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THlE PRESIDENT (Hon Clive Griffiths) took the Chair at 2.30 pm, and read prayers.

PETITION - DUCK SHOOTING

Contirolled Season Support
Hon P.G. Pendal presented a petition bearing the signatures of 775 persons calling for the
continuation of controlled duck shooting in Western Australia and asking that the Legislative
Council reject any proposal to ban duck seasons.

[See paper No 672.]
Similar petitions were presented by Hon Barry House (276 persons) and Hon Muriel
Patterson (1 191 persons).

[See papers Nos 673 to 673.]

BILLS FOR INTRODUCTION - NOTICE PAPER

Procedure
THE PRESIDENT (Hon Clive Griffiths): Members will see on the Notice Paper an item
beaded "Bills for Introduction". I advise members that I have been concerned for same time
that the one hour rule has the potential to preclude the House from dealing with motions for
leave to introduce a Bill. It is my belief that those items should not be caught up in the one
hour mile. Therefore, I have suggested to the Clerk that any notices of motions for leave to
introduce Bills should be itemised separately and be listed after motions on the Notice Paper.
Today we do not have any motions on the Notice Paper and we are now dealing with items
which come under the heading "Bills for Introduction". It is a decision I have made in order
that the Government is able to introduce its Bills without one voice preventing it from doing
SO.
HON J.M. BERINSON (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) [2.38 pm]: My
understanding is that separated in this way the Bills can be introduced at any stage of the
day's sitting and I propose to introduce the Bills on today's Notice Paper after one or two
items on the regular agenda have been disposed of. My reason for doing that is that one of
the Bills has not yet come back from the printer.

The PRESIDENTr: That is not one of the things that I took into consideration, but I am
happy to conform to what the Leader of the House suggested. I was endeavouring to explain
to the House the reason that the item "Bills for Introduction" appears on today's Notice Paper
because it has not appeared in that form before. The Leader of the House has now advised
that it will be the Government's intention, in future, to deal with those at some time during
the course of dealing with Orders of the Day.

WADC LIQUIDATION BILL

Assembly's Message
Message from the Assembly received and read notifying that it had disagreed to the
amendments made by the Council:

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS DUTY AMENDMENT BILL

All Stages - Leave to Proceed
HON J.M. BERINSON (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) [2.40 pm]: I move
without notice -

That so much of Standing Orders be suspended as would prevent this Bill from being
passed through all stages in any one sitting.

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [2.41 pm]: For
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the information of the House, the Leader of the House contacted me early last week when the
House was sitting in Committee discussing the Budget and explained that because of the
week of committee deliberations the Government's timetable had been upset in respect of
this legislation. The Leader of the House explained carefully the reasons why there was a
need for this Bill to be inroduced without delay, and it was introduced yesterday.

In the meantime, Hon R.G. Pike has indicated that he intends to move an amendment to the
Bill and, as a result of further discussions between the Leader of the House and me, and the
Leader of the National Party and me, it was agreed that this Bill could be expedited in its
progress for the reasons put forward by the Leader of the House last week. The Opposition
therefore supports the motion.

Question put and passed with an absolute majority.

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 30 October.

HON MAX EVANS (North Metropolitan) [2.43 pm]: I never cease to be amazed that
sometimes one waits a number of days or weeks to speak to a Bill that one has been
preparing to speak to for a long time and on other occasions, as today, one comes into the
House at 2.29 pm to be told the Bill is coming on today and not tomorrow.

This is a revenue raising Bill to increase the financial institutions duty from 3.50 per $100 to
60 per $100. a massive increase percentage wise. It rolls off the tongue nicely that the
average family depositing $20 000 a year will only pay $5 per annum extra to State revenue
because of this increase. If the average family is contributing only $5 members can be
assured that the business community of this city must be contributing a lot more revenue to
the State's coffers. It is said that additional revenue of $27 million in 1990-91 and
$46 million in a full year will be raised by this increase. If the average householder will be
paying only $5 extra and there are 500 000 households in Western Australia that is
$2.5 million coming from households, therefore $25 million in a part year or $40 million in a

full year will come from businesses, once again when they can least afford it.

We have heard much about keeping State taxes and charges in line with inflation, and so on.
This increase is well above the inflation rate. I know one of the answers given by the
Government in its Budget was that it included this increase because it would not affect the
ordinary man in the street very much, and the Government was not increasing other charges.
It is not often realised by people that since the financial institutions duty was introduced in
1983 in seven years it has raised over $30 million a year or $2 10 million in total as extra
revenue available to this Government that was not available to previous Governments. There
will now be a further increase of $46 million in a full year.

The comment was made yesterday that this legislation had to pass today or tomorrow
because the Government did not want it to have retrospective application when it came into
operation. However, last year when the Business Franchise (Tobacco) Bill was held up in
this House before reaching the Legislative Assembly and did not pass by I November the
legislation became retrospective because money was collected by Treasury from I
November. That collection was made on the basis that the legislation would be passed. If
we had retrospective legislation then, I am not sure why there is a necessity to rush this
legislation through now.

This is a simple Bill changing the amount of the financial institutions duty payable from 3.5g!
per $100 to 6o per $100 thereby raising $46 million in a full taxing year. The Government
has kept other charges down in the Budget to a certain degree, but many charges were raised
during the year. The Opposition supports this revenue raising Bill but objects to the amount
of the increase. I wonder whether the Minister will give an undertaking that if we go through
the Budgets of other States and consider their charges and find that they charge less than we
do - and we are always hearing things such as, "South Australia is charging a lot more so we
will charge the same amount as the other States and Western Australians are lucky we are not
changing more" - he will then reduce our charges.

Hon J.M. Berinson: It was a straight-out factual statement. There is nothing in my speech
about good luck, it talks about increased revenue.

Hon MAX EVANS: We are lucky we are not living in South Australia, but a lot of other
Stares have lower revenue charges than the ones here. The Opposition supports the Bill.
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HON EJ. CHARLTON (Agricultural) [2.48 pmJ: As has already been said by Hon Max
Evans, this is either a yes or no situation. Unfortunately, it will not be no. The Goverfnent
must formulate financial policies and make many decisions. We all know that the
Government is the people and that money must be raised to run the State. I remind members
and the Government that it will be the role of the Estimates Committee during the year to
look at some of the allocations of funding and the means of deriving that funding. The
financial institutions duty hits some people in our community fairly hard, but probably not as
hard as payroll tax, which is a total disincentive to employment.

However, the situation is terrible if, at this time, we must agree to increased taxes when we
should be looking at ways of lessening people's financial burden. Governments should be
reducing some of the services they make available to people. There is only a certain amount
of money to go around, and at this stage there is less money than usual. This Bill, therefore,
is contrary to the wishes of every organisation in our State. The tax is morally unacceptable.
However, I remind all members that it was the Government's decision to introduce the
legislation. The Opposition cannot do what it would like to do, because members opposite
have been elected to govern. It is unfortunate that increased charges will be levied against
the public at a time when charges should be reduced.

HON DJ. WORDSWORTH (Agricultural) [2.53 pm]: I do not wish to see this Bill
passed without my making a small protest at yet another indirect tax. Regardless of whether
people make a profit or not, increased duties create added hardship, especially now when
people are already suffering. I was recently at a farmers' meeting at Newdegate and the local
farm adviser informed those present of the average return of his clients. They are not poor
clients; some of them are the best farmers in the district. He said that those who had sown a
crop this year would not recover their costs with the first payment which they will receive
shortly after Christmas; neither would they recover the cost of their crop when they receive
their second payment in about June next year. If they receive a profit ftrm their crop, it will
be on the final payment, assuming that in, say, three years' time the country which bought
the wheat pays for it. Fanners will be paying financial institutions duty when they receive
their cheques. The sad aspect of the situation is that people are taxed regardless of the fact
they are not earning any income while our wont is to keep ourselves in the luxury to which*
we are accustomed.

HON J.NI. BERINSON (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) [2.55 pmn]: I will be
brief, but at least [ want to thank Hon Max Evans for saying yes to this legislation and
Hon Eric Charlton for not saying no to it. There is a general recognition of the need for at
least this minimumn revenue measure, taken with the major effort in the Budget process to
reduce expenditure wherever possible. I may not have replied to members opposite were it
not for two brief comments by Hon Eric Charlton which should be brought together and
which [ hope will lead to some consideration.

Hon Eric Charlton said on the one hand that he saw the role of the Standing Committee on
Estimates and Financial Operations, of which he is chairman, going further than the broad
brush estimates consideration that has been under way in recent days and looking throughout
the year at items of expenditure to see where economies can reasonably be implemented. I
put that comment by the honourable member together with his later comment that the
emphasis should be on the reduction of the costs of services rather than on increased revenue
by higher taxes. We all share the view that increased taxes are to be avoided whenever
possible, particularly in the context of the restricted range of State taxes open to the
Government, nearly all of which apply in the way indicated by Hon D.J. Wordsworth without
any reference to profitability.
I hope Hon Eric Charlton's Estimates Committee will apply itself to the critical view of the
various functions of Government. That action might lead to positive recommendations in
this area. Almost invariably, reductions in any aspect of State services ane met with very
strenuous opposition. There is no doubt that the process of obtaining a reasonable level of
public acceptance for measures of that kind would come from at least some measure of
agreement between all the parties represented, as they are all on a committee considering
particular proposals. I appreciate that that does not relate directly to this Bill, but it is not
unrelated either. I hope Hon Eric Charlton will succeed in his aim of having his commnittee
apply itself to this serious and basic question. I commend the Bill to the House.
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Question put and passed.

Bill read a second timne.

Committee
The Chairman of Committees (Ron J.M. Brawn) in the Chain; Hon J.M. Berinson (Leader of
the House) in charge of the eml.
Clause I put and passed.
Clause 2: Commencement -

Hon R.G. PIKE: I move -

That the Assembly be requested to make the following amendment -

Page 1, lines 6-9 - Delete the lines and substitute the following -

2. This Act shall come into operation on the day on which it receives
the Royal Assent.

The effects of this amendment will avoid the possibility of the legislation becoming
retrospective, the essence of which was debated by me yesterday. I will, therefore, not
retread that ground except to say that according to comment in the second reading speech, by
my calculations for every day this Bill is not law the Government will lose $126 027.39.
That being the case, the Opposition has indicated a responsible attitude towards the Bill to
overcome a matter of principle which is the essential part of this debate.

The amendment gives the Government the time and the facilities to implement the Bim
without the prospect of retrospectivity being seen to be a question. I ask the Chamber to
support the amendment.

Hon J.M. BERINSON: I do not intend to oppose this amendment, though I make it clear that
I do not agree with it. As I indicated yesterday, I have no argument with the views expressed
about the undesirability of retrospective legislation. That applies particularly where revenue
measures are involved.

We were reminded earlier today by Hon Max Evans that the Tobacco Bill passed last year
was assented to after its date of coming into operation. The view is commonly accepted,
especially in the Federal rena, that a prior announcement of an intended date of operation
could be accepted as not involving retrospective legislation, even if the implementing Act
comes later. The House obviously did not believe it was worth pursuing that argument on
the Tobacco eml last year, and much the same consideration could apply in this case.

Another practical reason which makes me doubt the wisdom of the approach in this
amendment, although I stress it is not the intention to oppose it, is that we have already
agreed to proceed through all associated stages of this Bill today. If we do that, we will
make the Bill available for assent today.
Hon E.J. Chariton: Does that mean you will shout us to the extent of the extra $100 000 you
will make?

Hon J.M. BERINSON: No. [ was thinking of the 310, actually.

Hon E.J. Charlton: You haven't changed.

Hon J.M. BERISON: If we did proceed with the procedures which have been agreed on all
sides, the eml would come into operation on Friday; it would have been agreed to by the
Houses and assented to before chat date, so there would be no question of retrospectivity. In
other words, our agreement to expedite the Bill - and I appreciate the cooperation of the
Opposition parties in this respect - really makes the present amendment pointless. It wil
ensure that this Bill does not apply retrospectively in any case.

Having made that point, there is only one other to be added; that is, that if it were not for the
special circumstances, we could be creating a very difficult administrative position. Had we
not agreed in advance to process this BiDl, and were it delayed for one reason or another until
Wednesday of next week, it would come into operation on Wednesday of next week because
of the terms of this amendment. As the date would be unknown in advance, the financial
institutions would have no advance knowledge of the date and no opportunity to implemnent
the technical procedures which are necessary.
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Hon E.J. Charlton: Does that mean that if the date you have on the Bill stayed there, even if
it did come into operation next week, they would have to take duty off prior to that?

Hon J.M. BERINSON: That is the point Mr Pike is making.

Hon ESJ. Charlton: It is not only retrospective.

Hon J.M. BERINSON: Nobody tackled the tobacco companies on the basis of their making
those payments. I do not think there is any point in a lengthy discussion on the theories of
the position. l am just pointing out some of the practical aspects. As it is, the proposed
amendment gives us the capacity 10 have the Bill assented to on the required date; that is the
date referred to in the Bill. The advance notice to the financial institutions that they can
expect a change to that date need not be disturbed. At the same time we are meeting the
point Mr Pike wants to stress. In these circumstances there is no point in any lengthy
argument. Having made those comments, F indicate that Government members will vote for
this amendment.

Hon R.G. PIKE: I cannot let the comments made by the Leader of the House go unremarked
upon. I was concerned with two points he made. In this Bill we are discussing a matter of
principle, a matter of procedure, and more importantly the matter of dominance of the
Executive over the Parliament.

Firstly, I retread the argument which I have put forward already; that this is a requested
amendment because we cannot amend a money Bill. Secondly, what we are looking at here
was highlighted by the Leader of the House. He is saying, "Hang on, you did this in the
Tobacco Bill." The answer to that is, if!I was here,!I was culpable, and I did not notice it go
through. I may not have been here. If we allowed that Bill to go through, and it had the
same degree of imposition to which the Leader of the House referred, we made a mistake.
But it would be a double mistake to allow a principle to sneak into this Chamber because we
did something incorrect with regard to retrospectivity and, ergo, it is all right because we
have done it once already.

Hon J.M. Berirason: This does not disturb your argument, but I want to make the point that
this was done only once last year. That was far from being the only previous occasion; it has
been done by all Government's in the past.

