - GOVERNMENT SPONSORSHIP

Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Community Development:
(1) How is the target group defined for the poverty program sponsored by the

Government?
(2) What guidelines have been issued to the services which come under the

poverty program in order to assist them to correctly focus their efforts
towards the required target groups?

(3) Has a manual been developed or is one to be prepared to assist services
involved in the poverty program?

(4) If a manual is not to be provided, what steps are being taken to ensure that
clients receive uniform treatment regardless of which service they present
to and in order to achieve the highest possible standards across all
participating services?

(5) What are the expectations of the roles performed by financial counsellors?
(6) What training is required as a prerequisite for people to take on the role of

financial counsellors?
(7) Is the current level of training viewed as adequate?
(8) What steps, if any, are being taken to provide ongoing support and

training for financial counsellors?
(9) What are the performance indicators which will be used to evaluate the

program?
(10) Are the same performance indicators to apply to the particular services

involved in the poverty program?

347.
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Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) The target group for the poverty program is defined as "people on a low

income"
(2) The department issues "Funding Guidelines for the Poverty Program"

which outlines the program objeccives, the target group, models of service
delivery, eligibility criteria and accountability requirements.

(3) No.
(4) The department currently funds the Financial Counsellors Association of

WA to employ a training broker to develop a training package for new
financial counsellors and to arrange ongoing training for financial
counsellors state wide. The training package is to be developed in a form
which will be able to obtain accreditation from the Social and Community
Services Industry Employment and Training Council.

(5) The role of a financial counsellor is to advocate and/or negotiate on behalf
of consumers and debtors. Financial counselling includes providing
information, options, support and advocacy for individuals and families,
and helping them to develop and implement strategies for addressing their
credit problems, such as budget management, debt restructuring,
negotiation with creditors.

(6) Financial counsellors funded under the State Government's poverty
program are required to have completed or be working towards the
completion of a training course recognised by the Financial Counsellors
Association of WA.

(7) Yes.
(8) Funds are provided by the State Government to the Financial Counsellors

Association of WA to employ a training broker whose role it is to ensure
the provision of introductory and ongoing training for financial
counsellors. Funds are also provided by the State and Commonwealth
Governments to the financial counsellors resource project to provide
casework support, legal advice and resource materials to financial
counsellors.

(9) The performance indicators for the poverty program are -

(a) People have their immediate needs met.
(b) People seeking assistance receive financial counselling and/or

information relevant to their situation.
(c) People seeking assistance receive representation.
(d) Community responses are developed to address poverty issues in

the community.
(10) Each funded service has objectives and performance indicators that are

consistent with the aim and performance indicators for the poverty
program.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - FAMILY CRISIS
PROGRAM

Administration Cost; Full-time Equivalents
353. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) What is the cost of administering the Family Crisis program?
(2) How many full time equivalents are involved in administering the

program?
(3) How many FTEs are involved in -
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(a) financial counselling;
(b) assessing applications for assistance;
(c) ocher duties?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) The cost of administering the Family Crisis program is $685 800.
(2) 10 FTE at the family crisis administration unit

14 FTE resource officers at metropolitan and country offices.
(3) (a) 14 resource officers.

Approximately 35 other field officers in metropolitan and country
areas have received financial counselling training and this forms
part of their du ties.

(b) 14 resource officers.
Approximately 338 other field officers in metropolitan and country
areas would assess applications as part of their duties.

(c) Other staff are indirectly involved in the program, for example,
processing of reports, accounts, program evaluation, supervision of
resource officers and field officers in districts.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - BELMONT OFFICE
Disadvantaged, Funding Under Emergency Financial Relief Program; Family Crisis

Program
408. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) What was the total value of direct financial assistance to disadvantaged
people through the Belmont office of the Department for Community
Development under the Emergency Financial Relief program in 1992-93?

(2) What is the value to date of direct financial assistance to disadvantaged
people through the Belmont office of the Department of Community
Development under the Family Crisis program in 1993-94?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) Total value of direct financial assistance through the Belmont district

office under the Emergency Financial Relief program in 1992-93 is
$152 105.

(2) The Family Crisis program is an entirely different program from the
emergency financial assistance program that was in operation in 1992-93.
It is based on people being assisted to manage their finances better
through financial counselling and where necessary a personal plan is
developed to determine the support required and the extent of the person's
crisis. As such, 67 persons have been referred for financial counselling in
1993-94. Should there still be a need for further assistance after financial
counselling, a persona! plan is developed by the Department for
Community Development to determine the extent of the crisis, possible
contributing factors and options which may be available to the person.
This may include financial assistance from DCD, where appropriate.
Such support from the Belmont district office as at 31 May 1994 totalled
$47359.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - NON-GOVERNMENT
ORGANISATIONS, FUNDING APPLICATIONS

444. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:
(1) Is the Government prepared to examine applications for funding from

non-government organisations providing a community service?
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(2) If so, does the Government intend to invite community organisations to
submit applications for funding?

(3) If so, when?
(4) If not, why not?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Community organisations can submit requests for funding at any time.
(3) See (2).
(4) Not applicable.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - FAMILY CRISIS
PROGRAM

Assistance Delays, Guidelines Change
456. Mr BROWN to the Minister far Community Development:

(1) Has the Minister been advised that the Family Crisis program guidelines
are too rigid in that they do not permit families to be assisted without
delay?

(2) Has the Minister been informed that some families in crisis have had to
wait for four or more days before being provided with assistance?

(3) Has the Minister been informed the delay in providing assistance to
families is caused by the strict guidelines of the Family Crisis program?

(4) Does the Minister accept the guidelines prevent some families in crisis
being assisted immediately?

(5) If so, does the Minister intend to change the guidelines to ensure families
can get immediate assistance?

(6) If not, is the Minister satisfied with the time it takes for assistance to be
provided under the existing guidelines?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1)-(6) The Family Crisis program was introduced to assist families with

dependent children address issues which led to a financial crisis through
financial counselling and, where appropriate, the creation of a personal
plan designed to identify the extent of the crisis and options which the
person may choose to take. The guidelines were developed to ensure
accountability within the process. Concerns which have been expressed
have for the main been from people who oppose the new program.

GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - SOUTHWEST
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION AND PEEL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

AREAS
Staff Redundancies; Positions Abolished; Community Group Funding; Saving

477. Mr D.L. SMITH to the Minister for the'Environment; Disability Services:
With respect to the areas covered by the South West Development
Commission and the Peel Development Commission and with respect to
each and every agency, board, department, statutory authority,
commission or other organisation for which the Minister may be
responsible, or which may operate under a Statute for which the Minister
may be responsible -

(a) how many staff have been made redundant;
(b) how many and what positions have been abolished;
(c) what community groups have had their funding -
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(1) declined;
(ii) withdrawn;
(iii) renewed;

(d) what has been the total saving to the State Government with
respect to each redundancy and/or reduction?

Mr MINSON replied:
Department of Conservation and Land Management
(a) Of 40 staff who applied for and accepted voluntary redundancy in

CALM during the recent scheme, 23 were located in the area
covered by the South West Development Authority and Peel
Development Commission.

(b) 1 welder
I pilot
14 construction and maintenance workers
2 mechanics
2 operations officers
1 district forester
1 forest officer
1 clerical officer

(c) (i)-(ii) Not applicable.
(iii) Conservation Council of WA, Environment Centre of WA.

Green Skills, Tree Society, Greening Australia.
(d) $31 000 average for each position or a total of $726 000 for the 23

positions.
Disability Services Commission
(a) During the term of this Government, the DSC has not made any

staff redundant in the areas referred to by the member.
(b) Not applicable.
(c) (i) No agency previously funded by the DSC has had a

funding decrease.
(ii) No community groups or agencies from the two regions

referred to by the member had funding withdrawn.
(iii) The following agencies had funding from the DSC

renewed -

Activ Foundation Bunbury
PLEDO
South West Family Support Association
Windmill Farms/Strive
Nannup Community Care
Peel Community Living
Midway Community Care

In addition, the following agencies submitted successful
applications for funding from the accommodation support
funding round -

South West Community Living Association
South West Family Support Association
Nannup Community Care
Activ Foundation Bunbury

(d) Not applicable.
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Waterways Commission
(a)-(b) None
(c) (i)-(ii) None

(iii) Blackwood Catchment Coordinating Group. Lcschenault
Catchment Coordinating Group and the Geographe Bay
Advisory Committee.

(di) Not applicable.
GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES - SOUTH WEST

DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION AND PEEL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
AREAS

Staff Redundancies; Positions Abolished: Community Group Funding; Saving
478. Mr D.L. SMITH to the Minister for Community Development; the Family;

Sen iors:
With respect to the areas covered by the South West Development
Commission and the Peel Development Commission and with respect to
each and every agency, board, department, statutory authority,
commission or other organisation for which the Minister may be
responsible, or which may operate under a Statute for which the Minister
may be responsible -

(a) how many staff have been made redundant;
(b) how many and what positions have been abolished;,
(c) what community groups have had their funding -

(i) declined;
(ii) withdrawn;
(iii) renewed;

(d) what has been the total saving to the State Government in respect
to each redundancy and/or reduction?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
Community Development; the Family -

(a)-(b) None.
(c) (i) Declined: Bunbury Domestic Violence Action Group.

(ii) Withdrawn: Peel early Education Intervention Program
went into suspension when its sponsor withdrew.
However, the program has been continued on an interim
basis by the department until a new sponsor can be found.

(iii) All other community groups were funded.
(d) Not applicable.
Seniors -

(a)-(d) Nil.

BiP IRON ORE - YANDICOOGINA IRON ORE PROJECTr
555. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Has the Minister approved the BHP Iron Ore proposal for expansion of the
Yandicoogina (Marillana) iron ore project?

(2) If not, why not?
(3) If so, under what special conditions was the project approved?
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Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Yes, on 23 June 1994.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) Two extra conditions were added to the existing environmental approval

relating to decommissioning of the project and compliance auditing.
BHP IRON ORE - YANDICOOCINA IRON ORE PROJECT

556. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Resources Development:
(1) Has the Minister approved the BHP Iron Ore proposal for expansion of the

Yazxdicoogina (Marillana) iron ore project?
(2) If not, why not?
(3) If so, under what special conditions was the project approved?
Mr CJ. BARNETT1 replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) The expansion was approved by the Minister for Resources Development

following approval by the Minister for the Environment. There were no
conditions listed by the Minister for Resources Development for the
expansion, but the Minister for the Environment's conditions were that -

the proponent shall fulfil its commitments made in the Public
Environmental Report (1987);
the proponent shall prepare and submit a decommissioning report
at least six months prior to decommissioning; and
the proponent shall prepare periodic progress and compliance
reports in consultation with the Environmental Protection
Authority.

PILBARA ENERGY PROJECT - VARIATION AGREEMENT, LEGISLATION
559. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Resources Development:

(1) Does the variation agreement relating to the Pilbara energy project tabled
by the Minister on 14 June 1994 require legislative changes?

(2) If not, why not?

(3) If so, when will the legislation be introduced?
Mr CJ. BARNETT? replied:
(1) No.
(2) The variation agreement was submitted to Parliament on 14 June in

accordance with clause 21 of the Pilbara. energy project agreement, which
prescribes the procedures required for a variation to the agreement.

(3) Not applicable.
PILBARA - STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA

572. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Energy:
(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the State Energy

Commission?
(2) If not -

(a) why not;
(b) by what processes are the interests of the Pilbara region

determined by this Commission?
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(3) Ifsoa-
(a) who is that representative;
(b) what qualifications does that representative have to represent the

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was tliac representative nominated-,
(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

(4) What are the processes used by this Commission to solicit the views of the
residents of the Pilbara when decisions are made?

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

(6) Has this Commission visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why not?
(8) If so -

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

(b) what was/were the purpose/s of the visit/s;
(c) with whom did the commission meet during its visit/s?

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:
(1) No. It is assumed that the member is referring to the SECWA board of

commissioners.
(2) (a) SECWA board members are not appointed on the basis of regional

or sectional interests.
(b) Through SECWA representatives in the region.

(3) Not applicable.
(4) SEC WA has both formal and informal processes to obtain the views of the

region, through membership of representative groups, through regular
contacts with customers, and through its work force in the region. In
addition, the manager of the Pilbara power division has been a member of
SECWA's executive management committee since July 1994.

(5) Same as answer to (4) above.
(6) Not as a board. However, individual commissioners and senior SECWA

personnel visit the Pilbara regularly.
(7) T'he SECWA board endeavours to meet outside the metropolitan area once

a year. It last met in the Pilbara (Karratba) in 1990 and has since held
meetings in other parts of the state.

(8) Not applicable.
PILBARA - STATE ENERGY COMMISSION PUNISHMENT APPEALS BOARD

573. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Energy:
(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the State Energy

Commission Punishment Appeals Board?
(2) If not.-

(a) why not;
(b) by what processes are the interests of the Pilbara region

determined by this board?
(3) If so -
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(a) who is that representative;
(b) what qualifications does that representative have to represent the

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was that representative nominated;
(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

(4) What are the processes used by this boaud to solicit the views of the
residents of the Pilbara when decisions are made?

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

(6) Has this board visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why not?
(8) If so -

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

(b) what was/were the purpose/s of the visit/s;
(c) with whom did the board meet during its visit/s?

Mr C.J. HARNEFI' replied:
(1) No.
(2) (a) The punishment appeal board is established under section 92 of the

State Energy Commission Act 1979 (the Act). Its specific purpose
is to deal with appeals against decisions of SEC WA to -
(i) fine; or
(ii) reduce to a lower class or grade; or
(iii) suspend or dismiss
permanent employees. Employees lodge an appeal if he or she
believes he or she has been unfairly treated in matters of a
disciplinary nature. Decisions of the punishment appeal board
have no influence or effect on residents of the Pilbara region, nor
does it have any authority in any regard other than to deal with
disciplinary matters directly affecting SECWA and its employees.
Punishment appeal board nominations are dictated by section 92 of
the Act. Briefly they are -

Chairperson - A stipendiary magistrate, who is appointed
by the Governor, or in his absence, a deputy who is also
appointed by the Governor.
SECWA representative and deputy - Employees of
SEC WA nominated to represent SEC WA on the board.
Employee representative and deputies - representing either
the salaried or wages employees' interests ont the board -
depending on the nature of employment of the appellant.
Representatives are elected on a preferential ballot system
under the auspices of the Electoral Commission.

Since representation is on a SECWA-wide basis, focus is on the
organisation as a whole and not any particular region.

(b) The punishment appeal board exists to protect the interests of
employees of SEC WA.

(3) Not applicable.
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(4) Matters with which the board deals have no effect on residents of the
Pilbara.

(5) Not applicable.
(6) No.
(7) The Punishment Appeal Board convenes on an as-needs basis. If the

parties involved were resident in the north west, it is within the board's
power to convene there.

(8) Not applicable.
PILBARA - RENEWABLE ENERGY ADVISORY COUNCIL

574. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Energy:
(I) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the Renewable Energy

Advisory Council?
(2) If not -

(a) why not;
(b) by what processes are the interests of the Pilbara region

determined by this council?
(3) If so -

(a) who is that representative;
(b) what qualifications dues that representative have to represent the

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was that representative nominated;,
(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

(4) What are the processes used by this council to solicit the views of the
residents of the Pilbara when decisions are made?

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

(6) Has this council visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why not?
(8) If so -

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

(b) what was/were the purpose/s of the visitls;
(c) with whom did the council meet during its visit/s?

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:
(1) No.
(2) Membership, which is currently in abeyance, has been on the basis of

knowledge and skills relevant to renewable energy and energy
conservation, not on the basis of representing any region, interest group or
community sector.

(3) Not applicable.
(4)-(5) There are no current processes since the council is in abeyance. However,

in the past, community consultation has been statewide. This included a
public information dissemination and feedback meeting held in Port
Hedland in June 1992, which was part of a public consultative process for
a major consulting project commissioned by the council.

(6)-(8) The full council has not visited the Pilbara since 6 February 1993. A
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member of the council recently visited Pundulmurra College in South
Hedland to review the progress of a demonstration project the council
established at the college.

PILBARA - RURAL HOUSING AUTHORITY
581. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the Rural Housing
Authority?

(2) If notg-
(a) why not;
(b) by what processes ame the interests of the Pilbara region

determined by this Authority?
(3) Ifsoa-

(a) who is that representative;
(b) what qualifications does that representative have to represent die

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was that representative nominated;
(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

(4) What are the processes used by this Authority to solicit the views of the
residents of the Pilbara when decisions are made?

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

(6) Has this Authority visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why not?
(8) If so -

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

(b) what was/were the purpose/s of the visit/s;
(c) with whom did the Authority meet during its visit/s?

Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) No.
(2) (a) Members are elected to the authority in accord with the Rural

Housing (Assistance) Act 1976 and do not come from any
particular region but by a person's area of expertise.

(b) Members of the Rural Housing Authority meet monthly and
consider any applications from anywhere in the state.

(3) (a)-(d) Not applicable.
(4) Information given in an application form from the applicant, his bank, his

accountant and Pastoral Board information.
(5) See (4).
(6) No.
(7) Authority assists farmers, pastoralists or horticulturists on their property

and not in the townsite situation. No applications for assistance have been
received from the region for 1993-94.

(8) (a) None.
(b)-(c) Not applicable.
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PILBARA - ABORIGINAL HOUSING BOARD
582. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Housing:

(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the Aboriginal Housing
Board?

(2) If not -
(a) why not;
(b) by what processes are the interests of the Pilbara region

determined by this board?
(3) If so -

(a) who is that representative;
(b) what qualifications does that representative have to represent the

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was that representative nominated;
(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

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

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

(6) Has this board visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why not?
(8) If so -

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

(b) what was/were the purpose/s of the visit/s;
(c) with whom did the board meet during its visiz/s?

Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Not applicable.

(3) (a) Mrs Pamela Walsh, JP.
(b) Mrs Walsh is an Aboriginal person with extensive knowledge and

experience in Aboriginal affairs, which includes membership of
the following: Baptist Church, Country Women's Association,
Chamber of Commerce, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Women's Task Force, Western Australian Aboriginal Education
Consultative Group, Pundulmurra. College Board, Pilbara Sobering
Up Centre, Aboriginal Police Relations Committee.