Hon ROG. PIKE: If it was done once, it was done once too often. The most important point I
make, and the point which arouses my ire, is the Leader of the House's comment that in the
Federal arena it is accepted, and it has been accepted that a prior announcement of an
intended day of implementation of a Bill by the Government is okay. As far the Federal
Government is concerned, that has been the case, although when Mr Keating, the Treasurer,
made two announcements with regard to amendments to superannuation legislation, he was
subsequently criticised for three reasons. Firstly, he never implemented the law be said he
would propose; secondly, he changed it; thirdly, he changed it in such an abortive and
bastardised fashion that he threw the whole industry into chaos. That is a matter of record.

Since the Leader of the House brought up the matter, the Parliament of Western Australia
should never be in a position where the Executive Government - that is. the Cabinet or a
Minister - can say, "We will have this law apply from this date", because that anticipates the
sanction of the Parliament. Let me tell the Government that that would be a very futilt
anticipation to make, because the function of this House is to review and revise legislation.-
It is wrong for executive Government's to make statements that a law will apply from a
certain date. It cannot say that. It has no authority. Ft anticipates decisions of the House,
and that is a dangerous precedent in any bicameral Parliament. I point out to the Leader of
the House that of course the House is being Cooperative and of course, since we have agreed
to expedite the matter today, the Bill will go through. The Leader of the House fails to
acknowledge that anticipating cooperation with expedition by the Opposition was always to
be the case. The dlear fact remains that we ought not to be part of the process of legislation
which could effectively become retrospective.

Thfe Leader of the House should not embark on the principle of setting a date by which
legislation will come into being, anticipating the sanction of the House. If he does so he will
be treading on thin ice.

Question put and passed.
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Clauses36 put and passed.

Title put and passed.
Report

Bill reported, with a requested amendment, and the report adopted.

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon I.M. Berinson (Leader of the House), and returned
to the Assembly with a requested amendment.

STIPENDIARY MAGISTRATES AMENDMENT BILL (No 2)
Introduction and First Reading

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

Second Reading
HON J.M. BERINSON (North Metropolitan - Attorney General) [3.13 pmJ: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to clarify the entitlement of stipendiary magistrates to retire if they
so wish after attaining 55 years of age.

The Act currently provides for retirement on attaining 60 years of age, and the proposed
amendment will bring magistrates in line with the other contributors to the Government
Employees Superannuation Fund who are able to elect early retirement.
The Bill also includes a provision for the creation of a position of Deputy Chief Stipendiary
Magistrate. This position is considered necessary because the administrative burden on the
Chief Stipendiary Magistrate has grown significantly in recent times with the expansion of
the jurisdiction of magistrates and the increase in their number.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Derrick Tomlinson.

CHILD SUPPORT (ADOPTION OF LAWS) BILL
Introduction and First Reading

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

Second Reading
HON J.M. BERINSON (North Metropolitan - Attorney General) [3.16 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

The Child Support (Adoption of Laws) Bill 1990 repeals the Child Support (Adoption) Act
1988 and extends the Commonwealth child support scheme to Western Australian children
who are otherwise beyond the reach of Commonwealth legislative powers. The Bill ensures
that all children in this State can benefit from the child support scheme.
The Commonwealth's Child Support Act 1988 which came into force on 1 June 1988
introduced stage I of a national scheme for the collection of maintenance designed to ensure
regular, reliable payments by non-custodial parents. The purpose of the scheme is to ensure
that wherever financially possible both parents contribute to the cost of raising their children.
The central part of the scheme is the Child Support Agency established within the Australian
Taxation Office.

In most cases, court-ordered child maintenance is automatically deducted from the salary or
wages of non-custodial parents.
The Child Support (Adoption) Act 1988 adopted the Commonwealth legislation so as to
extend it to all children in Western Australia.
The Commuonwealth has now legislated to implement stage 2 of the child support scheme.

Stage 2, which commenced on I October 1989, provides for the administrative assessment of
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child support payments by the Registrar of Child Support. That assessment is carried out in
accordance with a formula in the Commonwealth legislation. That assessment arid formula
rely to some extent on the income tax assessment procedure and make use of the fact that the
Commissioner of Taxation is the Registrar of Child Support.

This Commonwealth legislation applies to all children in Western Australia other than ex-
nuptial children. Because of constitutional limitations on the Commonwealth, if stage 2 is to
apply to ex-nuptia] children in Western Australia, it is necessary for it to be adopted by the
State, pursuant to section 5 1(37) of the Commonwealth Constitution.

The Bill repeals the Child Support (Adoption) Act 1988. This is necessary because of the
change of name of the Commonwealth legislation from the Child Support Act 1988 to the
Child Support (Registration and Collection) Act 1988, which implements the Child Support
(Assessment) Act 1989.
The substance of the Child Support (Adoption) Act of Western Australia is, however,
re-enacted in clauses 5, 6 and 7 of the Bill. The Bill therefore adopts both the 1988 and 1989
Commonwealth Acts and future amendments to those Acts will be able to be adopted by WA
consistent with the provisions of the eml.
To remove any doubt about the status of maintenance orders for ex-nuptial children made by
the WA Fanmily Court between the commencement of stage 2 on 1 October 1989 and the
commencement of this Bill, the eligibility of ex-nuptial children in Western Australia for
stage 2 will start from the commencement of the Bill.

I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Derrick Tonilinson.

FAMILY COURT AMENDMENT BILL
Introduction and Firs: Reading

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

Second Reading

HON J.M. BERINSON (North Metropolitan - Attorney General) [3.20 pmJ: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill amends the Family Court Act 1975 and is consequential on the adoption of stage 2
of the Commonwealth child support scheme which will be affected by the Child Support
(Adoption of Laws) Bill 1990.

Members will be aware thar Western Australia has nor referred to the Commonwealth
powers with respect to ex-nuptial children. The Family Court Act 1975 contains the
provisions relating to the welfare and maintenance of these children. Section 66BA of the
Commonwealth Family Law Act 1975 precludes a court order for child maintenance on the
application of a person seeking child support where an application for assessment of
maintenance can be made under the child support scheme.

A new section 66BA is to be inserted by the Commonwealth Child Support Legislation
Amendment Bill 1990 so that the section also applies to preclude a court order for child.
maintenance on the application of a respondent, the parent liable to pay child support.
Therefore, clause 7 of this Bill contains a similar provision to the proposed new
Commonwealth section 66.BA.

Clause 10 of the WA Bill inserts a new section 70(4) to make maintenance agreements,
insofar as they provide for the maintenance of children, unenforceable in the WA Family
Court if a maintenance application can be made under the child support scheme. A similar
restriction applies in the Commonwealth Family Law Act. Child maintenance agreements
can be made and submitted to the child support scheme registrar.

Clause 5 of the Bill inserts a new section 41 permitting the registration of child agreements
relating to child welfare matters in the WA Family Court. On registration of such
agreements the parties cannot seek child welfare orders in the Family Court, and the
agreements will be able to be enforced as if they were a court order. It should, however, be
noted that dhe Bill specifically provides that the Family Court may vary, or not enforce, the
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agreement if it considers the welfare of the child requires it. Because of the definitions of
child agreements and child welfare matters in clause 4, these cannot include maintenance of
a child, and so will riot be able to circumvent the child support scheme. It should also be
noted that, because of the limitation in proposed new section 4 1(3), these child agreements
cannot confer custody or guardianship of a child on a person who is not a parent of the child.
Similar restrictions are included in the Commonwealth Family Law Amendment Bill 1990.
1 commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Derrick Tomlinson.

GOLDFIELDS-ESPERANCE DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY BILL

Second Reading
Debate resumed from 30 October.

HON NY. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral) [3.25 pml: In a sense the Goldfields-Esperance
Development Authority eml is retrospective because the authority has been in operation for a
mnber of months. Last year's Budget allocated funds to the authority, as does this year's
Budget. It is interesting chat we are talking about an organisation which is to be set up under
this legislation but which has been in operation for some time without any legislative base.
This Government has pre-empted the Parliament on this Bill, and has put in place an
organisation without parliamentary approval. That cannot be condoned, and the Government
should think very seriously before it does something simnilar in the fuiture. The Budget papers
which were provided recently show that in 1989-90 the Goldfields-Esperance Development
Authority expended $271 000 and employed six full time equivalents. It is estimated that the
authority will spend $561 000 in 1990-91 and will employ six FTEs. The Government has
clearly pre-empted a decision of the Parliament about whether there should be an authority,
and it has spent money under the heading of "C oldfields-Esperance Development Authority'
in the Budget papers. This legislation is in that sense retrospective and it should suffer the
same fate as the previous Bill that Hon Bob Pike succeeded in amending. However, one
cannot get away from wha. has already happened in the last 12 months in the sense that the
organisation has been spending funds, so I will not proceed down that path. The Government
must take on board the point that it cannot continue to set up organisations or to do things
which require legislative approval without first getting that approval.

The second point I wish to make is that the Opposition has been accused by none other than
the t.)eputy Premider, Ian Taylor, of being responsible for the delay in passing this legislation.
That is an absurdity. The Bill has been sitting on the Notice Paper for months and months.
It has resided there without any action being taken by the Government to bring it forward. I
have had in my drawer for many months the notes I intended to use in this debate, and when
I noticed yesterday that the eml was at last starting to move from the deep recesses of the
bottom of the Notice Paper to an area where we might get around to debating it, I found that
my papers were out of date and that I had to look again at what I intended to say. Mr Taylor
has indulged in an activity that Government Ministers seem to think is appropriate these
days; that is, blaming the Opposition for any delay in what Ministers are seeking to do. I
cannot say that he told a blatant lie; that would be unparliamentary, but what he said on radio
in Kalgoorlie was not strictly accurate. He said the legislation for the authority had not been
passed because of the obstructionist views of the Opposition. That, of course, is not correct.
We have been waiting for the Hill to be brought on by the Government and, some months
after Mr Taylor made that statement, we now find the Bill before the House. It is a pity that
the Government has decided to attack the Opposition to try to get itself off the hook when,
for a variety of reasons, it is tardy in getting its legislative program up and mimning. I hope
that Hon Grahamn Edwards in his response to the second reading debate will advise why it
has taken so long for the Bill to come up for debate.

Hon Graham Edwards: It was introduced here on 19 September.

Hon N.F. MOORE: It was sitting in the other House for months.

Hon Graham Edwards: I cannot make explanations for what happens in the other place.

Hon N.F. MOORE: The Minister can provide an explanation on behalf of the Minister
responsible for this eml, because he represents her in this place. I would like the Minister at
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the end of the second reading debate to tell members why it has taken so long for this Bill to
be brought forward.

Hon Graham Edwards: I will make my speech, and you can make yours.

Hon N.F. MOORE: I am sure the Minister will, but that was a legitimate question. Would
the Minister also tell members why the Deputy Premier took the view that somehow or other
the Opposition was responsible for its delay? The Opposition has not delayed the passage of
the Bill.

Hon Tom Stephens: Maybe he was thinking that the Opposition's instituting this new system
of Estimates Committees would lead to delays.

Hon N.E. MOORE: The Deputy Premier's comments were made prior to anybody even
thinking about an Estimates Committee.

Hon Tom Stephens: I was just trying to find a reason.

Hon N.E. MOORE: Hon Tom Stephens' day will come and he will be able to sit on the
frontbench on this side of the Chamber and argue about such things.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Perhaps if you do not answer -

Hon N.F. MOORE: You are right, Mr Deputy President; I should ignore interjections.

The Goldfields-Esperanice Regional Development Advisory Commuittee, or GERDAC as it
was commonly known, was set up by the Court Government to look at regional development
and ideas for resource development by bringing together people in the various regions to
discuss economic development.

Quite a number of these regional development committees were successful, although they
had limtitations in the amount of work they could do. CIERDAC was one of the more
successful regional development committees because of the quality of the people appointed
to it. Some of the ideas those people had and some of the research they conducted were
excellent. I remember quite clearly the recommendation by that committee for the
development of the Hampton industrial complex at Kalgoorlie. You, Mr Deputy President
(Hon 3.M. Brown), will be aware of that, being a member formerly representing the
goldfields. The idea of that industrial complex was to locate major industrial projects in the
Kalgoorlie area. A site was chosen south of Kalgoorlie near the nickel smelter. The
committee indicated the sort of infrastructure that was required and the sort of industry that
could be developed and, all in all, put together a very good report recomnmending the
introduction of some very major secondary industies into the Kalgoorlie area.
Unfortunately, that has not gone any further and I will talk more about that further down the
track. However, the members of GERDAC in those days did what I considered to be an
exceptional job because they did what these committees were supposed to do; that is, use
lateral thinking, put together ideas with substance and come forward with meaningful reports
on industrial development. There was a temptation for these regional committees to get
involved in matters that were not part of their briefs. They tended to stray from matters such
as industrial development and involve themselves in social issues, including education,
hospitals and other little pressure issues that were around the place at the time. This
goldf'ields committee was able to direct its attention to industrial development, which is what
it was all about.

In considering the success or otherwise of these new development authorities, we have to go
back to the first one established and consider the South West Development Authority, which
has been referred to in fairly controversial ways in the-years it has been in operation . There
are legitimate concerns about the way that authority has operated and continues to operate. I
am no expert on it and therefore will not talk about it except to say that if development
authorities proceed along the lines of the South West Development Authority, they will do a
disservice to similar authorities which might have more narrow briefs and which could be
useful if they did their jobs in the proper way.

The Geraldton Mid-West Development Authority is one such authority which is doing the
soft of job one would hope these sorts of authorities would do. It is a fairly lean, efficient
organisation which has, from what I can gather, tended to concentrate on what it is all about.
It has not become another level of Government in the system but has been a facilitator for
development and other related activities within the region that it covers. I am told - and I
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have noticed from my observations in the Murchison - that the Geraldton Mid-West
Development Authority is doing a good job. 1 hope that the Goldfields-Esperance
Development Authority will carry out its activities in a way similar to that of the Geraldton
Mid-West Development Authority and it will not go down the path of the South West
Development Authority, which I have said already has been somewhat controversial.
The second reading speech states that, in 1988, a goldfields planning and development study
was established and was chaired by the member for Kalgoorlie and the member for Eyre and
that, as a result of that study, it was decided to establish the Goldfields-Esperance
Development Authority. I guess one would have expected that would be the result of that
sort of inquiry because the Government had already determined that development authorities
were the way to go and it seemed a logical outcome of that study that the goldfields would
get one also. When I first heard about it, 1 was sceptical because I had seen in Geraldton and
in Bunbury the way in which blatant party politics had intruded into the organisations'
functions. It seemed to me that what we would get in Kalgoorlie was another office for the
Minister for Goldfields who happens to also be the member for Kalgoorlie. We have the
quite absurd situation in Geraldton of the Minister for Mid-West having an office alongside
the member for Geraldton in the same building, and they happen to be the same person. In a
sense, it could be argued - maybe not correctly - that the authority is there as a mechanism to
support the activities of the local member. When I heard that we were going to get a
development authority in Kalgoorlie, it crossed my mind that the member for Kalgoorlie, Ian
Taylor, would eventually have his office located in the same building as the Goldfields-
Esperance Development Authority and that would provide a support service for his activities.
I do not think he needs to be as nervous about his future as the member for Geraldton, but
maybe he does not have a similar set up in mind.