(c) Aboriginal Affairs Consultative Committee - now called
Aboriginal Affairs Coordinating Committee.

(d) I May 1990.
(4) Engaged consultant for regional analysis of ATSIC housing.

Homneswest waiting list.
ATSIC regional council, ATSIC zone meeting. ATSIC commissioners.
Community visits by the chairperson, manager, project officer, local AHB
representative.
Attendance at bush and community meetings.
Liaison with local Aboriginal resource agencies.
Post-occupancy evaluation conducted by AHB staff.
Port Hedland Aboriginal resource agency.
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(5) Meetings, workshops as above.
(6) Not the full board, however, chairperson, manager, project officer and

local AHB representative who lives in the area visit in and around the
Pilbara on a regular basis.

(7) Not applicable.
(8) (a) Port Hedland, Western Desert, Marble Bar. Newman, Nullagine,

Onslow, Roebourne, Karratha, Dampier, Wickham and Jigalong.
(b) Community meetings, visit fringe dwellers, attend bush meetings

and meet with Homeswest staff.
(c) Aboriginal community people, Homeswesi tenants, government

agencies, Aboriginal resource agencies.
PILBARA - GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES HOUSING AUTHORITY

583. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Housing:
(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the Government

Employees Housing Authority?
(2) If not -

(a) why not;
(b) by what processes are the interests of the Pilbara region

determined by this Authority?
(3) If so -

(a) who is that representative;
(b) what qualifications does that representative have to represent the

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was that representative nominated;
(d) on what dare was that representative appointed?

(4) What are the processes used by this Authority to solicit the views of the
residents of the Pilbara when decisions are made?

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

(6) Has this Authority visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why nor?
(8) If so -

(a) what towns in the Pilbara region have been visited by this

(b)
(c)

Mr PRINCE
(1) No.
(2)

(3)
(4)-(5)

Authority, since 6 February 1993;
what was/were the purpose/s of the visir./s,
with whom did the Authority meet during its visitls?

replied:

(a) The structure of the Government Employees Housing Authority is
established under the Government Employees Housing Act 1964
(as amended).

(b) By consultation over a wide range of sources.
Nor applicable.

Refer to (2)(b).
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(6)-(7)
No. However, the authority has two regional staff in the west Pilbara
supported by the West Pilbara Housing.

(8) Not applicable.

PILBARA - WATER AUTHORITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA
585. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the Water Authority of
Western Australia?

(2) If not -
(a) why not;
(b) by what processes are the interests of the Pilbara region

determined by this Authority?
(3) lf so -

(a) who is that representative;
(b) what qualifications does that representative have to represent the

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was that representative nominated;
(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

(4) What are the processes used by this Authority to solicit the views of the
residents of the Pilbara when decisions are made?

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

(6) Has this Authority visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why not?
(8) If so -

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

(b) what was/were the purpose/s of the visitis;
(c) with whom did the Authority meet during its visit/a?

Mr OMODEI replied:
(1)-(2) The board of the authority is selected in line with the Water Authority Act

1984. Non ex-officio members are selected on the basis of commercial
and other expertise.

(3) Not applicable.
(4) The authority's operations are regionalised and customers can raise issues

with officers in Port Hedland, Karratha and Newman.
(5) Specific consultative processes are put in place to deal with specific

issues; for example. West Pilbara water quality functional deployment;
Pilbara Water Conservation Advisory Committee.

(6) The chairman and managing director visit the Pilbara and the Kimberley
annually in November and December.

(7) Not applicable.
(8) Staff of the authority have visited all towns. The chairman and managing

director have visited Port Hedland and Karratha to meet with staff and
local authorities to obtain input on operations and customer service issues.
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PILBARA - ABORIGINAL LANDS TRUST
587. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the Aboriginal Lands
Trust?

(2) If not -
(a) why not;
(b) by what processes air the interests of the Pilbarat region

determined by this trust?
(3) Ifsoa-

(a) who is that representative;
(b) what qualifications does that representative have to represent the

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was that representative nominated;
(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

(4) What are the processes used by this trust to solicit the views of the
residents of the Pilbara when decisions are made?

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

(6) Has this trust visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why not?
(8) If so -

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

(b) what was/were the purpose/s of the visirj/s;
(c) with whom did the rust meet during its visit/s?

Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) (a) Ms Maxine Brahim; Mr Teddy Biljabu.

(b) The only qualification for membership is that a member has to be
of Aboriginal descent as required by section 21(1) of the
Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority Act 1972.

(c) Ms Brahim was nominated by the AAPA.
Mr Biljabu was nominated by the Western Desert
Puntukumuparna Aboriginal Corporation.

(d) Ms Brahim was appointed on 17 November 1993.
Mr Biljabu was appointed on I April 1990.

(4)-(5) Through direct community consultation by members of the rust, regional
officers, staff of the Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority and relevant
Aboriginal and Tonres Strait Islander Commission regional council
members.

(6) No.
(7) The trust usually meets in Perth for the convenience of its members.

However, the trust will meet in a regional centre if requested to do so by
the community.

(8) Not applicable.
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PLLBARA - ABORIGINAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
588. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the Aboriginal Advisory
Council?

(2) If not -
(a) why not;
(b) by what processes are the interests of the Pilbara region

determined by this council?
(3) If so -

(a) who is that representative;
(b) what qualifications does that representative have to represent the

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was that representative nominated;
(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

(4) What are the processes used by this council to solicit the views of the
residents of the Pilbara when decisions are made?

(5) What consultative processes are in place for this council to deal with the
residents of die Pilbara?

(6) Has this council visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why not?
(8) If so -

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

(b) what was/were the purposels of the visits's;
(c) with whom did the council meet during its visits's?

Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Not applicable.
(3) (a) Chairperson of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander

Commission Regional Council - Adrian Brahim, Ashburton Wad-
and the ATSIC Board of Commission members, Guy Parker and
Teddy Biljabu.

(b) Any member of the Aboriginal community is qualified to be a
member provided they are elected by the community.

(c) Current State Government policy determines the chairperson or
their representative is automatically nominated upon election to the
ATSIC Regional Council.

(d) Adrian Brahim was appointed in November 1993.
(4) The Aboriginal Advisory Council does not take or make decisions. It only

provides advice to Government on matters of policy relating to Aboriginal
people.

(5) (a) Aboriginal Justice Advisory Committee.
(t) Aboriginal Women's Task Force.

(6) No.
(7) Since the inclusion of the ATSIC Regional Council process to die
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Aboriginal Advisory Council it has been able to meet only in Perth due to
the work commitments and convenience of the members.

(8) Not applicable.
PILBARA - ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS COORDINATING COMMITTEE

589. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:
(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the Aboriginal Affairs

Coordinating Committee?
(2) If not -

(a) why not;
(b) by what processes are the interests of the Pilbara region

determined by this commitcee?
(3) Ifsoa-

(a) who is that representative;
(b) what qualifications does that representative have to represent the

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was that representative nominated;
(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

(4) What are the processes used by this committee to solicit the views of the
residents of the Pilbara when decisions are made?

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

(6) Has this committee visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why not?
(8) If so -

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

(b) what was/were the purpose/s of the visit/s;
(c) with whom did the committee meet during its visih/s?
INCE replied:
No.
(a) This is a statutory body established under section 18 of the

Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority Act comprising the Chief
Executive Officers of State Government agencies such as the
Department of the Treasury, the Health Department of Western
Australia, the Department for Community Development, the
Education Department and Homeswest.

(b) This body meets bi-monthly and is responsible for the effective
coordination of government programs and service delivery across
the state1 and occasionally meets in the regions.

(a) Not applicable.
(b) See (2)(a) above.
(c)-(d)

Not applicable.
Each agency is responsible for its own consultative programs.
The Aboriginal Advisory Council, the Aboriginal Lands Trust and the
Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority.

PRMr

(I)
(2)

(3)

(4)
(5)
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(6) No.
(7) Emphasis has been placed on participating members to carry out thcfr own

regional consultations and to deal more directly with Aboriginal people
and community groups.

(8) Not applicable.
PILBARA - ABORIGINAL CULTURAL MATERIAL COMMITEE

590. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:
(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the Aboriginal Cultural

Material Committee?
(2) If not -

(a) why not;
(b) by what processes are the interests of the Pilbara region

determined by this committee?
(3) If so -

(a) who is that representative;
(b) what qualifications does that representative have to represent the

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was chat representative nominated;
(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

(4) What are the processes used by this committee to solicit the views of the
residents of the Pilbara when decisions are made?

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

(6) Has this committee visited the Pilbzu'a region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why not?
(8) If so -

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

(b) what was/were the purpose/s of the visit/s;
(c) with whom did the committee meet during its visit/s?

Mr PRINCE replied:
(1) Not formally. Refer (2) and (3).
(2) (a) There is no legislative requirement, however refer (2)(b) and (3).

(b) Appointments to the committee are made from time to time from a
panel of names provided by the trustees of the Western Australian
Museum which may include a person or persons with links to the
Pilbara. In addition, when discussing items related to the Pilbara,
the committee receives advice and administrative support from the
Department of Aboriginal Sites which has a subregional office
based in the Pilbara. Further, specific information is usually
provided - for example, consultants' reports - for items which are
regionally oriented.