As the idea of the authority has been bandied about in the goldfields, a considerable degree
of enthusiasm for the proposal has developed. The Chamber of Comimerce in Kalgoorlie is
very supportive of its being set up. However, on the other hand, there are people,
particularly in local government and in the Esperance area - although I am not as familiar
with their views as I am with the views of the people of Kalgoorlie - who are not as
enthusiastic about the authority. 1 think ir is worth giving it a go and, therefore, am prepared
to support the legislation at this time. As I said, if this authority can go down the same path
as that gone down by GERDAC in the late 1970s and early 1980s and if it concentrates its
attention on industrial development and on bringing together the thoughts of people who
have ideas about industrial development, it may serve a very useful purpose. If, on the other
hand, it strays into other activities that are done by Government departments, local
government and by members of Parliament, it will not fulfil its charter. As I said, it is worth
giving it a go and seeing how it develops. One hopes it will operate in a way that more
resembles the Geraldton Mid-West Development Authority than the South West
Development Authority.

The authority will consist of a board and two advisory committees plus the support staff. We
have been told in the Budget that that support staff will total six Fits. I do not like that term
because it refers to people and calling people FTEs tends to dehumanise them.

Hon Margaret McAleer: Sometimes it refers only to half a person.

Hon N.F. MOORE: I know. It makes one wonder whether there is a better way of putting it.

Hon Graham Edwards: It means six full time equivalents.

Hon N.F. MOORE: I am aware of that, but it could mean eight people, which is a pity
because I think people are more important than acronyms.

Hon Graham Edwards: I agree, but there has to be a means of counting them.

Hon N.F. MOORE: The powers of the authority are similar to those of the other authorities
and I will discuss them in more detail when we reach the Committee stage of the Bill
because, in some areas, the powers are too broad and too all encompassing of things such as
the ability to purchase and sell land, to divide land, to build roads, to construct other works,
and things like that. I wonder why those powers are vested in development authorities.

Clause I I of the Bill states that the functions of the authority are "to plan, co-ordinate and
promote the economic and social development of the Cioldfields-Hsperance Region" and so
on. The words "social development" appear throughout the Bill, and I have always been of
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the view that that is not what these authorities are about. They are about industrial
development. It should be somebody else's job to look after social development. In my
view these authorities should concentrate on one range of issues - that is, the industrial and
economic development of a region - rather than become involved in social development, If
the Government is concerned about social development, I suggest that area should be
handled by another organisation or by the existing Government departments involved in
social issues. I will talk more about the powers of the authority during the Committee stage.
The board of the authority wrnl consist of 10 members. The decision to appoint 10 members
has been the subject of some comment, and it was a matter of some debate in die other place
because similar authorities in this State have only seven members. It was argued that 10 is
too many and that since seven members are appointed to the authorities in Bunbury and
Geraldton, why is a different number being appointed to the Goldfields-Esperance
Development Authority. I shall be interested to hear the views of the Minister on this point.
Hon Graham Edwards: Are you saying that 10 is too many?
Hon N.E. MOORE: I shall be interested to know why it has been decided to appoint
10 members. I am flexible on the matter and if a good reason exists for it, I will go along
with that. It has been suggested that because the authority will cover the two regions of
Kalgoorlie and Esperance, which is such a big area, 10 members will give a better spread of
representation. That may be the case, but the Geraldton Mid-West Development Authority
covers an equal, if not bigger, area. It has the Geraldton area and the whole Murchison area
under its jurisdiction and the range of activities and the broad spread in the maid west is
certainly as diverse as that in the Goldfields-Esperance area. In a sense it is mote diverse and
spread out because there are more industries in that area than in the area to be covered by the
Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority. I will not be pedantic about the membership
of 10 until I have heard the Minister's response.
This development authority will also be different from the other authorities in that it will
have two advisory committees: One advisory committee for the goldfields, which will
consist of a chairman and not more than 10 other members, and one for the south east coastal
area, which will have a chairman and not more than six other members. Again, I wonder
whether that is too many members, bearing in mind that the board itself will have
10 members. A maximum of 28 people will be involved in the organisation. On the other
hand, the more the merrier from an advisory point of view, and the wider the range of views,
the better. However, if it has too many members it could become an unwieldy organisation
and have difficulty reaching agreement. The Minister may be able to indicate why that
number of members was chosen for the two advisory committees, and how the organisation
will operate.
The second reading speech indicated that nine people will be employed by the authority for
support staff. However, I notice that in the Budget papers it is anticipated that this year six
staff will be employed. Again I shall be interested to hear the Minister's comnments on this
matter.
The main office of the authority will be located in Kalgoorlie, which is appropriate as that is
the major regional cetre. However, I understand the office has already been acquired and
has been used for some time. Again, I raise the question of pre-empting a decision of
Parliament.

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 pm
Hon N.F. MOORE: The Minister might explain how this has come about, bearing in mind
that the legislation still has not beefiipassed. -1 understand also that there will be an office in
Esperance to look after the interests of that part of the authority's region.
Returning to the question of pre-empting Parliament, I notice that in his second reading
speech the Minis&ter for Police claims that the authority has already been very active. He
said -

Already the authority has initiated a number of projects of potential benefit to the
region and these include -

He then lists four areas in which the authority has already been involved. Again I draw to
the attention of the Minister that this authority does not exist because the legislation has not
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been passed, so it is rather interesting that he should be claiming some credit for what the
authority has already done and giving that as a reason why we should support the setting up
of the authority. The Government should not pre-empt Parliament's decision on whether to
agree to establish the authority.
One of the things for which the Government should be congratulated is the new layout of the
Budget papers and the provision of the Budget documents on a program basis. That has
enabled me on this occasion to look in some detail at what is proposed for the Goldfields-
Esperance Development Authority, because it is listed in the Program Statements.
[Quorum formed.]
Hon N.F. MOORE: Listed in the Budget papers under Goldfields-Esperance Development
Authority are some of the issues and trends affecting the goldfields and in which this
authority will be involved. I will mention a couple of these because they indicate the areas in
which the authority could be active and do a meaningful job. Under Issues and Trends it
says -

Rapid population growth over the past five years has generated considerable pressure
on all aspects of infrastructure and service provision, particularly in the central and
northern areas of the region.

In that context I want to make some comments about the severe power problems that already
exist in the goldfields and which will become worse. I am told, for example, that several
mining projects are being delayed because the State Energy Commission of Western
Australia is unable to provide sufficient power for those projects to get off the ground. The
time has come for a very serious examination of the question of power supplies to the
goldfields. I am pleased that the Budget papers indicate the authority is aware that is one of
the major issues, but the difficulties being faced in Kalgoorlie, Kambalda, and other places
like Leonora, Laverton and Leinsier have been brought about by the lack of cheap power.
Almost all towns in the north eastern goldfields, such as Leintster and Laverton, are required
to provide their own power for those projects, and diesel generated electricity is extremely
expensive.
The previous Liberal Government made a decision to run a power line from Collie to
Kalgoorlie, which was a very sensible arrangement. It was then possible to get rid of the
local power station in Kalgoorlie and have a direct power supply from Muja. What is now
required is either for that line to be upgraded and continued into the north eastern goldfields,
or for some other fornn of power generation to be provided in the goldfields. Another
alternative to the upgrading of the existing power line from Collie is to provide, say, a gas
pipeline to Kalgoorlie and to use gas turbines to generate electricity for certain projects. It is
imperative that this matter be dealt with as soon as possible, bearing in mind that we have
projects of the calibre of Mt Keith, north of Leinster. The developers of that project axe in
the process of putting together the final documentation to get that project going. It would
make a significant difference to projects like Mt Keith and to existing operations such as the
Leinster nickel mine and the Laverton goldmine - and to the Leonora goidmines, for that
matter - if a cheaper form of electricity could be provided. We all know that Western
Australia suffers compared with other States by virtue of the fact that our power costs are
considerably higher than those in other States. The problem is exacerbated in the goldfields,
particularly in those areas out of Kalgoorlie where they have to provide power through their
own generation. Something should be done about that very urgently, otherwise the resource
development this State badly needs will not take place because the cost of electricity is so
high that it will frighten investors away.
The same thing applies to roads and other infrastructure - water supplies and things of that
nature - which Governments must provide if they are to encourage mineral exploration and
the development of mines in the region. Therefore I am pleased the Government sees this as
an issue and a trend, as emphasis must be given to the provision of infrastructure in the
region, in the northern and central pants of the region especially.
Under Issues and Trends for the Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority the Program
Statements also say -

The outlook for the regional economy is uncertain due to a range of factors, including
lowering commodity price, particularly for wheat and wool; volatile oil and gold
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prices; continuing high interest rates; and the removal of the "tax exemption" from
the corporate profits of gold producing companies.

Again, it is refreshing to read in the document issued by the Goldfields-Esperance
Development Authority that it sees these as matters of concern. I will not talk about wheat
and wool because I believe my colleagues who represent the Esperance area would be more
interested in that than am I in relation to this Bill, but I want to concentrate on the volatility
of oil and gold prices. Increased oil prices, of course, lead to increased prices for transport
and the production of electricity, as [ have already discussed. The volatility of the gold price
has a dramatic effect on exploration and mining activity. Nothing can be done about that on
the local spectrum; however, something can be done about high interest rates which are
bedevilling industry across Australia. High interest rates have a significant effect of
discouraging people from spending money on speculative ventures. The mining industry
depends on people taking big risks with exploration and developing mines, If one wishes to
develop a goidmine, money must be spent on exploration which in itself is speculative
because nothing may be found as a result of the exploration, If one wishes to develop a mine
it is difficult to know what the gold price will be down the track, so it is difficult to make
budget projections. That applies to gold and to other minerals, therefore a large degree of
risk is associated with any mining development. When the cost of money is large it militates
against people raking risks to establish mining operations.
The authority refers to the tax exempt status for gold. As members would be aware, as we
have discussed the gold tax on a number of occasions, the old gold tax system is still in
place. This system enables the producers of gold to have a taxation advantage, and this was
done with the deliberate and sensible objective of encouraging development in the
goldmining industry. The Western Australian economy would have been in dire straits
without the gold industry over the past seven years. If the North West Shelf gas project and
the gold industry were removed from the economy, our recession would have become a
depression about five years ago. The decision to rake away the tax exempt status of the gold
industry has already had a serious impact on exploration, and when this is brought into effect
in January next year it will have serious effects on the whole industry. I hope that the
authority under discussion, all members of Parliament who represent the goldfields, all
political panties and all those organisations involved with mining will lobby against the gold
tax in an attempt to get the message across to the Federal Labor and Liberal Parties that the
tax exempt status of the goldmining industry must remain. It is not good enough to say that
we should have a level playing field because that will result in people not investing in mining
ventures.
I am pleased that the authority recognises the need for micro-economic reform through the
deregulation of the transport industry and other matters which have a great impact on the
area. Kalgoorlie is a remote area when we consider its distance from the metropolitan area.
It is nor as remote as the Kimberley or Pilbara regions, but Kalgoorlie is certainly affected by
high transport costs and other regulatory factors, and these add to the price of everything
available in Kalgoorlie. It is interesting to note, as you will know, Mr Deputy President
(Hon J.M. Brown), that regulated fuel prices are higher in Kalgoorlie than anywhere else in
the State. I wonder why that is the case. The fuel transported to the northern ports would be
shipped straight from Singapore and the Kalgoorlie fuel would be transported by road;
however, it is extraordinary that Kalgoorlie has the highest petrol prices in Western
Australia.
These issues, which must be addressed, are having an impact on the development in the
goldfields. Itris interesting that the authority has been able to identify issues which will
impede the development of the goldfields,. Under the heading of "Planned Achievements for
1990-91 " in the Program Statements we find the following -

Completion of the Final Report of the Goldfields Planning and Development Study.
I will be interested to see that. The second point is -

Appointment of the Board and Advisory Committees for the Authority.
One of the achievements for the authority next year is to appoint the authority, even though it
has been operating for several months. It also states -

The compilation of both 'Business and Industries' and 'Raw Materials' databases for
the region.
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That is a good idea. The fourth point is -
A proposed examination of the issues which confront 'Women and Families' in the
region, in order to identify those which discourage people from long tenn residence
in the area.

Hon Graham Edwards: That is an important issue in the goldfields.
Hon N.F. MOORE: I know; [ have spent half of my life there. While it is an important
issue, and without wishing to sound sexist -

Hon T.G. Butler: Heaven forbid!
Hon N.E. MOORE: I might have a few other problems, but that is not one of them. That
issue is not one of the major problems facing the goldfields. It is an imnportant issue, but it is
not the most important issue by a long way. The important issues, which are identified by
the authority, are such things as how does one encourage die capital cost of development to
move to the goldfields? How does one attract industry and remove micro-economic
impediments to development? How does one encourage industry to move into the region and
spend capital to create employment and export earnings? Those are the issues of vital
importance. That should be the number one priority of this authority. Not seeking to
denigrate the proposed examination of women and families, the fourth item of the planned
achievement of the authority is a long way from the most important issue, particularly at this
time when we have a recession on our hands. That kind of thing should be examined when
everything else is running reasonably well. The bottom line is that people will leave the
goldfields if jobs are not available, so we must ensure that they are created. Talking to
women about whether they like living in the goldfields, about whether social activities,
shopping and entertainment facilities are satisfactory, or asking them whether endugh things
are available for diem to do in their spare time, is the kind of thing one should worry about
when everybody has a job and the economic problems have been resolved. The goldfields
will not lose people because women are unhappy living there; it will lose people if jobs are
unavailable.
Hon Graham Edwards: The area has lost people over the years for exactly the reason that
women are unhappy.
Hon N.F. MOORE: The population of the goldfields has remained reasonably static with a
base of 20 000 people. This increases and decreases by 2 000 or 3 000 people, but it remains
around that level. With developments in recent years the population has increased to
approximately 25 000. This area has a stable population compared to other areas such as
Tom Price, Mt Newman, Port Hedland and Broome. However, that is taking my argument
onto the wrong plane.
Hon Graham Edwards: It is your argument.
Hon N.E. MOORE: I anm attempting to indicate to the Minister that at this time, bearing in
mind the fragile nature of our economy, I would have thought that the planned achievements
for this year would deal with the issues which are competently outlined in the Budget papers-
I hope that the Government will come up with a grand plan for development in the goldfields
by the end of the year so that the economy of the area will not be so reliant on mineral
development and the extraction of raw materials; the economy should be based on secondary
industry, and that is what this authority should be all about.
When I referred earlier to the four functions of the authority relating to economic and social
development, those were the only four items listed, therefore I worry that the parameters of
this authority will be too wide and it will not pay attention to the more important issues.
The Program Statements provide us with information about what the authority will do. It
will compile a register of regionally available raw materials, either by-products from an
existing industry or natural resources with the potential for use in the establishment of local
industries. That is commendable. However, another of its planned achievements will be to
establish a community groups database for the region. In my view, that will be a move away
from its main goal. [ wonder whether it is not being set up for other reasons. It is also being
set up to compile a business and industries database for the region. That seems to be on track
with what I believe the authority should do. However, we are told that it will continue to
assist the local community and community organisations in the provision of services at a
local level. I do not know what that means. I do not see the authority as being a provider of
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support or goods or services, but as a think tank. I see it as comprising people with lateral
thinking who came up with bright ideas and who are able to do that because they have access
to a wide range of information. I do not know how it will assist local communities and
comunrity organisations in the provision of services at a local level. I am not sure what is
meant by 'local conumunities and community organisations' in that context. At the bottom
of the list in the Program Statements is the planned achievement for 1990-91, one of which is
to continue to promote the establishment of industries which will broaden the economic base
of the region. That should be at the top of the list; it should be the first priority of this
organisation.
The goldfields has the potential to be the next major industrial area in Western Australia.
Along with the Pilbara, it has very definite and positive credentials for the development of
secondary industries. It is regrettable that die Govenrnent is looking at futrther development
along the coast north of Perth. We all know the problems associated wit Kwinana and with
the development of secondary industries anywhere. However, places like the goldfields and
the Pilbara should minimise the sorts of concerns raised when we talk about development
close to large centres, of population and on the coast. I would be happy to see industrial
development at both sites. In the Pilbara, developments would have access to energy and
resources and, therefore, there is great potential for development. However, developers
would have to overcome some of the inbuilt cost disadvantages that the Pilbara. suffers. I
suggest that the costs involved with development in the goldfields would not be as serious as
those in the Pilbara. In fact, the goldfields has a cost of living which is reasonably
competitive. It is also very well served by transport infrastructure. It has a standard gauge
railway line going east and west and north and south.
I acknowledge that the Port of Esperance needs to be further developed. I was disappointed
with the debate that took place about the use of the Port of Esperance to bring in ammionium
nitrate to the goldfields. That matter has to be resolved. Esperance has to be developed so
that it can handle that sort of trade because it is the sort of port facility that is needed for the
goldfields. If ammoniumn nitrate cannot be brought in cheaply -

Hon Graham Edwards: Their view was that they could handle it.

Hon N.E. MOORE: There was a debate between the Department of Mines and the Minister,
and a Department of Mines' official said that it should not go through Esperance. and the
Minister said it should.
Hon Graham Edwards: But he was in conflict with the locals.
Hon N.E. MOORE: The locals have their own views and I do not want to get involved in
local issues; I am talking about the Government's views. If theme is a problem, it has to be
resolved so that Esperance can be used to import ammonium nitrate, which is a vital
ingredient in the goldmining industry. The Port of Esperance has to be part of the planning
for a potential industrial area for the goldfields. It has to be an integral part of the transport
arrangement, it has to be developed in such a way that all of the goods that are needed for the
goldfields' industrial development can be brought through that port, and it has to be big
enough to carry the export of the manufactured goods. The Port of Esperance is a vital
ingredient in an industrial complex being developed in the goldfields.
As does the Pilbara, the goldfields also has the basic raw materials that are necessary for
industrial development. It could also produce the products that are needed for its own
industrial development. For example, most of the cyanide in Western Australia is used in
Kalgoorlie. However, the cyanide plant is to be located at Kwinana and the cyanide is to be
transported to the goldfields. It would make a lot of economic sense to locate. the cyanide
plant in Kalgoorlie. Those sorts of things have to be considered properly. We need an
integrated development program to set up some form of an industrial complex in Kalgoorlie.
In conclusion, the goldfields will achieve its full potential only when we take away its total
dependence on the extraction of minerals and its role as a Government service centre. It is
still not really big enough to generate its own economic activity; therefore, added to what is
already there, it needs some other form of secondary industry. The resources and
infrastructure are there already. I have already referred to the need for electricity, but a gas
pipeline would be a very sensible way of solving that problem. If not, the powedines from
Collie could be upgraded. If we provided those sorts of resources, we could develop in
Kalgoorlie a major industrial area.
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The construction of a fertiliser factory at Kalgoorlie is another example of what could be
done. The Mt Weld phosphate deposit near Laverton and dhe sulphur from the roasters at
Kalgoorlie and other by-products are available to provide the ingredients necessary to
develop a feruiliser factory. Interestingly, there are agricultural areas on three sides of
Kalgoorlie; that is, the Western Australian agricultural area on the west, the Esperance area
ont the south and the South Australian agricultural area on the east. The standard gauge
railway links those three areas with Kalgoorlie. We have to think about those sorts of things,
put them together and develop in the goldfields a secondary industry complex which will
provide for that town the basic population to maintain its status as a major regional centre. I
would hate to see Kalgoorlie go up and down as it has done in the past, depending on the
price of gold. If it had not been for nickel, Kalgoorlie would be a lot flatter than it is now. I
hope this development authority will work very hard to attract industry that will enable the
Kalgoorlie area to become the next major industrial area of Western Australia.
We support the legislation. I express again the concern I have about the Goldfields-
Esperance Development Authority being involved in social issues. It should be totally
involved in economic issues. I hope the Minister will appoint the best people for the job and
not those people who he thinks will be most friendly to his point of view, If that happens and
if the authority goes down the same track as GERDAC, the authority will have a very
positive futre.

HON JIN. CALDWELL (Agricultural) [4.30 pm]: The National Party has signalled its
support for this Bill. I refer members to the debate on the Bill in the other place and to the
speech by the member for Roe in which he said -

The Nadonal Party supports the introduction of the proposed Goldfields-Esperance
Development Authority. However, we do so on the basis that we support also the
establishment of development authorities Statewide because we believe that they
should focus not just on specific or specialised areas if the State is to develop on an
even basis. It is very important that local input in development authorities be at its
absolute maximum arid also that control of development authorities remains in local
hands to the maximum extent possible, rather than' its being imposed by the Minister
or by the board of the authority. We seek Government commitment to decentralise
its own departments to aid in regional development. We seek also a re-evaluation by
the Government of its metropolitan expansion policies, and the direction of more
emphasis to regional development and decentralisation throughout Western Australia.

The National Party is committed to what the member for Roe said. I reiterate that the
Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority must be managed by people who understand
that region. If the members of the board come from the surrounding areas of Esperance and
Kalgoorlie the Government will not be criticised for politicising the appointments. I
remember that when the Great Southern Development Authority was established an
enormous amount of criticism was levelled at the Government by the Liberal and National
Parties because of the authority's membership. As we know, the chairman of that authority
eventually became the Labor Parry candidate for the seat of Albany and it caused a great deal
of discontent not only in that area but also in this place. Under the chairmanship of Ross
Anderson, who comes from the town of Kattanning, the authority will flourish.

Hon Graham Edwards: I think there is a little bit of bias there.

Hon J.N. CALDWELL: The authority has already demonstrated its ability to take more
industry into the hinterland and Tainbellup, which is not the town of Kataning, is benefiting
from that move. A successful event was held in the region last weekend; [ understand that
Janet Holmes a Court made an outstanding speech and I am pleased that she is supporting
country areas.

Hon Norman Moore mentioned that the Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority is up
and running and that $561 000 has been allocated to it this financial year. Members of the
Opposition have come to accept that before approval is granted by the Parliament for their
establishment, authorities are operating and funds are allocated to them. It is bewildering to
members of the Opposition, and one could say that the Government is using standover tactics
on the Opposition. When the Budget was being prepared the Government was probably of
the opinion that the Opposition would support this legislation.
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The Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority covers a large area and it will benefit the
people living there. Transport is a major problem in the goldfields and Esperance regions
and it is probably because primary products and not value added products are produced in the
area. For example, Esperance has only a small abattoirs and some of the livestock producers
have to transport their stock great distances. In many cases it costs them $4.50 per bead to
get their stock to the market. Last year the farmers made a small profit from the stock they
sold, but it is a different story today. They are receiving only about 400 per head for sheep,
so that will not cover the transport costs. This is the reason that many producers have been
faced with the situation of either destroying their stock or keeping them, which will not be of
any assistance to them. I hope that the authority will give assistance to the operators of the
abattoirs. in order that they can extend the premises and obtain a licence to export mutton arid
beef. I understand that in the other place today the member for Stirling spoke about the
availability of meat products that could be exported, arid it is disappointing that some of the
abattoirs. in this State have not taken up that opportumty.
Hon Norman Moore commented extensively on the mining industry. I do not know very
much about the actual m-ining processes, but I do know that an enormous quantity and variety
of minerals, including gold and nickel, come from the Kalgoorlie region. Minerals do not
fall into the category of value added products, and most of the m-inerals are transported to
other parts of Australia and the world. When the mines eventually run out of minerals - this
is occurring in some of the mines now - the people who are living in the mining areas now
will drift away from them and most of them will head for the metropolitan area. Every
attempt must be made to keep those people in the country towns.
I have had the pleasure of visiting Esperance on a number of occasions since I became a
member for the Agricultural Region. It was remiss of me that I did not visit that town before
I became a member of Parliament because it is a marvellous place and [ will wholeheartedly
support anything that can be done to improve the town and the surrounding districts.
About 1983-84 there was a lot of debate about the establishment of a casino in Western
Australia and I know that Hon Mick Gayfer had a great deal to say about it. When I learned
that a casino was to be establishment in Western Australia I inmnediately thought of
Las Vegas, which I have visited and know it to be a city of excitement. It is interesting that it
is built in the middle of desert. I am not saying that Kalgoorlie is built in the middle of a
desert; the people in that town would say that it is far from being a desert. Kalgoorlie is an
attractive place.
Hon Graham Edwards: A very attractive place.
Hon J.N. CALDWELL: Had I been in this place when the casino legislation was debated I
would have spoken strongly in favour of locating the casino in the goldfields. Kalgoorlie is
an ideal place for a casino, and siting one there would move some of the population away
from the metropolitan area and promote tourism in the Kalgoorlie area. I ani sure the people
of Kalgoorlie would welcome a casino. I do not know whether a submission was put forward
to build a casino in the goldfields region, but I believe it is a perfect place for a casino. It is a
great shame it was located where it is.
Hon Graham Edwards: Are you advocating a second casino?
Hon N.F. Moore: We could shift the one we have now.
Hon J.N. CALDWELL: We have to put up with the one casino we have now and too many
people are saying that they wished they had never seen the casino. That is one of the
unfortunate points about gambling. Western Australians may he born gamblers but, instead
of building a casino, I am sure other forms of gambling -could have been provided for, for
example, various horseracing totalisator games. Perhaps if other forms of gambling had been
introduced people would not be facing many of the problems they now face. At the
conclusion of the Minister's second reading speech he stated -

I am sure the Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority will provide the impetus
for increased economidc and social development in the region. Already the authority
has initiated a number of projects of potential benefit to the region and these include -

strategies to enhance the quality of family life and to address issues of
concern to the women of the region;
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That is probably one of the most difficult projects to initiate, because women are often the
forgotten people in the hinterland. It is often a difficult task to create projects which assist
women in those areas.
Hon Graham Edwards: But an important task.
Hon J.N. CALDWELL: The second reading speech also referred to "improving commercial
links between the inland and coastal areas of the region". I have already spoken about the
difficulties associated with transporting products over vast distances. The Government will
have to subsidise - [ hate the word "subsidise" but it may just have to be so -

Hon E.J. Charlton: We will have to start accepting it because it happens everywhere else in
the world and it seems that we are just being naive.
Hon J.N. CALDWELL: The problems associated with living great distances from the
metropolitan area are numerous. However, the Government will have to consider subsidising
the transport of produce and people from those outlying areas.
The Minister also referred in his second reading speech to the need to encourage
diversification of local industry. I have previously discussed the need to place more
emphasis on value added products, such as those produced by tanneries. I am sure areas in
the goldfields-Esperance region exist which are environmentally suitable for a tannery.
The final project which the Minister said would promote economic and social developmewnt
in the Goldfields-Esperance region was "pursuing the development of Kalgoorlie-Boulder as
a mixed mode transport centre for the inland and northern areas of the State". If Hon Ernie
Bridge gets his way he may be able to set up a water scheme which would supply water to
the goldfields-Esperance region from the north. If that happened the area would prosper and
grow. Another matter not mentioned in the second reading speech was tourism.
Hon Graham Edwards: I thought you were going to say two-up.
Hon J.N. CALDWELL: No. Two-up is a pastime that is tolerated in the area.
Hon Murray Montgomery: It is a good tourist attraction.
Hon J.N. CALDWELL: I suppose tourism and two-up could be equated, but two-up is not
the only attraction for tourists visiting the area, and I am sure they should be encouraged to
go to those places. I have been associated with the Esperance area for only the past year and
I have came to marvel at the beauty of the Esperance bay. The authority should be
encouraging people to visit Esperance. It is unfortunate that tourism was not one of the
Government's main priorities in the Budget. The tourism industry has the potential to drag
Western Australia out of the doldrums. We should be encouraging people to visit places like
the goldfields and Esperance to bring benefits to the Western Australian economy. The
people who visited those places would marvel at their beauty. I support the Bill.
HON 'MARGARET McALEER (Agricultural) [4.46 pm]: Attention has already been
drawn to the unusual features of the structure of the Goldfields -Esperance Development
Authority and the board that the Bill will set up. The authority itself will have two advisory
committees. Hon Norman Moore said that the mid-west was an area of great diversity, and
of equal diversity to the goldfields-Esperance region, which could successfully be
represented by one committee. However, the circumstances may be different in the case of
the goldfields-Esperance region.
There has been a longstanding historical connection between the Port of Esperance and the
goldfields region. That association precedes the railway link between the goldfields and
Esperance. Nevertheless, Esperance and Ravensthorpe are both incorporated in this area.
Both are located along the southern coast and are separate from the goldfields. This applies
to Ravensthorpe more than it does to Esperance. Ravensthorpe tends to look westward along
the south coast and has more in common with Albany, It is connected to Perth via the Lake
King district. Raveusthorpe is an important stopping place on the nrip from Esperance to
Perth. One can nravel through the Lake King district, or Gnowangerup and Jerramungup on
the journey from Esperance to Perth, therefore Ravensthorpe does not have any strong
connections with Kalgoorlie, while it does have strong connections with Esperance, but it
would not want to be considered an appendage to this region. I cannot see how the
goldfields-Esperance region will work in the interests of Ravensthorpe. However, the
distances between Ravensthorpe and those areas in the Great Southern Development
Authority's region are great and it could not be considered to be part of that region either.
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It is simply a matter of concern that it should not be overlooked in the development plans of
the authority.
There is an interesting contrast, again, between the goldfields-Esperance region and the mid-
west because the principal town of the mid-west region and its regional centre is the Port of
Geraldton. Everything else, no matter how diverse, whether farming, pastoral or mining
areas, radiates out into the hinterland and naturally flows back to the port. In the goldfields-
Esperance area the principal centre is Kalgooirlie-Boulder, the port, no matter how potentially
important, is very much a secondary town in the region, but still a substantial town in its own
right - I hope one that will develop still further.