(3) (a) Mr Bernie Ryder, although not appointed as a regional
representative - see (1) and (2)(a) above - is a member of the
committee.

(b) Mr Ryder has cultural links with the Pilbara region.
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(c) Mr Ryder's name was included in the panel of names submitted by
the Trustees of the Western Australian Museum. See (2)(b).

(d) Mr Ryder was initially appointed on I July 1993.
(4) The majority of the decisions made by the committee relate to requests to

utilise land under the processes of section 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage
Act 1972-1980. The committee requires developers and consultants to
liaise with and take into account the views of Aboriginal groups and
individuals with ties to the land which is the subject of the survey. The
most common reason for the deferral of applications has been the
committee's dissatisfaction at the extent of community consultation.

(5) Refer to (4).
(6) Yes, from 10 to 12 March 1993.
(7) Not applicable. Refer to (6).
(8) (a) Port 1-edland.

(b) For the opening of the northern subregional office and
discussion/familiarisation with a range of issues with
representatives of a range of Pilbara groups and individuals.

(c) Representatives of a wide range of organisations involved in
Aboriginal issues, including Pundulmurra Aboriginal College,
Pilbara Aboriginal Language Centre, Karijini Aboriginal
Corporation, Aboriginal and Tonres Strait Islander Commission,
Punmu Community, Western Desert Land Council, Midi
Aboriginal Corporation, Conservation and Land Management,
Ngarla and Coastal Njamal Aboriginal Corporation, and Port
Hedland Shire.

PILBARA - WATER RESOURCES COUNCIL
602. A& GRAHAM to the Minister for Water Resources:

(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the Water Resources
Council?

(2) If not -
(a) why not;
(b) by what processes are the interests of the Pilbara region

determined by this council?
(3) If so -

(a) who is that representative;
(b) what qualifications does that representative have to represent the

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was that representative nominated;
(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

(4) What are the processes used by this council to solicit the views of the
residents of the Pilbara when decisions are made?

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

(6) Has this council visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why not?
(8) If so -
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(a) what towns in the Pilbara region have been visited by this coneD,
since 6 February 1993;

(b) what was/were the purpose/s of the visitls;
(c) with whom did the council meet during its visih/s?

Mir OMODET replied:
(1) There is no formal representative from the Pilbara region at present

although one member is resident in Paraburdoo.
(2) (a) Council's membership is prescribed in its Act and members are

appointed by the Governor from a panel of names submitted by
nominated groups.

(b) Council and its standing committees' role and objectives have
statewide application.

(3) Not applicable.
(4) Council's reports and publications are distributed to all country shires and

other interest groups for comment when there is likely to be a statewide
impact.

(5) Council's meeting reports are forwarded to the regional development
commissions. The Pilbara Development Commission was included in the
membership list for Council's Rural Water Committee. Agendas and
minutes were forwarded but the right to attend was not exercised.

(6) No.
(7) Budget constraints.
(8) Not applicable.

PILBARA - PASTORAL BOARD
609. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister representing the Minister for Lands:

(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the Pastoral Board?
(2) If not -

(a) why not;
(b) by what processes are the interests of the Pilbara region

determined by this board?
(3) If so -

(a) who is that representative;
(b) what qualifications does that representative have to represent the

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was that representative nominated;
(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

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

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

(6) Has this board visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why not?
(8) If so -

(a) what towns in the Pilbara region have been visited by this board,
since 6 February 1993;
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(b) what was/were the purpose/s of the visit/s;
(c) with whom did the board meet dining its visit/s?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Lands has provided the following reply -

(1) Membership of the Pastoral Board is constituted under section 98
of the Land Act. Members are not appointed to represent specific
regions of the state.

(2) One board member resides in the southern Kimberley region
between Port H-edland and Broomne and has an excellent
knowledge of the cattle industry and the Pilbara region generally.

(3) (a) Mr Joe de Pledge of Mandora Station.
(b) Excellent qualifications as a lifelong active participant in

the Western Australian pastoral industry.
(c) Pastoralists and Graziers Association.
(d) Mr de Pledge has been a member of the Pastoral Board

since June 1987.
(4)-(5) The role of the Pastoral Board is to advise the Minister for Lands

on matters relating to Crown land held under pastoral lease. If
views affecting pascoralists in a specific region are required, the
board will contact pastoral lessees direct or seek advice through
industry organisations.

(6) No.
(7) Apart from budgetary constraints, the board has had no specific

reason to visit the Pilbara since 6 February 1993.
(8) Not applicable.

PILBARA - LANDS BOARD
610. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister representing the Minister for Lands:

(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the Lands Board?
(2) If not -

(a) why not;
(b) by what processes are the interests of the Pilbara region

determined by this board?
(3) If so -

(a) who is that representative;
(b) what qualifications does that representative have to represent the

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was that representative nominated;
(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

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

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

(6) Has this board visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why not?
(8) If so -
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(a) what towns in the Pilbara region have been visited by this board,
since 6 February 1993;

(b) what was/were the purpose/s of the visit/s;
(c) with whom did the board meet during its visitls?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Lands has provided the following reply-
(1)-(5) Membership of a land board is determined based on the land

release region and land use, If a land release in the Pilbara region
requires a land board determination at least one member of the
board would be a representative of that region. Members are
appointed by the Minister for Lands under delegated authority.

(6) No.
(7) There have been no land releases in the Pilbarn region requiring a

land board adjudication.
(8) Not applicable.

PILBARA - GEOGRAPHIC NAMES COMMITTEE
Mr GRAHAM to the Minister representing the Minister for Lands:
(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the Geographic Names

Committee?
(2) If not -

(a) why not;
(b) by what processes axe the interests of the Pilbara region

determined by this committee?
(3) If so -

(a) who is that representative;
(b) what qualifications does that representative have to represent the

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was that representative nominated;
(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

(4) What are the processes used by this committee to solicit the views of the
residents of the Pilbara when decisions are made?

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

(6) Has this committee visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why not?
(8) If so -

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

(b) what was/were the purpose/s of the visit/s;
(c) with whom did the committee meet during its visit/s?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The Minister for Lands has provided the following reply -

(1) No.
(2) (a) The Geographic Names Committee consists of

representatives from 11 relevant advisory organisations,

611.
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including one from the Local Government Association of
WA.

(b) Proposals are forwarded by local government authorities
for consideration by the Geographic Names Committee.
The committee's secretariat at DOLA corresponds and
consults with local authorities regarding name proposals.

(3) Not applicable.
(4) Local government authorities represent the community in dealings

with the committee.
(5) Consultation with the community takes place through local

government and relevant advisory organisations as appropriate.
(6) Yes.
(7) Not applicable.
(8) (a) Two representatives of the Geographic Names Secretariat

visited the Jigalong Aboriginal Community in East Pilbara
between 27 March and 6 April 1993.

(b) The Geographic Names Committee was requested by the
administrator at the Jigalong Community to consult with
the Martu people regarding the official adoption of their
traditional names for mapping purposes.

(c) The representatives met with Mr Ray Fisher, the
administrator for the community, and Mr Brian Samson,
chairman of the Jigalong Community Council, as well as
other members of the Aboriginal community.

PILBARA - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY
621. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for the Environment:

(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the Environmental
Protection Authority?

(2) If not -
(a) why not;
(b) by what processes are the interests of the Pilbara region

determined by Lhis Authority?
(3) If so -

(a) who is that representative;
(b,) what qualifications does that representative have to represent the

Pilbara region;
(c) by whom was that representative nominated;
(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

(4) What are the processes used by this Authority to solicit the views of the
residents of the Pilbara when decisions are made?

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

(6) Has this Authority visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, why not?
(8) If so .

(a) what towns in the Pilbara region have been visited by this
Authority, since 6 February 1993;
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(b) what was/were the purpose/s of the visit/s;
(c) with wham did the Authority meet during its visir/s?

Mr MINSON replied:
(1), (2)(a), and (3)

No. There is no sectoral representation on the Environmental Protection
Authority under the Environmental Protection Act 1986-93.

(2) (b) I am advised that there are a number of ways the interests of the
Pilbara region are considered by the Environmental Protection
Authority including advice from the Department of Environmental
Protection's manager, Pilbara office, staff from the Department of
Environmental Protection, and other government agencies, and
submissions from interested parties.

(4)-(5) Primarily through direct advertising for submissions and on-site visits of
Department of Environmental Protection staff.

(6)-(8) No, although I am advised that the Environmental Protection Authority
intends to visit the Pilbara as soon as it can be arranged.

PILBARA - DISABILITY SERVICES REVIEW PANEL
672. Mr GRAHAM to the Minister for Disability Services:

(1) Is there a representative of the Pilbara region on the recently formed panel
reviewing services in country areas for people with disabilities?

(2) If not -
(a) what not;

(b) by what processes are the interests of the Pilbara region
determined by this body?

(3) If so -
(a) who is that representative;

(b) what qualifications does that representative have to re
Pilbara region;

(c) by whom was that representative nominated;

(d) on what date was that representative appointed?

(4) What are the processes used by this body to solicit the vi
residents of the Pilbara when decisions are made?

(5) What consultative processes are in place for this body to de
residents of the Pilbara?

(6) Has this body visited the Pilbara region since 6 February 1993?
(7) If not, who not?
(8) If so -

(a) what towns in the Pilbara region have been visited by

Mr

(1)
(2)

(b)
(c)

MINSON

No.

since 6 February 1993;
what was/were the purpose/s of the visit/s;
with whom did the body meet during its visit/s?

replied:

present the

,ws of the

al with the

this body,

(a) Resources available limited the number of members on the review
panel.

(b) The interests of the Pilbara region are taken into consideration as
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are the interests of other regional areas throughout rural Western
Australia.

(3) Not applicable.
(4) The review panel visited South Hedland on 13 June 1994 and met with

community representatives from South Hedland and Karratha. Written
submissions were called for from community groups, families and
individuals from throughout rural Western Australia, of which numerous
have been received from the Pilbara region. The input and views received
through this consultation process will be considered when
recommendations are formulated and decisions are made.

(5) Written submissions were invited, interviews with individuals, a
teleconference and a public meeting were held.

(6) Yes.
(7) Not applicable.
(8) (a) South Hedland.

(1b) To solicit the views of the residents of the Pilbara region in
relation to disability services.

(c) The review panel met with community groups. support
associations, consumers, and relevant government agency
representatives.

SEWERAGE - INFILL PROGRAM
Decision Date

682. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Water Resources:
On what date did Cabinet decide on an $800m sewerage infill program
funded by borrowings and internal Water Authority resources?

Mr OMODRI replied:
Cabinet endorsed the 10-year $800m infill sewerage program on 2 May
1994.

SEWERAGE - INFILL PROGRAM
Funding

683. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) Why did the Minister actively promote an 'environmental levy' to pay for

infill sewerage rather than investigate borrowings and the use of Water
Authority internal resources?

(2) Why did the Minister not put to Cabinet before its decision of?7 June 1993
the option of funding sewerage infill works using internal Water Authority
resources and borrowings?

Mr OMODEI replied:
(1)-(2) A full range of financing options were considered including a financial

contribution from the Commonwealth. The State Government decided a
levy was not necessary and further approaches have been made to attract
Commonwealth funds.

WATER AUTHORITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - WATER CHARGES,
INCREASE

684. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) Will water charges rise in 1994?
(2) If so, by what average amount?
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Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) See Govermnent Gazette No 93, Wednesday, 29 June 1994: pages 3157 to

3200.
SEWERAGE - FUNDING, WHITLAM GOVERNMENT

685. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) With reference to question 2370 of 1993-94, what specific projects were

funded by the Whiclani Government's allocation for sewerage works in
Western Australia?

(2) Did these projects meet the guidelines or criteria for the federal funding?
Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) See answer to question 2370.
(2) Yes.

WOODSIDE OFFSHORE PETROLEUM PTY LTD - SACKINGS, MINISTERS
BRIEFED REPORT

687. Mr THOMAS to the Minister for Energy:
(1) Is the Minister aware of a report in The West Australian of 3 March 1994

which refers to two Ministers being given a briefing some months earlier
on Woodside Petroleum's plan to sack 429 employees?

(2) Will the Minister confirm that the story is wholly untrue?
Mr C.J. BARNETIT replied:
(1)-(2) No. However, it should be noted that in The West Australian of 5 March

1994, Mr Graeme Atherton, Woodside spokesman on the issue, said that
no State Government Ministers had been briefed before the planned
retrenchments were reported in The West Australian on 28 January 1994.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - FAMILY CRISIS
PROGRAM

Review
688. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) Has the Department for Community Development instituted a review of
the Family Crisis program?

(2) If so, when will the review be completed?
(3) Will the review -

(a) examine the need for additional staffing and the inadequacy of
existing staffing levels;

(b) how the program meets the needs of Aboriginal people and people
from ethnic communities;

(c) the degree to which the program forms part of the services
provided by the department and the manner in which the program
could be improved?

(4) Will the review examine -

(a) the avenage period of time that elapses between a person seeking
assistance and actually being provided with that assistance;

(b) the stress caused by people having to wait for assistance;
(c) ways of providing assistance much quicker?

(5) Will the review examine the need for assistance to be provided to those
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people who unexpectedly require whitegoods like refrigerators or washing
machines?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) September 1994,
(3) (a) The review will be examining the nature of work and skills

required of staff carrying out duties ina this area.
(b)-(c) Yes.

(4) (a)-(c) The review will be examining the overall processes of providing
assistance to applicants.

(5) Yes.
NATURAL THERAPISTS - REGISTRATION LEGISLATION

690. Mr GRILL to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) Is the Government considering introducing legislation to register natural

therapists?
(2) To what stage has the process developed?
(3) When is it likely that legislation will be introduced?
(4) What is the Minister's attitude towards registering natural therapists?
Mr MINSON replied:

The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) Yes.
(2) The natural therapists have been asked to provide a definition of

the practice that will be registered. So far, their only suggestion
has been to refer to passing a course at a particular university.
This would only act to give that university a statutory monopoly.
This would be neither logical nor fair. The Minister has stressed
that whatever definition is proposed, it should not prevent the
operation of the wide and ever-changing range of people offering
"natural" health remedies most of which deny a formal medical
basis.

(3) The issue of the criteria and processes to be applied when
assessing whether statutory regulation of unregulated health
occupations is needed is being considered by the Australian Health
Ministers' Advisory Council. In the absence of a satisfactory
definition, natural therapists could not begin to be considered.

(4) The Minister is currently reviewing the Canadian (Ontario) health
professions registration scheme. Under that scheme an advisory
body is established to make recommendations to the Minister on
whether unregistered health professions should be registered.
Again, this would still require a definition of practice, but would
not exclude alternative 'natural" health providers. It would thus be
more practical under such a regime to permit registration.

ETHNIC COMMUNITIES - FAMILY H4ELPLINE SERVICES
695. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) What steps have been taken to fully inform ethnic communities of the
services provided by Family Helpline?

(2) What multilingual information has been provided?
(3) What steps have been taken to ensure that persons from non-English
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speaking backgrounds and those who have difficulty with the English
language are provided with information in a language they understand?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) On 27 April 1994 DCD staff provided a briefing on the Abuse in Families

Campaign for government and non-government organisations. The
Multicultural Social Services Council and the Ethnic Communities
Council were invited to attend. Information sessions have also been held
with the Multicultural Women's Refuge Group and the North Perth
Migrant Centre on the role and function of the Family Helpline. Further
information sessions are currently being organised.

(2) A meeting was held on 14 July 1994 with representatives of ethnic groups
and DCD staff. The meeting agenda included the provision of
multilingual information to ethnic communities. These groups will be
making suggestions to the department on what multilingual information
should be provided.

(3) This issue was discussed at the meeting on 14 July 1994 with
representatives from ethnic groups. The outcome of this discussion was
that the Family Helpline will organise training in ethnic awareness and the
use of the telephone interpreter service.

CONTAMINATED SITES - CRESCO, RAILWAY PARADE, BAYSWATER
Soil Tests

696. Mr BROWN to the Minister for the Environment:
(1) Have soil tests been carried out on the site formerly occupied by Cresco in

Railway Parade, Bayswater?
(2) If so, what did the tests reveal?
(3) What action will be taken to remove any contaminated soil?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) Tests showed contamination was present on the site by a variety of

chemical species - fluoride, sodium bisulphate, some heavy metals. The
contamination was consistent with, and caused by, past on-site disposal
practices.

(3) Some contaminated areas have already been excavated and removed to
landfill. The need for further remedial work, which may involve further
excavation, is currently being examined.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - BILL PAYING
SERVICE, APPROVALS DELAY

713. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:
(1) How long does it normally rake for a person to be accepted and placed on

the Bill Paying Service?
(2) What measures are being taken to reduce the delay?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) Applicants are normally accepted at time of interview and placed on the

Bill Paying Service. There can then be a delay of two to six weeks to
receive the client's cheque from the Department of Social Security.

(2) Clients are offered the opportunity to personally deliver their social
security cheques direct to the Bill Paying Service until the Department of
Social Security processes the warrantee application.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - FAMILY CRISIS
PROGRAM

Assistance Levels
714. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) Has the Minister been informed that since the introduction of the Family
Crisis program non-government agencies have been forced to provide
lower levels of assistance to clients as a direct result of fewer clients being
eligible for assistance under that program?

(2) Is the Minister prepared to commission an independent public study into
the effects the Family Crisis program has had on the level of assistance
available to people in need?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:

(1) No.
(2) There is a review of the Family Crisis Program being undertaken

following 12 months' operation. I will await the findings of that review.
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - FAMILY CRISIS

PROGRAM
Screening of Applicants

715. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:
(1) Has the Department instituted a screening arrangement whereby certain

persons seeking assistance under the Family Crisis program will not be
interviewed by a departmental officer responsible for administering the
program?

(2) Under what circumstances may a member of the public be denied access
to an officer administering the program?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) No.
(2) None known.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - FAMILY CRISIS
PROGRAM

Administrafion
716. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) Is the Family Crisis program administered in a consistent way across all
regions?

(2) What checks are made to ensure the program is administered in a
consistent way?

Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) (a) Departmental audits.