Esperance has a long history of trying to develop in an isolated situation. It has gone forward
in surges since the early days of the century, and before that. There was a time when the
great dream of locals was that the railway would be built, as they felt their fortunes would
then be made. However, it has always had great difficulties, largely caused by its isolation
and by an inability to develop anything but primary industry up to this time. However, in the
past 30 years it has made steady progress. Certainly it was the town where the enterprise
development initiative schemes which the Government set up were tried out, and with good
success. It was held up to other regions in the State as a model of what could be done by
individual citizens with a small amount of Government assistance if that were imaginatively
applied. It is, of course, a very difficult time for the farming areas of this region, as
Hon Nonrman Moore said. The possibility of running cattle in Esperance exists, but it is a
sheep and cropping region too and, in addition to every other difficulty that besets rural
industry now, it faces those great costs associated with its isolation and distance from the
main markets.

The second reading speech referred to the Government's intention that local government be
well represented on the authority or on the advisory committees. I am not sure of any
particular provision for that in the eml, but I think it is important for good relationships
between local government and regional development authorities that local governent
bodies should be well represented on the advisory commnittees so that they can report back to
their councils and make known local government's views to the authority. There is no doubt
there still exists, no matter how well conducted an authority is, this difficulty between an
appointed body set up in a regional sense, and the local governiment authorities in the area,
which comprise elected members. Although the day to day relationship is good, as it mostly
is in the mid-west region, nevertheless there is an uneasy relationship between -the two
because of the very nature of the basis on which the bodies are structured.

I hope that this region will work out successfully and that all its parts will feel themselves to
be the subject of equal attention from the authority. Certainly, in the early days of the mid-
west authority, and perhaps even now to some extent although the authority has worked hard
to overcome it, the shires and the districts away from the centre often felt themselves to be
overlooked and neglected simply by the nature of things. It is a difficult thing for any
authority to overcome since it is centralised. The idea of having the office in Esperance is a
good one, but that depends on how it is run. I will watch the progress of the development
authority with interest.

I support the Bill.

HON MURRAY MONTGOMERY (South West) [4.56 pm): The National Party supports
the eml and the setting up of a development authority in the goldfields-Esperance area. I
have always held some reservations about the setting up of various regional authorities that
have a broad scope, particularly in the area where they tend to take on the role of facilitating
the work -of other Government depatments while perhaps forgetting the 'role established for
them. They exist to take on the wishes of the community directly, to facilitate an
understanding of those wishes among other Govenmuent departments, and to let those other
departments run with those concerns; in other words, they are acting as facilitators and not as
fully fledged Government departments running off doing all the things that Government
departments do.
This can be illustrated in this year's Budget by the South West Development Authority,
which has taken on the role of almost every other Government department; for instance,
sport and recreation, and tourism. That may be one area where development authorities need
to look at becoming facilitators and not authorities which say to the community, "We have
AIMfl-7
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done all of this," rather than sitting in the background assisting Government departments to
get on and do the job. I am sure that the Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority will
take on and nry to facilitate areas of development. My concern is the one raised by Hon
Nornan Moore relating to social development. I am not sure that the original intent of
development authorities - although I know they have taken it on - was to develop functions
that other Government departments could reasonably perform.
One of the areas about which [ have expressed concern - and it is important that the National
Party express its concerns - relates to the size of the board of this authority, which will have
10 members. We are in the process in this House of enlarging the board of the South West
Development Authority from three to seven members, and the Mid-West Development
Authority and the Great Southern Development Authority both have seven member boards.
This Government should explain why it needs a larger board for this authority when the
Great Southern Development Authority, for instance, ranges through to Lake Grace; it covens
a large area.
I acknowledge that the splitting of advisory boards has been wise. We have one for the
goldfields and one for the Esperance-Ravensthorpe area. These are rather diverse areas, and
we must agree with the appointment of the advisory committees.

[Questions without notice taken.J
Hon MURRAY MONTGOMERY: Last Friday, while driving home, I became very
interested in a radio program. A gentleman was being interviewed by an ABC rural officer
from an expo in Kalgoorlie. The person being interviewed was the acting director of the
Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority. I thought that strange because the legislation
had not been passed. I wondered how anyone could act in that role when the Bill had not
been passed. I will be interested to hear an explanation by the Min-ister.
An Opposition member: The Minister for what? There is no authority.
Hon MURRAY MONTGOMERY: I suppose the person interviewed is the acting director of
the proposed Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority. Perhaps the Minister can
inform us exactly what role the person being interviewed plays. How is that person being
paid? Which department pays that person?
I taped the interview because I intended to listen to it again. I think I could get the officer's
name ftom the tape if the Minister wishes. We have a problem when a Government pre-
empts legislation. The Opposition might alter the legislation. What would the Government
do if the Opposition deleted the provision in the Bill for a director?
Hon Graham Edwards: What areas are you proposing amendments in?
Hon MURRAY MONTGOMERY: I said it would be interesting, as an acting director has
been appointed.
Hon Graham Edwards: I thought you said you would,
Hon MURRAY MONTGOMERY: I said it would be interesting.
Hon George Cash: Panic would probably be the first thing to happen.
I-on Graham Edwards: No-one has been appointed as director. That will be done once this
legislation is passed.
Hon MURRAY MONTGOMERY: It is interesting that we have an acting director.
Hon Graham Edwards: He is employed under the Office of Regional Development and not
by the Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority. He cannot be employed by the
authority as the legislation has nor gone through this House.
Hon Barry House: There is a Budget allocation for the Goldfields- Esperance Development
Authority.
Hon Graham Edwards: Yes, I will deal with that.
Hon P.G. Pendal: When you can think of an answer.
Hon Graham Edwards: I can think of an answer. You cannot eat your cake and have it too.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
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Hon MURRAY MONTGOMERY: I am sure the Government is trying to eat its cake and
have it too. It has an acting director for the Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority,
and I am sure that somewhere along the line he has been paid. It will be interesting to know
who pays him. There is a Budget allocation for the Goldfields-Esperance Development
Authority.
Hon Graham Edwards: -1 would be happy to tell you that.
Hon Barty House: He was paid out of the allocation to the Department of Regional
Development and the North West, but that will change once this legislation is passed.
The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Murray Montgomery is interjecting on the Minister and
Hon Barry House in their private discussions. I would prefer to bear Hon Murray
Montgomery.
Hon MURRAY MONTGOMERY: Thank you. Mr President. I have no doubt that the
Minister will have an opportunity to have a few words later and I will be interested in what
he has to say on the issue of where the money is coming from. As I indicated, the National
Party supports this B ill although it has some reservations about the appointment of the
members to both the advisory committee and the board. I trust that we will not see, as my
colleague Hon John Caldwell indicated, appointments with obvious political connotations,
but that the appointees will be positive and forward thinking people who have the interests of
that area in mind and who will attract development to it. These regional areas are crying out
for development and opportunities exist for development to take place. People are willing to
invest and all they need is a catalyst, a facilitator to point them in the right direction or to the
right Government department. The National Party supports the Bill.
HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) (5.26 pm]: My direct interest in the goldfields area
stems from 1973 when I spent a year living and working in Kalgoorlie. In recent times I
have taken a direct interest in this legislation as spokesman for regional development for the
Liberal Party. The area of regional development has become a real dog's breakfast over the
last few years because we have seen legislation to establish four regional development
authorities: The South West Development Authority; the Geraldton Mid-West Development
Authority; the Great Southern Development Authority; and now we see the Goldfields-
Esperance Development Authority. There has been a lack of consistency between these
development authorities and the activities of the Government in determnitng what areas of
the State should or need to go down this path. For instance, we find that the Great Southern
Development Authority does not have its own Minister. [ have asked many times why that is
so, but I have not received a satisfactory answer.
Hon Graham Edwards: But it does.
Hon BARRY HOUSE: I cannot see any major reason for the differences between the South
West Development Authority, the Geraldton Mid-West Development Authority and the
Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority. I suspect that it has political connotations.
The other inconsistency lies in the size of the boards. We saw in the second reading speech
that this development authority was to be modelled on the Geraldton Mid-West Development
Authority. Of all the existing authorities I applaud that as probably the best model.
However, that authority has a board of seven and the Goldfields-Esperance Development
Authority is to have a board of 10 with two advisory committees.
A Bill to amend the South West Development Authority Act is currently before the House.
It attempts to set up a separate area advisory committee in addition to the advisory committee
to the authority, and its board will be expanded from three to seven. We approve of the
expansion of the board, but we have very real reservations about the legislation as it is
framed in termns of the extra area advisory committees. The difference between the
Goldtields-Esperance Development Authority legislation and the proposed amendments to
the South West Development Authority Act is that the two area advisory committees will
service two different areas. The South West Development Authority has been canvassed
widely, but the problem is that the proposed amendments are not specific; they are very
general. The amendments are unwanted and unnecessary. Why not have development
authorities in other areas such as the central wheatbelt area? A lot of work has been done by
the Avon Development Foundation and that would be a perfect base to establish a regional
development authority. However, that organisation, for all its good, hard work, has got
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nowhere with its representations to the Minister for Regional Development and the Premier.
Its requests have fallen on deaf ears even though it has indicated very clearly that it is
prepared to get in and help itself. It will not rely totally on the handout of dollars.

Hon Murray Montgomery: That must be the trouble; they midght achieve something.

Hon BARRY HOUSE: The Government would not want that. This is an area in mural crisis
and it is crying out for a positive effort and for assistance in terms of decentralisation. The
aim of regional development must be to decentralise some of the activities away from the
very crowded and large metropolitan area. I too support the establishment of the Goldfields-
Esperance Development Authority along the lines of a community driven and locally based
organisation. As long as it performs the tasks as a facilitator and coordinator - I know those
words have been used before - and it provides the catalyst for certain developments in the
area then it is doing its job. As long as it acts as a vehicle for decentralisation it wil be doing
its job. However, the Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority would do well to heed
the warnings that have already been given by several speakers today, but which deserve
further mention in order to emnphasise the need to avoid some of the problems experienced in
other areas; for example, die excesses of some of the other development authorities, and I
refer especially to the South West Development Authority, which now has a staff of 38. It
was suggested that the number of staff would be reduced by three, but there appears to be
some confusion in this area. We are led to believe that the number of full time equivalents in
the South West Development Authority will be 31.2. The political misuse and abuse of
development authorities is well documented and the Goldfields-Esperance Development
Authority would be wise to avoid these things if it wants to become an effective organisation.
Without doubt some of the other development authorities have become shopfronts for the
Labor Party.

Hon Mark Nevill: Which ones?

Hon BARRY HOUSE: I refer particularly to the South West Development Authority in
election mode.

Hon Mark Nevill: Under the current chairmanship?

Hon BARRY HOUSE; I can give plenty of examples of activities by the South West
Development Authority leading up to the elections in 1986 and 1989, and during the
by-election in my electorate in 1987 when I won the seat.
Hon J.M. Brown: Those sonts of things could be said about the north as well under
Sir Charles Court.

Hon BARRY HOUSE: The Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority will not achieve
its aims if it becomes involved in all aspects of the communicy, as other development
authorities have tended to do. These development authorities claim credit for every cent
spent in the area through existing Government departments. We get used to glossy brochures
full of the achievements of die South West Development Authority or some other
organisation.

Hon Mark Nevill: It sticks in your craw.

Hon BARRY HOUSE: Those supposed achievements include money spent on schools,
hospitals and roads, and of course that money would have been spent anyway through the
normal Governent departments. It is a fallacy for these development authorities to claim
credit for all these facilities. I conclude my warning by reminding the Government that the
people of Western Australia are not gullible; they have seen through the activities in other
areas and they will no longer wear this type of approach. They have become very cynical in
these matters and the Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority would do well to steer
clear of those activities.

The question of duplication has also been mentioned and it has become a real problem for the
Public Service in this State which, by and large, does a very good job. The Goldfields-
Esperance Development Authority must concentrate on its role as facilitator and coordinator
and not become involved in activities which are the province of other Government
departments, and particularly local government. T1here are many examples, certainly in the
south west, of duplication of roles in community services, sport and recreation, small
business development, tourism and local government.
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I advise the Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority to make sure that its accounting
procedures are correctly set up. The South West Development Authority had problems in
this area for a period which culminated in severe criticisnm of its annual reports by the
Auditor General, who exposed its shoddy accounting procedures. It has taken same time to
correct thai situation. The Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority would be wise to
get its house in order before such problems arise.
I note that it is proposed in the legislation that the board shall have 10 members. I hope that
when the Minister responds he will clearly indicate why the Goldfields-Esperance
Development Authority board needs 10 members. The Minister should also explain why it
should be different from the other authorities which have a standard membership of seven.
Perhaps there is a good reason for it, but on the surface it appears it will create an unwieldy
organisation that will present problems further down the crack.
T'he separate area advisory committees for the Esperance-Ravenstharpe area are different
from the committees proposed in legislation covering the establishment of the South West
Development Authority. It is noted specifically char the legislation before the H-ouse will
establish a separate area advisory committee for a separate region. I accept that, because it
has been accepted by local authorities in that area. I believe it initially received a lukewarm
reception from people in the Esperance and Ravensthorpe area, hut they came to the
conclusion that they would be part of this system whether they liked it or not so they decided
to go along with it. In the case of the legislation relating to the establishment of the South
West Development Authority local authorities did not know the precise details of the
proposals until they were provided with that information by the Opposition, and they were
not in favour of them.

I also question the legitimacy of the method of establishing these authorities. It pre-empts
the parliamentary process and presumes the acceptance of the legislation by the Parliament,
not only the general Bill but specific provisions of it. I question, as did I-on Murray
Montgomery, what the Government would do if the Parliament amended certain aspects of
this legislation. For instance, if we were hell bent on changing the size of the membership of
the board from 10 to seven, which would be a reasonable and responsible move, how would
the Government deal with the appointments it has already made? I do not know whether it
has appointed 10 members, but it has certainly appointed some board members, advertised
for and appointed staff, and sought and paid for premises. I ask the Minister to clarf that
situation. It is nor as though it happened yesterday or last week. The legislation has been on
the Notice Paper for a long time, and it came to my notice when I was in Kalgoorlie in June
that the positions had been advertised and appointments had been made. This method of
appointing people and establishing organisations before parliamentary approval has been
given parallels other problem areas for the Government; I refer to the State Employment and
Skils Development Authority, which has already been established illegally. Reference has
also been made to the Health Promotion Foundation. That fund exists in name only; it does
not exist legally.
Unfortunately, this is consistent with the attitude which has got this Government into so
much trouble over the last few years and which has seen the Government's approval rating
among the people of Westemn Australia plunge to about 22 per cent because of its
involvement in WA Inc. This has been brought about by the Government's assumption that
the views of the Executive are all that matters. The Government has forgotten that the
Executive is born our of and is responsible to the Parliament. That attitude led to the
Government's making the property deals on the Terrace chat have cost the taxpayers of this
State hundreds of millions of dollars. The same sort of attitude prevails with thisBill. The
Government is refusing to learn what accountability really means. I chink members opposite
have worked our how to spell accountability but they do not canry their responsibilities any
further than that.
I have already referred to the confursion in the whole situation, and that confusion was
reflected clearly last week when we were considering the Estimates. The Deputy Premier
also happens to be the Minister for Goldfields, but as yet he does not have a department. Thle
money required to establish this authority has come from the budget of the Department of
Regional Development and the North West, but that department will soon disappear as a
separate depantment- To add to the confusion, the Goldfields-Esperance Development
Authority was dealt with in the Budget papers as a separate item. That reinforces my
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original comment that the whole affair is a bit of a dog's breakfast and needs to be cleaned
up very quickly.
Tis eill will, if nothing else, at least legitimise the authority and clear up this confusion.
The authority will play a valuable role in the development of the goldfields-Esperancc region
if it sticks to its charter. We have already heard from other speakers that there is a huge
potential for die authority to become involved in that area and to do a constructive job. If it
does not, and if it follows the path of the bureaucratic excesses of other development
authorities, with their duplication, political abuse and shoddy accounting procedures, this
authority will lose credibility very quickly and will not achieve what it is being set up to
achieve. With those warnings, I wish the authority well, and indicate that we will be
watching its progress very closely over the next few years.
HON MARK NEVILL (Mining and Pastoral) [5A43 pm]: I support the Bill, which
establishes the Goldfields-Esperance Development Authority. I believe this authority will
only be as successful as the board that runs it. It will provide a good resource for the people
of the goldflelds-Esperance region, and the people who will be on the board will be the
people who will develop the ideas to broaden the economic base of the goldfields. I do not
believe the Government will play a major role in deciding whether this authority is
successful; that will have to come from the people of the region, particularly the people
involved in industry.
There is no doubt that, for a long time to come, the industrial base of the goldfields will rest
on miniing. Mining is reasonably diversified, and there is potential for the development of
other mineral resources in the goldfields. For at least the next 100 years mnining will
continue to drive the economy of the goldfields region. Agriculture will be a secondary
industry in the goldfields and the main industry in the Esperance-Ravensthorpe area.
The Government can contribute in a real way to broadening the industrial base of the
goldfields by keeping the cost of power and water as low as possible. If we can get the big
items correct, we can rely on the local people to establish new industries in the goldfields.
At the turn of the century there were many industries in the goldfields. A foundry was
operating on Boulder Road - probably the biggest foundry in Australia - and a tannery was
operating at Coolgardie. There were many other industries, which over the years have been
taken over by other industries, amalgamated into conglomerates, and often shut down in
favour of a factory in another area. In recent years we have seen the closure of the brewery
in Kalgoorlie. That brewery was quite successful; however, a predator, the Swan Brewery,
closed down that small brewery and kept the trademark of the brand names so they could not
be used in the goldfields. This authority will have the capacity to help redevelop many of the
small industries in the goldfields.
During the period that I have represented the Esperance area, along with Hon Julian Grill and
Hon Jim Brown, we have done a lot of interesting work with local enterprise initiative
groups, with Ernesto Sirolli and Brian Wmloughby.
Hon DiJ. Wordsworth: How many are still there?
Hon MARK I'EVILL: That was a tremendous success. Two of the more successful
industries, the smoked tuna and the Esperance sashimi industries, suffered because of a
factor outside their control; namely, a further reduction in tuna quotas. That program
demonstrated that we cannot go into an area and impose ideas on people. We have to
encourage people to develop their own ideas, and, to use Emnesto Sirolli's phrase, we must
help them realise their own dreams.
To a large extent the future of the goldfields will be involved in education. The Western
Australian School of Mines, which is a world renowned institution, and the Kalgoorlie
College, are two very good facilities. Those institutions will play a larger role in training
because of the Federal Government's Training Guarantee Act. Training will further develop
the skills of people in the goldfields. I read an article recently which said that automobile
workers in Japan have about 350 hours of training compared with automobile workers in the
United States, who have only 60 or 70 hours of training. The training provided by those
educational institutions will be an important ingredient in the success or otherwise of
developing an industrial base in the goldfields.
The announcement made yesterday at the Premiers' Conference of an intention to establish a
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national rail authority will assist in developing the goldfields. At the moment at least thiree
different rail authorities operate between Perth and Sydney, and different shifts and different
crews are working under different conditions. I believe that with that national scheme in
place, rail freight costs across Australia can be reduced quite considerably. Kalgoorlie is
ideally placed as a hub. We already have a standard gauge rail down to Esperance, as well as
a standard gauge rail north to Leonora, and at the cost of some $500 million, which is the
cost of a jumbo jet, that rail line to Leonora could be upgraded and a further line put through
from Leonora to Mt Newman.
Hon Barry House: flow much was that estimate?
Hon MARK NEVIILL: Five hundred million dollars.
Hon Barry House: You could buy two jumbo jets with what you have lost in the last few
years.
HeIn MARK NEVIOLL: Hon Barry House's speech was very petty, as were most of the
speeches from the Opposition, and was full of pious nonsense, just as his interjection was. If
he wants to contribute something to this State I suggest he lift his game a little.
Hon Harry House: You have a lot to pay back before you start -

Hon MARX NEVILL: The member is absolutely pathetic.
HeIn N.F. Moore: What a puerile statement to make.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon J.M. Brown): Order!
Hon MARK NEVILL: I will endeavour to ignore those petty shots in future, Mr Deputy
President. I thought the member was asking a genuine question about the cost; but it was not
a genuine question, it was a typically petty question to lead into his having a shot. The
member heard what [ said in the first place.
Hon Barry House: So it was not real money that you lost.
Hon P.O. Pendal: No, it was just paper money.
Hon MARX NEVLLL: If Ron Barry House had any interest at all in this Bill he might pay
attention. The estimated cost of building a railway line from Kalgoorlie to Newman is about
$500 million. That railway line would pass through an area of tremendous mineral
potential - the nickel deposits at Leinster, Mt Keith and Yakabindie, the uranium deposits at
Yeelirrie, the vanadium deposits at Barrambie, and there are also chrome deposits in that
area. The area right through to north of Wiluna, has gold potential, and as soon as a railway
line goes through, a corridor of land within 100 kilometres of the railway is made highly
prospective, The Newman to Port Hedland railway can be linked to the Dampier railway,
and that is included in the $500 million estimate; and Karratha and Porn Hedland can be
linked with Sydney, Perth and Esperance with a standard gauge railway. I believe that
should be examined.
These days when those sorts of propositions are put to the bureaucrats they say, "You must
justify the cost", and perhaps we must in many cases, but it is often a chicken and egg
situation because without the railway many industries will not develop. In the speech made
by the Chief Justice on the occasion of the centenary of responsible Governent in this State,
he mentioned that the Budget in 1890 involved borrowings of $11 billion in today's terms,
and those borrowings were for the railway line from Perth to Bunbury, the port developments
up and down the coast, and numerous otheir public works. Often Governments must be
prepared to take the plunge to invest in some of these national assets, and in the majority of
cases they would pay for themselves over time. There are tremendous prospects in linking
the nickel deposits in the goldfields with the Pilbara iron ore deposits and perhaps setting up
a specialist steel mill in the Pilbara to produce stainless steel and various chrome and
vanadium steels, but the economics of those sorts of things would have to be investigated.
Another area in the goldfields which I feel has a great deal of potential is the timber industry.
At times in the last 100 years up to half a million tomnes of wood have been cut each year to
use in power generation, for condensers, and for timber in the mines. Cutting at that rate is
probably not sustainable. I have had discussions with the regional officer of the Departnment
of Conservation and Land Management in Kalgoorlie, Ian Kealley, who is a forester. He
believes that 200 000 tonnes of timber production a year is sustainable in the goldfields.
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Hon N.E. Moore: It might upset Shyama Peebles again.
Hon MARK NEVILL: 'That does not particularly perturb me. There are a variety of
hardwoods in the goldfields which are quite splendid. During the Depression, in Wiluna
bentwood chairs were made out of the local timber. In recent times Americans have visited
the goldfields and selected 20 or 30 different varieties of wood to be taken back to America
to test for the manufacture of musical instruments. The goldfields timbers are very dense
because they are very slow growing. I believe there is potential to develop fine wood
industries in the goldfields as well as a fairly large timber industry based on the salmon gum,
a specimen of which the Speaker planted at the front of Parliament House the other day.

To return to the point I made earlier, I believe the Government has a role in reducing the big
costs such as freight, power and water costs; but the success or otherwise of the Goidfields-
Esperance Development Authority will depend on the entrepreneurial skills of the people in
the goldfields, particularly the people on the board. I believe it will be a very strong board. I
saw the list of 20 or 30 applicants for that board and I thought all of the people who
nominated for a position on the board would be worthy appointments. Those who nominated
and were not successful should not see that as any reflection on their abilities.

Finally, I believe many authorities - particularly these sonts of authorities - and many small
groups which are set up have a great deal of enthusiasm for six or seven years and then rn
out of steam. Not all of them are statutory bodies, but in the case of the regional
development authorities there is probably a good case for a sunset clause to be included in
the legislation so that after five or six years the legislation can be reviewed to see whether the
authorities have run out of ideas and are not serving any purpose. I do not think that is
absolutely essential, but Governments must assess these sorts of bodies after a certain rime
and if they have mun out of ideas and are not generating the sorts of activity they are set up to
carry out, we should have the courage to disband them and perhaps create more appropriate
structures to develop the regional areas.

I support the Bill and wish the board and the staff of the authority every success in the
coming years.

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm
HON D.J. WORDSWORTH (Agricultural) [7.30 pm]: I must admit that I, like the
Esperance Shire Council, was rather cool on the proposal for a Goldfieids-Esperance
Development Authority. It took the Esperance Shire all of six months to be persuaded by the
Governiment to participate in a joint organisation with the goldfields. This lack of interest
was due to the fact that the district felt that little development would proceed in Espe-rance in
which such a body could participate. If Esperance needed a development authority, it was
some 30 or 40 years ago when a Labor Minister of the day was hawking Esperance land at
one shilling an acre, not to Australians, but to Americans. That was the Wise Government.

Hon Graham Edwards: It is a little like the Pilbara.

Hon D.J. WORDSWORTH: It was Mr Wise's Government.

Hon P.G. Pendal: The Pilbara did very well under a Liberal Government.

Hon D.J. WORDSWORTH: The development which has occurred followed naturally,
although at one time Esperance did want an abattoir industry in the area. All that remains of
that development, which was a contribution to Esperance by Labor Governments, is a six
foot stone containing a plate indicating that it was opened by Mr John Tonkin. The
cooperative scheme was killed when Mr Julian Grill was the Minister for Agriculture
because the Government refused to honour its pledge to guarantee the development.

I was somewhat surprised recently by information I received after I had asked the Minister
for Lands about the Government's policy regarding land release. That is a major issue in
Esperance, being a new land development area. The Chairman of the Environmental
Protection Authority, Mr Carbon, made a knee jerk decision that no more land releases
would occur in Western Australia. However, it took the Minister for Lands three months to
correct Mr Carbon's statement. I am gla to see that she finally did so, even though it was
not done in this House where questions were asked of her three times; the announcement was
made in the Press.

The time for the development of the Esperance area has gone. This authority was opposed
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by the local shire because council members visited other areas and saw the politicking which
went on with some of the other development authorities.

Esperance and the goldfields have very little in common. It is interesting chat the goldfields
was opened up via Esperance from Adelaide; Esperance was the port and Adelaide was the
financier.. That fainm of development was killed off when the railway from Perth went
through to Kalgoorlie and did not go down to Esperance. From that stage the connection
with the goldfields waned. Kalgoorlie is a mining district and Esperance is an agricultural
district; these are two separate cultures with two different groups of people. The railway line
between these areas used to cart nickel and salt, but it is used very little these days.
Esperance is not the port to the goldfields as many people believe. Esperance may be a
seaside resort for the people of the goldfields, but the train service is a joke. The drivers are
carried by station wagon to the mallee in the morning, they hop on the train and drive it to
Esperance. In the evening the drivers bring the train back to the mallee and are carted back
to Esperance to sleep. That is the only connection between the districts apart from the
bitumen road. Many people from the goldfields come down to Esperance for their holidays,
but the two districts have very little common ground.

Esperance is part of the south coast region and has a great deal in common with
Ravensthorpe, Jerramungup and other agricultural areas; these areas have similar problems.
Therefore, the Esperance Shire Council does not see many benefits in the establishment of
the (Joldfields-Esperance Development Authority.