(b) Generation of reports from district offices.
(c) Random checks of applications for assistance.
(d) Senior staff from the Family Crisis Administration Unit visit

country and metropolitan work units to oversight practices and
procedures.

(e) Regular meetings with staff involved in the program to ensure
consistency in practice.
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NURSING HOMES - BEDS, COMMONWEALTH FUNDED, IN SINGLE ROOMS
720. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

What percentage of the Commonwealth funded nursing borne beds in
Western Australia are provided in single rooms?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

The information sought would require considerable research and I am not
prepared to allocate resources for this purpose. It would also involve
officers having to confer with all private nursing homes in Western
Australia. For the member's information, all new homes or updated
homes have a majority of single rooms and some doubles. If the member
could be more specific I would be happy to respond.

STATE PLANNING COMMISSION - ADVISORY GROUP ON URBAN
BUSHLAND AND ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES, ESTABLISHMENT

733. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Planning:
(1) Has the State Planning Commission advisory group, which under the

Government's urban bushland strategy is to advise on urban bushland and
environmental issues, been formed?

(2) If not, then when does the Minister intend -that it be formed and
operational?

(3) If yes, then who are the members of this advisory group?
(4) When was the first meeting of this advisory group?
(5) What statement of directives or objectives have been provided to this

advisory group?
Mr LEWIS replied:
(1)-(5) I refer the member to my previous response to question 407. An extension

was granted to the public submission period to 29 July 1994 to enable full
consultation on the strategy. The advisory group will be formed after all
submissions on the strategy have been assessed.

RESERVES - 23330, 33715, 32652, GLEN FORREST, ZONINGS
'735. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister representing the Minister for Lands:

(I) For what purpose were the following reserves set aside and what are their
current vestings and/or zonings?
(a) Reserve 23330 at the corner of Three Street and Casino Road, Glen

Forrest.
(b) Reserve 33715 at the corner of Bailey and Thomas Roads, Glen

Forrest.
(c) Reserve 32652 at the corner of Rycroft Street and Glen Forrest

Drive formally Burkinshaw Road, Glen Forrest.
(2) IHas the Government Property Office initiated rezoning proposals for these

reserves?
(3) If so, for what purpose are the changes being made?
(4) Are such changes to apply to all or part of each of the above reserves?
Mr LEWIS replied:

The Minister for Lands has provided the following reply -

(1) (a) Reserve 23330 (pt lot 327) at the corner of Taree Street and
Casino Road, Glen Forrest
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- purpose of "Government Requirements" and is not vested
- current zoning, TPS - public purposes; MRS - urban.

(b) Reserve 33715 (lot 339) at the corner of Bailey and
Thomas Roads, Glen Forrest
- purpose of "Government Requirements" and is not vested
- current zoning, T PS - public purposes; MRS - urban.

(c) Reserve 32652 (lots 2 and 147) at the corner of Rycroft
Street and Glen Forrest Drive, formerly Burkinshaw Road,
Glen Forrest
- purpose of "Government Requirements" and is not vested
- current zoning, TPS - public purposes (lot 2), public open

space (lot 147); MRS - rural.
(2) I understand that the Government Property Office is undertaking a

review of potentially surplus government property in the Shire of
Mundaring. As part of this review it recently approached rhe Shire
of Mundaring seeking its advice on whether it would be prepared
to support the rezoning of a number of reserves to permit
residential development, but no formal rezoning application has
been made.

(3)-(4) Not applicable.
ABORIGINALS - POPULATION IN 0-9, 10-14, 15-19 AGE GROUPS

742. Dr WATSON to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:
What proportion of the population of Western Australia do Aboriginal
people comprise in the following age groups -

(a) 0 -9 years;
(b) 10 - 14 years;
(c) 15 -20 years?

Mr PRINCE replied:
The following figures come from the Australian Bureau of Statistics, the
1991 Census of Populalion and Housing. The categories are set by the
ABS and available in "Western Australian Aboriginal People" -

Age Group Aboriginal Total %b of %b of
Population Population Aboriginal Aboriginal

Population in Population of
age group State Total

0-9 years 12061 251 365 4.798 0-760
10- 14 years 4939 122552 4.030 0.311
15-19 years 4383 124661 3.516 0.276

COMMUNITY DEVELO)PMENT, DEPARTMENT FOR - FAMILY HELPLINE
754. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister for Community Development:

(1) What was the cost of setting up the Family Helpline in the Department for
Community Development?

(2) Will the Minister release the figures on the number of callers to the
Family Helpline in its first three months?

(3) How many staff are employed to work on this project?
Mr NICHOLLS replied:
(1) $48526.
(2) 1 372.
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(3) Initially six counsellors and one coordinator. Staffing currently 3.5
counsellors and one coordinator. Staffing levels will vary according to
demand.

PERTH, CITY OF - JAN GEHL REPORT
757. Ms WARNOCK to the Minister for Planning:

When will the Minister release the report by Jan Gehl on die central city
area?

Mr LEWIS replied:
Jan Gehl's report is to be printed in the course of the next few days and I
expect to be able to release it by the end of August 1994.

DENTAL SERVICES . COMMONWEALTH FUNDING
763. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:

How much money has been allocated by the Commonwealth to Western
Austrailia for the dental program in 1994-95?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply-
$7 450 519.

HOSPITALS - PERTH DENTAL
Waiting Timiefor Non-emergency Treatment

790. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
What is the average waiting time for non-emergency treatment at the Perth
Dental Hospital?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

The average waiting time for non-emergency general dental services. is
seven months.

HOSPITALS - PERTH DENTAL
Domiciliary Team

791. Dr GALLOP to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) How many full time equivalents have been allocated to the domiciliary

team at the Perth Dental Hospital in -
(a) 1992-93;
(b,) 1993-94;
(c) 1994-95?

(2) What is the budget allocation for the domiciliary team at the Perth Dental
Hospital in -

(a) 1992-93;
(b) 1993-94;
(c) 1994-95?

Mr MINSON replied:
The Minister for Health has provided the following reply -

(1) (a) 2.8PFTEs.
(b) 2.8 FTEs.
(c) 2.8 FTEs.
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(2) (a) $115000
(b) $120000
(c) $125000

PERTH CITY - FORESHORE
Proposed Citizens' Advisory Commnittee

828. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Planning:
(1) Is the Minister still pursuing his proposal for a citizens' advisory

committee to develop a master plan for the Perth City foreshore?
(2) If yes, can the Minister indicate what work has been done in putting

together such a citizens' advisory committee and when such a committee
will be formally constituted?

Mr LEWIS replied:
(1 )-(2) Since my proposal was announced, the Premier has formed the Capital

City Committee. This committee has commissioned a master plan for the
whole central business district. Opportunities for the foreshore will be
identified as an element of the master plan. The master plan will be
presented for public comment later this year.

WORKPLACE AGREEMENTS - GOVERNMENT INSTRUCTIONS
842. Mr BROWN to the Minister for Labour Relations:

(1) Can the Minister confirm that:
(a) employees, including government employees, have a choice of

agreeing or not agreeing to a workplace agreement;
(b) it is contrary to the spirit and intention of the Workplace

Agreements Act and government policy for any pressure to be
placed on an employee to enter into a workplace agreement;

(c) it is contrary to the spirit and intent of the Workplace Agreements
Act for employers, particularly government employers, to try to
induce employees into signing a workplace agreement by
informing employees that certain benefits proposed to be provided
under a workplace agreement will not be provided under the
award;

(d) no instruction or suggestion has been given to chief executive
officers to the effect that such 'officers' should speak
"individually" to those employees identified as being opposed or
resistant to entering into workplace agreements?

(2) Has the Government issued an instruction to any department or agency to
the effect that agreed future incremental wage increases are contingent on
the department or agency entering into workplace agreements with its
staff?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1) (a) Employees and employers have a choice of agreeing or not

agreeing to a workplace agreement.
(b) It is an offence to coerce an employee to enter into a workplace

agreement.
(c) It is consistent with the choice inherent in the Workplace

Agreements Act for an employer to pursue a workplace agreement
rather than an enterprise agreement or award variation.

(d) Chief executive officers have been encouraged to communicate
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directly and freely with all of their employees about workplace and
enterprise bargaining.

(2) No. Some agencies have agreed to explore the scope for workplace
agreements concurrent with the introduction of enterprise agreements.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

HASSELL, BILL - AGENT GENERAL, LONDON, APPOINTMENT
165. Dr GALLOP to the Premier.

I refer to the announcement yesterday of the Premier's lacest job for the
boys, involving a $88 666 salary, plus luxury car, plus expenses, and ask:
In view of his numerous statements to Parliament decrying jobs for the
boys, what do Ian Warner, Peter Jones and Bill Hassell have in common?
Are they -

(1) Former leading goal kickers for the Eagles?
(2) Ex-astronaurs?
(3) All former Presidents of the Liberal Party in Western Australia,

from 1979 to 1983, from 1989 to 1991, and from 1992 to 1994
who, along with former Liberal director Geoff Paddick and
numerous others, have been given Government jobs?

The SPEAKER: The question should not contain argument as I think this one
does. The question is admissible.

Mr COURT replied:
Yesterday we announced the appointment of Mr Bill Hassell to the
position of Agent General in London. The Government believes he is a
very competent person for the job. He has served this state with
distinction over many years as the member for Cottesloe.