The shire council finally gave in to the proposal, yet it is not convinced that it will benefit
from it. The shire won a larger contribution to the advisory committee; it is to be amply
represented, and I hope that we will see some benefit accrue to the area. We have always
had a person from the relevant department in Esperance, and that person has always done a
very good job. A need exists for the coordination of Government services, and I am not
decrying that principle. However, I do not see a place for a large Government authority such
as the development authorities established in other areas. These authorities seem to be ever
ready to operate on the political front. In Albany the development authority sent down a
helicopter and took some magnificent photographs of the area. It then had a half-hour launch
of the authority and the best photographs were used for Labor Party advertisements.

Hon P.C. Pendal: Blimey.

Hon D.J. WORDSWORTH: The authority produced beautiful brochures which must have
cost at least a dollar each. The authority asked members of Parliament whether they would
like some additional copies and the Labor candidate - a local school teacher - ordered 10 000
of them which she distributed in the electorate in the fortnight before the election. It is said
that the authorities are established for non-political purposes, but we do not want to get
involved with the aspects demonstrated in the example I gave. That is another reason that
Esperance does not want to join the authority. However, the authority will be established
and I wish it the best. We hope that we can benefit from it.
HON GRAHAM EDWARDS (North Metropolitan - Minister for Police) [7.38 pm]: I
thank members on both sides of the House for their contributions and for their support of the
Bill. The support was qualified in that some members claimed to support the establishment

- of the development authority, yet they seemed to take great delight in demeaning, the work
which had been done.

Hon R.G. Pendal: We have seen the way in which you misuse these things!

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: The-member did not even bother to speak on this issue!-

Some members demeaned the work of people who do a very good job in the regions
operating under their charters. I was disappointed to hear complaints by Hon Barry House,
who continually delights in having a go at people who are not in this House and cannot
respond directly to his attacks on, and allegations about, them.

Hon Barry House: How many times do I have to say that my comments are not directed at
the individuals.

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: The member claims that regional development is a dogs'
breakfast, and then says how popular the authorities are!
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Hon Barry House: You are responsible for regional policy.

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: How can the member bring those statements together? All
that members opposite have done during the course of this debate is to demean people who in
my experience are working in the best interests of this State.

Hon P.G. Pendal: Only those who are your mates.

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: Pushing aside all of the froth and bubble on the top of the
speeches that came from members opposite, I detect some support for regional authorities
generally.

Hon N.F. Moore: Why do you always overreact?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: I detect some encouraging support for the proposal to
establish an authority that will look after the goldfields-Esperance region. I will now address
some of the specific points raised in the more positive parts of the debate.

This Bill is not retrospective and nothing has been done to anticipate to a great degree the
deliberations of this House. The work has been done as part of a division of the Department
of Regional Development and the North West. Nothing can be done to anticipate the passage
of this Bill through the House other than that which has been done in other instances with the
establishment and evolvement of regional authorities. That work would not suggest to
people that this legislation will be passed. The only area I can find where separation has
occurred is in the Estimates. Everything else has been done under the umbrella of the
Department of Regional Development and the North West. No appointments have been
made, despite the claims by members opposite. The staff are employed by the Department of
Regional Development and the North West.

A pertinent question asked was, why do we need to have a board of 10 in this authority when
we have less in other areas served by regional development authorities? We heard diverse
comments from members opposite. Hon John Caldwell suggested the authority should
involve itself more in tourism and a conflicting comment by Hon Barry House was that it
should not be involved in tourism.

Hon Barry House: I didn't say that at all.

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: The member did. He should read his speech. He should settle
down; I am not having a go at him. He should not be so temperamental and sensitive.

Hon P.G. Pendal: You are a number one joke.

Hon GRAH-AMv EDWARDS: I have advised Hon Barry House to read Mansard.

Hon P.G. Pendal: You are politicising the development authorities.

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: During the course of debate I sat here and listened intently to
what was being said. 1 did not harass members opposite but endeavoured to accept that they
knew something about which they were talking and to learn something. I suggest that would
be a good thing for Hon Phillip Pendal to do.

IHon P.G. Pendal: I missed that insult.

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: Obviously the region has a great degree of diversity.
Hon John Caldwell made a comment about tourism and a conflicting point of view was put
forward by Hon Barry House. It does not matter whether the conflict is in the area of
tourism, mining, pastoral development or electricity generation, the important thing is that
we are putting into place a framework that will give local people the opportunity to deal with
these issues and to address some of these problems in a way which will see the resolution of
many difficulties by local input. One of the most important things about development
authorities is that they give local people with the knowledge of their region and its resources
the opportunity to pull together in an endeavour to address the matters in their region.

Hon Nonman Moore said that the Bill had been unduly delayed by the Government. This
Bill was introduced in this Chamber on 19 September and, if memory serves me right, during
that period we had a two week recess, and then one week was devoted entirely to the
Estimates Committees. There has been no undue delay in this House. I cannot comment on
why the Bill was in the other place for so long, or on matters raised by Hon Ian Taylor in his
own electorate. I suggest that Hon Norman Moore take Hon Ian Taylor to task for those
comments.
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Hon NPF. Moore: I already have.
Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: I hope that Hon Noran Moore received the answers he
wanted.

Hon N.F. Moore: My comment on the delay was in the context of Mr Taylor's comments.
The Minister must acknowledge that we did not delay the Bill.
Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: I agree with the member. This House did not delay the Bill,
although members have certainly given the point a good bearing this afternoon.

The proposed authority will service the area covered by the Shires of Dundas, Esperance,
Ravensihorpe, Coolgardie, Laverton, Leonora and Menzies and the City of Kalgoorlie-
Boulder. I know of no other area of this State which is as diversified as those areas. It is
impossible to compare those areas with the areas sewved by the Geraldton Mid-West
Development Authority, the South West Development Authority and the Great Southern
Development Authority. They are all different regions with their own geographical
difficulties, their own industrial idiosyncrasies, and their own make up. None is directly
comparable with the other. However, it is true to say that the goldfields-Esperance area is by
far the most diverse and that is one of the reasons it will have the two advisory bodies put
together as they have been. The existence of two advisory bodies is in my opinion a
reasonable basis for a board of 10. One needs a bigger board to service properly both of
those advisory bodies. It is terribly important for the success of the Goldfields-Esperance
Development Authority - I am sure that everyone in the House hopes that it is successful -
that those advisory bodies are representative of the total area they seek to serve. It would be
far better to go in with a board of 10 given the nature of the work and the challenges they
face. If it is found by the board of 10 that it has a few more than it needed - I do not think
that will be the case - it would be better to have a few too many than not enough.

Hon Norman Moore said that he could not understand why the authority might want to get
involved in social issues and referred particularly to a point in the Program Statements which
indicated that the authority would give consideration to the position of women in that region.
For as long as I can remember, Kalgoorlie has been identified as a man's town. Many
women who accompanied their partners to Kalgoorlie over the years and who worked in that
region had difficulty comning to terms with the challenges that the region placed in front of
them. I am sure that many families left Kalgoorlie and settled in other areas of the State,
probably city areas, because women found it too difficult to contend with many of the
problems with which they were confronted. Over the years, many women have raised that
point directly with me.

It is terribly important that, when looking to the future of Kalgoorlie and of the whole region,
we attempt to address those women's issues and other issues in which women have set a
lead. I would hate to think that we only looked to the future of Kalgoorlie as an area that
might one day be a major industrial area of the State. We have to consider much broader
issues than that and it is appropriate for the development authority to give consideration to
social matters also. In my view, the authority would make a grave error if it addressed only
those issues which are restricted to economic and industrial development.

A number of problems and difficulties associated with the region were raised in this debate.
As I said earlier, the best people to assist in addressing those problems and to meet the
challenges are the local people who will be on the board of the development authority and
the advisory commnittees. Hon Norman Moore said a fair bit about the former Goldfields-
Esperance Regional Development Advisory Committee. Hie complimented it on its work and
complimented also the people who were *involved in it. I suggest that any community based
organisation is only as good as the people who serve on it.

Hon NPF. Moore: There is no question about that.

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS: I hope that the people who eventually serve on the board and
on the advisory committees will be representative of that area and of the tremendous
enthusiasm and taent that is available in that area. If so, they will contribute a tremendous
amount to the development of that whole region. I look forward to the work that those
people will do and to the contribution they will make. I am confident that the selection
process will pick the right people for the job.
A number of other general issues were raised. I think I have touched on the two major ones;
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tbat is, the retrospective issue and the suggestion that this House was being taken for granted.
I assure members that it is not being taken for granted. The only separation that has been put
in place at this stage has been the separation in the Budget papers in which the authority was
shown as a separate entity. As I said, the Bill will not come into operation until it is assented
to by the Governor and nothing can be done until that happens. Everything that has been
done to this stage has been done under the banner of Department of Regional Development
and the North West.

There is no doubt that members will want to discuss other matters at the Committee stage or
that that is the appropriate time to deal with their comments. In the main, I thank members
for their support of the Bill and for their contributions.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

STATE EMPLOYMENT AND SKILLS DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY BILL
Assembly's Message

Message from the Assembly received and read notifying that it had considered the
amendments made by the Legislative Council and that it had agreed to Nos 1, 2, 3, 4, 9, 10,
13, 25, 26, 28, 36, 39, 40,41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46,48, 49, 51, had agreed to Nos 38, 53, and 54
Subject to further amendmnents, had disagreed to Nos 5. 6. 8, 11, 12, [4, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19,
20, 21, 23, 27, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 47, 50 and 52. and had substituted amendments,
had disagreed to Nos 7, 22 and 24 and had made further consequential amendments in which
amendments the Legislative Assembly desired the concurrence of the Legislative Council.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS DUTY AMENDMENT BILL
Assembly's Message

Message from the Assembly received and read notifying that it had made the amendment
requested by the Council.

NMcCUSKER REPORT - ROTH WELLS LTD

Premier's Statement

Debate resumed from 4 September.
HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [8.01 pm]: I
move -

That the report be noted.

Members will be aware that on 30 August the Premier made a statement in the Legislative
Assembly on the Report of the Inspector on a Special Investigation into Rothweils Ltd
pursuant to the Companies (Western Australia) Code part VII. The report was duly tabled in
this House and this is the first opportunity we have had to consider it. Members will be
aware that following the tabling of the report on 30 August the Legislative Council met on
Tuesday, 4 September in order to consider a certain motion and also to consider the
Government's statement on the report. To this date the report has not been dealt with.

In the ensuing period all members would have had the opportunity to consider the content of
the report and the ramifications which flow from it. The Opposition has had the opportunity
to put together a small task force which was specially convened to examine the McCusker
report into the collapse of Rothwells. Tonight I want to present, in general terms, to the
House the conclusions of the task force into what is kiown as the McCusker report and to
advise the House how that task force approached its work and, indeed, the reasons for some
of the conclusions it has drawn. I make it clear to the House that the report I will seek the
leave of the House to table at the conclusion of my comments does not try to explain all the
reasons for the Rothwells collapse. Clearly, that would be an impossibility for the
Opposition, with its limited research facilities. It does not claim to have completed its
investigations into the McCusker report, but it does claim to put into a coherent perspective,
which can be readily understood by the Western Australian community, the various matters it
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believes need further investigation. The report I will table is free of the conifusion of items
such as 'puts" and "calls" and it could be said to be a road map which takes us through the
highways and byways of the unfortunate Rothwells landscape.
Any report dealing with matters of a technical or financial nature is likely to obtain
anomalies or occasional errors of fact. This is accepted in the Opposition's assessment of the
McCusker report. Similarly, no matter how objective we or anybody else might endeavour
to be, background influences cause us to adopt a perspective or a bias. In evaluating the
McCusker report we have found some bias. We are not saying it is improper, nor are we
attacking Mr McCusker personally for this. In fact, there is in the report a clear statement
which recognises the competence of Mr McCusker as a professional practitioner, and that
should be remembered by all those people who, no doubt, in due course will seek to claim
that the Opposition is attacking Mr McCusker personally.

Members will see that in the report the Opposition has been as courteous as possible in
respect of both Mr McCusker and others who worked with him in compiling his report.
However, the facts of the mailer are that there have been some significant oversights and
omissions and we, as members of this Parliament, have a duty to identify these and ask that
they be explained by the Government. The Opposition, in its report, does just that in very
simple terms. The errors and omissions are not all small. In monetary terms they total as
much as the McCusker report reported on. That is the other half of the story and it is
coincidental that the items which have been omitted from the report inexorably lead to
Government Ministers of the day in each case.

A great deal has been said about the terms of reference of the McCusker inquiry and how
they were set - whether they were broad or narrow or, as a consequence, whether there
should be a further inquiry. The Premier is firmly of the view that there has been enough
inquiries and that Mr McCusker's report has said all that needs to be said about Rothwelis;
that is, that the Government was misled. That is the claim the Government makes every time
it comments on the Rothwells saga. The question to be answered is whether the claim of the
Government that it was misled is tine.

I ask members to look at how the terms of reference were formulated and at McCusker's
interpretation of them. We know that the draft of the terms of reference for the McCusker
inspection was prepared by the Government of the day, particularly by the then Premier,
Mr Peter Dowding and the Attorney General, Hon Joe Berinson. They were subsequently
compiled by solicitors acting on behalf of the Government.

Hon J.M. Berinson: We have said on innumerable occasions that that is incorrect. Why do
you keep repeating it?

Hon GEORGE CASH: Because I believe there is evidence to show that the Government's
claims cannot be substantiated.

Hon J.M. Berinson: You can't have any evidence, because your assertion simply is not right.

Hon GEORGE CASH: I ask the Attorney General to allow me to continue and perhaps I can
give him an indication of why I make that assertion.

I suggest that the terms of reference were complied by Robinson Cox, a firm of solicitors
which from time to time has acted for the Government, and they were presented to the
National Companies and Securities Commission which, in turn, considered them and
accepted them. Mr McCusker discusses the terms of appointment in chapter I of part I of
his report and it is important I repeat that the terms of appointment were subsequently set by
the NCSC under part VUI of the Companies (Western Australia) Code. The two relevant
paragraphs were as follows -

(a) all matters concerning the affairs of Rothwells during the period commencing I
January 1985 and ending 31 December 1988 ("the said period") with particular
reference to those matters associated with or contributing to the failure of Rothwells;
and

(b) all matters concerning the affairs of the corporations listed in Schedule A hereto
which relate to or are connected with the affairs of Rothwells and, without limiting
the generality of the foregoing, relate to dealings with money or other property real or
personal emanating from Rothwells whether by way of loan, purchase or otherwise
and whether directly or indirectly during the said period.
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MoCusker says at page 4 of the report with regard to the first paragraph (a) -

The subject matter of the special investigation, as stated in paragraph (a) of the terms
of reference, is very broad indeed,

[ put it to the House that Mr MeCusker in unequivocal tenns took a broad view of his tenns
of reference. He goes on to state that he was aware of and took into account the National
Companies and Securities Commission inquiry into Rothwells. With regard to paragraph (b)
of the terms of reference, he states at page 4 of the report when justifying the examination of
corporations not on that list -

My view is that any question concerning the affairs of Rothwells during the period
specified was within my terms of reference, even if the question also related to the
affairs of some other corporation, the name of which did not appear in the scheduled
list. In the end, that view was accepted.