Dr Gallop: This is unashamed hypocrisy; that is what we are seeing in this
Parliament today.

Mr Taylor: The Premier is battling to get it out of his mouth.
Mr COURT: Does the Leader of the Opposition support his appointment?
Mr Taylor: Does the Premier want to listen to my answer carefully?
Mr COURT: Be brief.
Mr Taylor What I do mind is what has been called the unashamed hypocrisy that

has been shown over this issue of jobs for the boys.
Mr COURT: We have heard the answer.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition will come to order. I take

the same position as I did a moment ago with the member for Morley.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition has stated that he supports the

appointment. In relation to jobs for the boys. our criticism was that the
blatant politicisation of the Public Service.-

Mr McG inty inteijecred.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Fremantle. I can

understand the members making a noise like this, but it cannot continue.
It does not allow us to have a proper question time, so I do call on
members who have been interjecting in great numbers to cease.

Mr COURT: Mr Hasseli is a former politician who can walk down St George's
Terrace and hold his head high. There are not many former Labor leadens
who can do that.
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BY-ELECTIONS - HELENA
Opposition Endorsement of Mr Joe Bullock

166. Mrs van de KLASHORST to the Premier:
Does the Premier know why the Opposition, which spends so much time
and provides so much rhetoric regarding the need for affirmative action to
bring more women into Parliament, at the first opportunity to endorse a
woman for the Helena by-election, has not done so, but has endorsed a
Bullock?

Mr COURT replied:
As the member said, the Labor Party promised us a woman and gave us a
Bullock.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Premier will resume his sea. I will have to take

strong action if members continue to interject in this way. Members know
that I allow some interjections and that I am allowing some today.
However, I cannot allow them to continue in the quantity that we are
hearing at the moment. I will have to take firm action if members
continue.

Mr COURT: Members opposite have been tearing themselves to bits over the
selection of women. They have a list which names former Ministers
Graham Edwards, Ernie Bridge, Gordon Hill, David Smith, former
Speaker Mike Barnett -

Mr Taylor inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Leader of the Opposition.
Mr COURT: - and upper House backbenchers Hon Doug Wenn and Hon Tom

Butler. That list was published. One of those was Cordon Hill. He
retired; and what did members opposite do? They ame going around
tapping all the present members on the shoulders telling them to go so that
they can endorse women for seats in this Parliament. However, at the first
opportunity they have to endorse a woman for a seat, they endorse a man.
It shows two things. The first is that the ALP is still dominated by the
union bosses; what they say goes. The second is that although they run
around trumpeting affirmative action, when the crunch comes there is no
action.

Mrs Hallahan interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition will come to

order.
WATER AUTHORITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - MOTOR VEHICLES,

LEASING TENDER
167. Mr RIPPER to the Minister for Water Resources:

1 refer to the Minister for Services' strangely timed media announcement
of a government car leasing scheme made after 5.00 pmn last Friday to
avoid media scrutiny, and I refer in particular to the bizarre position of
government agencies such as the Western Australian Water Authority. Is
it not true that the Water Authority was, at the time of the Minister's
announcement, preparing a very competitive tender to buy and operate its
own vehicles, the deadline for which was 2.30 pmi today? Is it also true
that earlier this year the Water Authority also tendered a price 25 per cent
below two private companies for a Homeswest project at Hilton, which
the Government again tried to torpedo by referring to a prominent Perth
accounting firm and, despite a finding by that firm that the Water
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Authority's render was superior, the Government recalled tenders
anyway? Will the Minister -

(1) Guarantee this House that the Water Authority's tender for vehicle
leasing will be considered fairly and will be accepted if it is
cheaper than any alternative?

(2) Table all documents relating to the authority's tender for vehicle
leasing?

Mr OMODEI replied:
(1) Vehicle tendering has been advertised. Expressions of interest will be

considered by the Water Authority and the lowest will be accepted.
(2) The Homeswest project is also going to tender and the lowest will be

accepted.
Mr Taylor interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition will come to order.

MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT - MEMBER FOR HELENA
Resignation, Effect on Sitting Times; By-election Cost

168. Mr McNEE to the Leader of the House:
(1) Will the resignation of the member for Helena affect the sitting times of

this House?
(2) What will be the cost and inconvenience to the Parliament and the public

caused by the member's decision to resign?
Mr C.J. BAR NETIT replied:
(1) The decision by Hon Cordon Hill to resign will not affect die sittings of

this House. The House will sit this week and next week and the Estimates
Committee will still be held on the week commencing 23 August.

(2) The cost of the by-election is estimated by the Electoral Commission at
$80000.

Several members interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: As members opposite indicated, I was elected in a by-

election and I can confirm that what annoys voters most about a by-
election is that they have to go out and vote again. The people of the
electorate of Helena will resent the fact that in less than 18 months they
will be forced to vote again.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formnally call to order the member for Fremantle for die

second time and I could make it three times if he likes.
Mr McGinty., Two will do.
The SPEAKER: That is right. My predecessor used to have trouble with

members during questions without notice on Thursdays. [ do not know
what has happened today - perhaps it is the wet weather. I advise
members that I will take firmer action against those members who are
interjecting if they continue in this fashion.

Mr Thomas interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Cockburn.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: By-elections are a very subst antial cost on the public purse

and they are a source of annoyance and inconvenience to the electorate.
Members opposite show an interest in history and if they are quiet for a
moment I will refer them to what has occurred in the past.
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Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Deputy Leader of the

Opposition.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Since 1980, 23 by-elcetons have been called for

membership of the Legislative Assembly. Of those, 20 were due to
resignation and three to death. Of those by-elections called due to
resignation, 13 were members of the Australian Labor Party and seven
were members of the Liberal Party. Over the last six years there have
been 11 by-elections. The members who resigned in 1988 were Brian
Burke, Mal Bryce and Cyril Rushton - the last-mentioned resigned on the
grounds of health.

Several members interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is true - he had triple bypass surgery. In 1990 Peter

Dowding, David Parker and Bill Hassell resigned; in 1991 Jeff Carr and
Andrew Mensaros resigned. Andrew Mensarns clearly on the grounds of
health; in 1992 Pam Buchanan resigned, again on health grounds; and in
1994 Carmen Lawrence and Gordon Hill resigned. Therefore, eight out of
the last I I by-elections have been caused by members of the Labor Party
resigning and each by-election cost, in current dollar terms, around
$80 000. It is interesting to note what the Leader of the Opposition said
about by-elections.

Several members interjected.
Mr Taylor: If it were not for by-elections you would not be here.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Is that not a goad product of a by-election? When the

Leader of the Opposition was asked earlier this year about this subject he
said -

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Leader of the Opposition for

the second time.
Mr Taylor: I did not interject.
T'he SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition interjected four times.
Mr C.J. BARNETT': On the Sattler radio program in April this year the Leader of

the Opposition said the following -

... yes, but the sort of people who decide of their own volition that
they have had enough, having been elected, I don't think it is good
enough. I think that they should be made to make a contribution
towards the by-election campaign.

Members opposite knew Cordon Hill did not want to stand at the last
election, but he did so for the good of the Labor Party. He has now done
what he wanted to and has stepped aside. Where do members opposite
stand now? He has no good reason for what he has done.

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION ACT - AMENDMENT OR REPEAL
Premier's Discussions with Alexander Downer

169. Mr McGINTY to the Premier:
I refer to Alexander Downer's speech to the Western Australian Liberal
Party in which he undertook to repeal the existing federal native title
legislation if he were elected to government.
(1) In view of the central importance of the Commonwealth Racial

Discrimination Act to the invalidity of state legislation, has the
Premier sought any commitment from or discussed with Mr
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Downer the possible amendment or repeal of the Racial
Discrimination Act?

(2) If so, what was Mr Downer's response?
Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(2) No, but OUr state legislation complies with the federal racial

discrimination legislation.
GOVERNMENT MOTOR VEHICLES - REFORMS

National Competiton Policy
170. Dr flAMES to the Premier:

In light of the federal Treasurer's threat on the weekend to force the states
to toe the Commonwealth's line on national competition policy, has the
Premier noted the Leader of the Opposition's comments on reforms
regarding the government car fleet?

Mr COURT replied:
I thank the member for the question. We recently had the press headline
of "Willis to states: I'll force reform". We have a funny situation in this
regard: The State Government is implementing a wide range of reforms,
and in Saturday's newspaper the Leader of the Opposition said he opposed
the move to transfer the government car fleer operation across to the
private sector. In his criticism he said that this proposal was not a good
move. We will allow the private sector on a competitive basis to look
after the government car fleet, and that is what we are talking about with
competition policy.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: Does the Leader of the Opposition support Mr Willis on the

implementation of competition policy?
Mr Taylor We want all information in relation to that decision. You're Looking

after your friends.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition is wunning for cover.
Mr Taylor: We will come right after you on this one!
Mr COURT: Does the Leader of the Opposition support Mr Willis?
Mr Taylor: The figure has gone from less than 500 to 12 jobs. It is time you and

the Minister for Services told dhe truth. If we do not find out the truth
today, we will keep going day after day on this issue and eventually we
will find out where you are coming from. It is like Wanneroo Inc.

Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition will not answer a simple question:
Does he support Mr Willis?

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Taylor: We want to know where it is all coming from.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: Here we go. The Opposition cannot answer a simple question.
Mr Taylor: You're looking after your mates in the car business. We will be

looking closely at this issue.
The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition will come to order. The
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interjecrions are continuing, and the only options available to me are to
formally call members to order or to rake firmer action. I am interested in
an appropriate question time proceeding, but this will require the
cooperation of all members.

Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition is in a policy vacuum; he cannot tell
us whether he supports Mr Willis regarding the implementation of the
competition policy.

Mr Taylor interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order? The Leader of the Opposition will come to order.
Mr COURT: He is criticising this Government for its actions in putting the car

fleer across to the private sector to let some competition apply. If the
Leader of the Opposition supports Mr Willis' approach, perhaps he will
compliment the Minister for Services for his actions.

Mrs Hallahan: Where do you stand?
The SPEAKER: Order! The Deputy Leader of the Opposition will come to

order.
Mr COURT: I will tell the Deputy Leader of the Opposition: We support the

implementation of a competition policy, but with the states as the driving
force controlling how it is to be implemented through a cooperative
system.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Deputy Leader of the

Opposition for the second time.
Mr COURT: Members opposite are prepared to accept whatever Canberra

proposes. However, when we implement competition policy reform,
Opposition members say, "It is awful; you cannot do that!" The Leader of
the Opposition hides behind Mr Willis's coat-tails regarding competition
policy. The Leader of the Opposition cannot do that forever; eventually
he must stand and outline his policy in relation to implementation of this
policy.

Mr Taylor interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the Leader of the Opposition for

the third time.
Point of Order

Mr TAYLOR: Mr Speaker, you cannot expect me to sit here quietly while
listening to the Premier ask me questions that require comment. You
cannot expect me to say nothing - that is not in my nature, and I have no
intention of doing so. To give me three warnings on the basis of
comments I was asked to make by the Premier during question time is
outrageous and biased!

The SPEAKER: The Leader of the Opposition has interjected more today than
most members interject in three months. If the Leader of the Opposition
had listened carefully he would have noted that when he was asked by the
Premier to make comment, I did not on any occasion call him to order in a
formal way when he made his comments. The Leader of the Opposition
has been formally called to order three times. If I call him to order for the
fourth time, he must leave the Chamber. I do not want that to happen.
Contrary to what the Leader of the Opposition has said, I give him more of
a go than other members because he is Leader of the Opposition.
However, he must understand the responsibility that goes with being
Leader of the Opposition.
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Questions without Notice Resumed
COASTAL MANAGEMENT - COMMONWEALTH FUNDING

171. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister for Planning:
Will the Minister apologise to the House for totally misleading the
Parliament on Wednesday, 3 August in claims he made regarding the
Commonwealth initiative to provide millions of dollars for coastal
management?
I remind the Minister that he said the "Federal Government rejected the
resource assessment committee's recommendations". This statement is
totally untrue. He also claimed that Western Australia "is sending two
people as observers to meetings next week on coastal management", when
in fact, at this very moment, two officers ffrm this state are attending the
meeting in Brisbane, not as observers, but as full participants.

Mr LEWIS replied:
No apology is warranted. What I said was absolutely correct and I stand
by it.

AUSTRALIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION - LO)CAL NEWS
PROGRAMS

172. Mr DAY to the Minister for Services:
What action does the Government intend taking in relation to a proposal
by the management of the Australian Broadcasting Corporation to abolish
the locally produced 7.00 pm news program and "The 7.30 Report", in
favour of networked programs broadcast from Sydney?

Mr KEERATH replied:
This might be one of those rare occasions on which there might be
bipartisan support in this Chamber. I notice that the Leader of the
Opposition is fairly active in expressing his support for the ABC, and it is
important to highlight to members of the Chamber that as recently as last
week the ABC news program rated in the vicinity of 22 or 23, which
represents approximately 220 000 to 230 000 viewers. Even "The 7.30
Report" razed at 20 or 21, which represents another 200 000 viewers. I
feel the ABC has found the right news format for Western Australia.
Western Australia's program is the star performer compared with other
states in this country. All the other states have it wrong and their
programs are abysmal failures. The bright brains of the Australian Labor
Party have decided to destroy the winners and reduce them to the lowest
common denominator. That is typical of most of its policies.
The Leader of the Opposition knows that his federal Labor colleagues are
in Perth at the moment attending a Cabinet meeting. If the Leader of the
Opposition is serious about this matter, I am sume this House is prepared to
pair him to allow him to go to the Cabinet meeting and demand that it
direct the ABC not to shut down the good news service and "The 7.30
Report" in this state. I appeal to the better judgment of the Leader of the
Opposition. I have sought meetings with federal Ministers to make our
views known but, obviously, members of the ALP do not want to hear
from members of a different government. The Leader of the Opposition
should appeal to his federal colleagues to intervene and direct the ABC to
cease this act of stupidity right now. It is a silly situation, and another slap
in the face for Western Australia. The program in Western Australia is
better than those in other states, and the sheer lunacy of the left has
resulted in a decision that because the local station is performing so well -
it is outperforming commercial television stations, and I am sure they
would pay a large amount for such a high rating program - it should
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destroy the winners and reduce them to the lowest common denominator.
I urge the Leader of the Opposition to show bipartisan support. We will
pair him this afternoon and we will await his return to the Chamber with
the good news that the Western Australian programs will stay in their
current format.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - DOMESTIC
GAS SALES AGREEMENTS

173. Mr GRAHAM to the Premier:
I refer to the following media statement by the Minister for Energy dated
26 July 1994 -

A major hurdle in the way of cheaper energy is the Domestic Gas
Sales Agreements (Domgas Contract) between SECWA and the
North West Shelf Joint Venture Participants (JVPs) which was
entered into in September 1980 for a 20-year period from July
1985 to 2004-5.

On that basis, will the Premier belatedly concede that the legacy of the
previous Court Government was poorly constructed gas contracts that
have resulted in expensive power bills for all Western Australians?

Mr COURT replied:
Absolutely nothing could be further from the truth. People have looked at
this project and with hindsight have said they would not do it any
differently; it is a model project. Members opposite dragged that project
through the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of
Government and Other Matters because they thought they might be able to
drag out a little bit of dirt. It came through the royal commission with a
clean bill of health.

Dr Gallop: Who pays the bitlIs?
Mr COURT: The member for Victoria Park should listen; does he want an

answer or not? Much to the disgust of members opposite it received a
clean bill of health from the royal commission. Members opposite cannot
accept that Australia's largest single resource development can go ahead
without attracting any scandal.

Mr Thomas: The contract had been renegotiated by the Labor government and
the Premier knows that is true.

Mr COURT: The domestic contract that was entered into made it possible for the
North West shelf gas project to proceed.

Mr Thomas: It would not have proceeded without renegotiation.
Mr COURT: Members opposite are still saying that something is wrong with the

project - that is, after they dragged it through the royal commission which
looked at all the contracts. It is because of that initial contract that we
have today the mighty North West Shelf gas project. Does the Opposition
support the project or not? It has been knocking the project from day one,
yet it was as a result of that contract that the project went ahead. I will
give members opposite a history lesson. This project was to have
commenced in the mid-1970s. A Minister in the then federal Whitlam
government wanted the government to own all the gas at the wellhead. As
a result of that lunatic policy that project did not get off the ground at that
time. Following a change of government in Canberra the State
Government was able to negotiate an agreement with the Federal
Government to get the project off the ground.

Mr Thomas: Tell us about the renegotiation in 1985.
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Mr COURT: I will. There was a lot of debate over which parry should control
the sale of gas in the Pilbara. Originally the joint venture partners wanted
control, but as a result of negotiations the state government controlled the
sale of gas in the Pilbara. That has been one of the major restricting
factors in our trying to get downstream processing off the ground.

Mr Graham: You conceded the point I made in my question.
Mr COURT: I am talking about the Pilbara component which the joint venture

companies needed to get this deal off the ground. That original contract
made it possible for the next phase of that project, the liquefied natural gas
phase, to go ahead. The member for Pilbara asked about the 1985
contracts; he should be ashamed of his party for the renegotiations that
took place.

Mr Thomas interjected.
The SPEAKER: I formally call to order the member for Cockburn for the second

time.
Mr COURT: This project was too big for it, and as part of renegotiations it gave

up the lifeboat clause in the contract. I hear nothing but silence now! The
previous government was silly enough to raise that matter.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: That government could not get contracts together in the first place

and it could not renegotiate them in 1985. My advice to members
opposite is to keep quiet about that project.

SCHOOLS - HOLIDAYS, CHANGES
174. Dr CONSTABLE to the Parliamentary Secretary assisting the Minister for

Education:
(1) Is the Education Department planning to make changes to t current

pattern of school holidays?
(2) If so, what changes are contemplated and when will the changes rake

effect?
Mr TUBBY replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following response -
The current. pattern of school holidays is under consideration, and the
Minister will be seeking submissions from all professional associations,
all sectors of education, and the tourism industry. Any changes
contemplated and their implementation will be decided as a direct result of
a consultative process undertaken with all affected parties.
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