Mr McCusker had no qualms when expanding his inquiry into corpora misdemeanours
relating to Rorhwels. The essential question is why he did not evenhandedly take the same
view when confronted by the eventuality of Government misdemeanour in regard to the
management of Rothwells.
Hon Tom Helm: Was it a whitewash?
Hon GEORGE CASH: I want Hon Tom Helm in due course to consider the report prepared
by a task force that has reported to the shadow Minister with responsibility for WA Inc and
the Leader of the Opposition. Hon Tom Helm can then work out for himself whether he
believes it is a whitewash. I want to adopt a more serious attitude to the whole report
because to claim it is a whitewash in my view reflects on the individual. That is not the
purpose of the exercise.
Hon B.L. ]ones: Then you do not agree with the members of your party who said it was a
whitewash?
Hon GEORGE CASH: Hon Beryl Jones will have an opportunity to read the conclusions
that the Opposition has reached and she in trm can reach her own conclusions as to whether
the report was adequate, the terms of reference were too narrow for a proper inquiry to take
place, and whether it is necessary for a further inquiry to be held into the events surrounding
not only the collapse of Rothweils, but also all the other evidence tendered to the inspection
but which was not used because it was claimed it was outside the tenns of reference.
Mr McCusker notes in chapter 1 that the National Companies and Securities Commission
had recently concluded a private hearing into the matter and that a report was to be published
shortly by the commission. The McCusker inspection had access to that report. Chapter 7 of
the NCSC report is entitled "Rothwells after October 1987". in that chapter it reviews a
paper prepared by one of the directors, Mr David Hurley, that was distributed to all other
directors on 13 November 1987. It is a particularly significant document because it not only
states the financial plight of the company, but also identifies the ghastly fate of the then
recently bequeathed $150 million guarantee by the Westemn Australian Government to the
National Australia Bank on behalf of Rothwells Ltd.
As we shall show in the accompanying report, which I will table, it is clear that the
Government then undertook, through its Ministers and public servants, a decisive
management role in the operations of Rorhwells from October 1987 through to its final
demise. What does the NCSC conclude in relation to the management of the company
during that period? It concludes -

The Board of Directors does not seem to have proper regard to these accounts over
the period. No proper financial restraints were put in place nor was there any attempt
at orderly liquidation at a proper time so as to minimise the losses. Despite Hurley's
suggestion of an intensive assault on the 16 main loan investments, this had to wait
until the liberation provided by the Dalleagles purchase.

The conclusions of our task force report speak for themselves. However, I will read to the
House the conclusions we have arrived at to date in our investigation and analysis of the
report.

Hon Tom Helm: Is it a signed report?
Hon GEORGE CASH: I will personally see that Hon Tom Helm is given a copy of the
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report so that he can study and analyse the content and, I hope, in due course make same
constructive comments.

Hon Tom Helm: Is it anonymous?

Hon GEORGE CASH: It is compiled by an Opposition task force.

Hon Tom Stephens: Were any of them not Liberals?
Hon GEORGE CASH: I did not ask them for details of their political persuasions, but some
may have been members of the Labor Party. The conclusions are -

1.0 Conclusions:
We demonstrate in this Report that the McCusker Enquiry into the fiancial
collapse of Rothwells is inadequate for the following reasons:
1. It does not review a number of relevant financial transactions which in

themselves total more than those that were examined. Those that were
omnitted depended on substantial involvement and authorisation by
senior Government Ministers.

2(a) On 25 October 1987, executives of Rothwells, Government appointees
to Rothwells' management and some Ministers of the Government
knew of the overwhelming liquidity problems of Rothwells. It is
probable that they were unaware of the Company's insolvency on that
date.

(b) At the same time the Government guaranteed a $150 million loan for
Rothwells by the National Australia Bank (NAB) and appointed one of
its senior public servants to the Company. He presumably had
unfettered access to know its trading and financial position.

(c) The NAB $150 million loan facility was drawn on immediately which
is understandable given the financial plight of the company.

3. However, by 13 November 1987, the same executives of Rothwells,
the Government appointee to Rothwells and the senior Government
Ministers became aware of the probable insolvency of Rothwells.

4(a) During the period 11-19 November 1987, senior Govenrnment
Ministers orchestrated and directed deals with Robert Holmes a Court
that were primarily driven by a need to launder $50 million of
immediate cash to Rothwelis from SOIC.

(b) The then Premier lied to Parliament in regard to the borrowings that
were necessary to complete these deals.

(c) Government borrowings and immediate provision of cash to Holmes a
Court also assisted Holmes a Court. So there were actually two
rescues.

5(a) By mid-Decemnber 1987, the Premier and senior Ministers of
Government were well aware, despite the rescue, that Rothwells was
insolvent. This is no t what they told the McCusker Enquiry.

(b) The Burke Government made a decision to carry on and endeavour to
find monies in Government instrumentalities to make up, rather than
to admit, the loss of its $150 million guarantee to NAB.

6. The Burke Government and subsequently the Dowding Government
conspired with selected elements of business and administrators of its
own government agencies to contrive a number of bogus deals, such as
the PICL project, over a six month period when it was known to them
that Rothwells was insolvent. The prime motive was to extinguish its
NAB debt, it failed.

7(a) As a consequence there is a case to answer for corruption of
Government.

(b) There may also be a case to answer under the Companies Code by
Ministers that were involved in directing Rothwells.
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8. The McCusker Enquiry either did not address or did not adequately

deal with fundamental and conspicuous items associated with the
Rothwefls collapse, such as:

(a) Government loss of $150 milion by way of the NAB
indemnity.

(b) Whether individual Ministers were de facto Directors of
Rothwelis when they had reason to know it to be insolvent.

(c) Whether Ministers exerted undue influence on Government
instrumentalities such as the GESB and SOIC in ensuring that
monies were transferred through to Rothwelis via contrived
business deals.

(d) The $50 million loan from Holmes A'Court's Bell Resources
to Rothwells.

(e) Tipperary Development's $50 million to Rochwells in
exchange for property deals.

Hon J.M. Berinson: Does the report give evidence for these conclusions?

Hon GEORGE CASK: I will table a copy of the report shortly and the Attorney General can
make up his own mind.

Hon J.M. Berinson: How many pages is it, roughly?

Hon GEORGE CASH: It is 50 to 60 pages.

Hon J.M. Berinson: Are you saying that all of these conclusions have their supporting
evidence in about 50 pages?

The PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon GEORGE CASH: I believe the report justifies the conclusions that I am now giving to
the House. I continue -

(f) Dempster's $50 million settlement in regard to the PICL project.

(g) The PICL project settlement with both Connell companies and the
Bond Corporation companies.

9. On a balance of reasonable probabilities, the corruption and maladministration
that followed from the Rothwelis fiasco are obliged to extend into the present
Lawrence Government administration. It will be ongoing. There are at least
the two cases relating to:

(a) the $500 million Bond Corporation damages suit, and

(b) the SOIC indemnity on Bell Group shares.

Members who were able to listen to the statements of the member for Armadale last week -
the Leader of the House in the other place - will be aware of some of the comments that he
made in respect to the Goverrnent's intention to call a Royal Commission or not call a
Royal Commission. He said, referring to members of the Opposition -

Members opposite can rant and rave and yell every Wednesday from now until the
next election and it will not do them any good. Let rme put this on record: It is the
case that the Governm-ent is hurt politically in the eyes of the people by not calling for
a Royal Commission. We accept that that is the truth.

Members will be able to see from our report that an open and free ranging inquiry into the
Rothweils fiasco would be disastrous, in fact cataclysmic, for the Western Australian Labor
Party. I believe that after members of this House have had an opportunity to consider this
report they will be able to reach the conclusion that the task force has: That because of a
lack of information the Government has caused in so much as it refuses to fully and properly
answer many of the questions that have been put to it by the Opposition, it has put us at some
disadvantage when considering the McCusker ]report. Clearly the Opposition has not had the
benefit of all the evidence taken by Mr McCusker. However, on the evidence made available
to us, we believe these conclusions will stand the test of time.
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I say to the Governiment: Consider the report that I table in this House in good faith. We
believe that there is a significant need for a proper examination of the total scene rather than
the narrow terms of reference that constrained special investigator McCusker, and that if that
wide ranging inquiry rakes place then perhaps once and for all we may get answers to the
questions that have been asked in this place for so long.
I summarise as follows: Firstly, this is the first rime that the Legislative Council has had an
opportunity to discuss the McCusker report. We have discussed in part the statement handed
down by the Premier and discussed to conclusion a motion dealing with the general
McCusker report. However, this is the first time the report itself has been available to the
House for comment. Special investigator MeCusker was given a narrow brief to inquire into
Rothwelis and, in particular, into Mr Laurie Connell on matters prior to the stock market
crash of October 1987. He clearly did not investigate in great depth the scandals of post-
October 1987. It is said that the brief was designed to get Connell. In fact, that is a point
that has already been conceded by one former Labor Cabinet Minister and is acknowledged
by others in the community, both in Government and in the Civil 'Service.

I put to the House that the real cover-ups that we have been talking about in this place, and in
another place, for many months were likely to have been committed by Ministers and by
Government agencies working under their direction. It is clear that the Government lost
hundreds of millions of dollars of taxpayers' money. The extraordinary inept investment and
political decisions made during that period were nothing short of sensational. Despite those
matters being brought to the attention of the inquiry, the McCuskeir report does not report on
them adequately even though they have cost Western Australians hundreds of millions of
dollars. Why this has not led quite namurally to a Royal Commission is a mystery to most
people. It seems to me that the Government does not want that Royal Commission because it
continues to want to hide the actions of some of its Ministers and, indeed, some of the public
servants who have acted at the direction of those Ministers.

I have said previously in this House that WA Inc and all that goes with it will not go away,
and until the Government is prepared to address the total WA Inc question the stain that is
now spreading across Western Australia will continue to spread. I ask the Government to
consider once again our call for a Royal Commission with adequate terms of reference so
that once and for all the people of Western Australia can learn the truth about the
Government's dealings in what is now known as WA Inc.

Hon Tom Helm: A Laurie Connell commission.

Hon GEORGE CASH: That is where I differ from Hon Tom Helm. He apparently is
directed to say that the Royal Commission should be a Laurie Connell Royal Commission. I
say that the Royal Commission should expand itself and look at the wider picture, and should
have clear and adequate terms of reference to enable it to do that.

I seek leave of the House to table a report entitled "Analysis and Recommendations on the
Volume 1 Report of the McCusker Inspection of Rothwells Ltd", compiled by the Opposition
task force on the Rorhwells inspection, and dated October 1990.
Leave granted.

[See paper No 676.]
HON TOMI HELM (Mining and Pastoral) [8.32 pm]: I am surprised that I am being called

upon so early, and I apologise if I have taken somebody else's place, but it is a reflection of
the way the House views this motion and of the way the House will behave in regard to this
motion.. The McCusker report has been the subject of a lot of discussion in the -community,
of newspaper headlines, and of a lot of debate in this place in various reports and
condemnations of our leader, and various other things; yet when it comes down to debate on
that report, what do we have? A member of the Labor Parry is to be the next person to speak
on this motion. That is most unusual and was not planned for.

Hon Barry House: Not by your leader.

Hon TOM HELM: Not by this House. It is recognised in this place that members of the
Opposition will have the first opportunity to respond to an Opposition motion, and will get
two bites at the cherry, and we may get only one bite, but that is understandable, and there is
nothing wrong with that. On an issue as important as this one, we would imagine that the
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opportunity for anyone on the Government side to have a go at the cherry would be
reasonably minimal, so here we go!

Last Thursday, when I got back to my constituency, a letter was delivered to me about the
issue of blocking Supply and the responsibility of the upper House and the Liberals and the
apprentice Liberals -

Hon ET! Chariton: We have now got our ticket.

Hon TOM HELM: Hon Eric Chariron has now admitted the fact that he is a real honest to
God Liberal! He said he has a membership ticket of the Liberal Parry. It is not that we are
surprised by that. We are surprised only by the fact that his two colleagues remain silent on
this issue.

Hon George Cash displayed much emotion in making his contribution to this debate but he
really did not have much to say. I wonder whether that is because the people in Maylands
and Fremantle are thinking about what is going on with the McCusker report and about how
the Government feels about the issue.

Hon E.J. Charlton: Not too comfortable.

Hon TOM HELM: Very uncomfortable. The Government is unicomfortable with the
McCusker report. Nobody could walk away from the McCusker report and say it was a
whitewash or -

Hon Peter Foss: It is an error of judgment - only a slight error of judgment.

Hon TOM HELM: Is that the MeCusker report or the Government?

Hon Peter Foss: The Government.

Hon TOM HELM: The Government has admitted there has been an error of judgment and
that some mistakes have been made. So it leaves the Government very vulnerable and open
to a lot of criticism from the Opposition. But what did we get? We got a very impassioned
attack on the Government because of its handling of the McCusker report. Hon George Cash
did not say anything about a whitewash. He did not say anything about the involvement of
former Premiers, Deputy Premiers or Ministers in putting their hands in the till. He did not
address that issue. He said McCusker had limited terms of reference. I am glad that no-one
in this place has responded to the fact that someone in the other place used the word
"whitewash". That left that person at odds with his own leader in that place, and with the
Leader of the Opposition in this place, who has already said that be recognises the
importance of the McCusker report.

Hon E.J. Charlton: We are just waiting for the next saga.

Hon TOM HELM: So are we all.

Hon E.J. Charlton interjected.

Hon TOM HELM: Hon Eric Chariton responds very readily to this report.

Hon PMH. Lockyer interjected.

Hon TOM HEL.M: I wonder why Hon Phil Lockyer and his mate Laurie want a Royal
Commission.

It is appropriate to mention a letter that I received from a constituent. Thle letter is
anonymous because [ have whited out the name of the person who wrote that letter, but I can
produce that person.

Hon P.O. Pendal: Is that your little bucker job?
Hon TOM HELM: A little one? Hang around; the member is in for it. This letter is from a
constituent of mine who is a prospector.

Hon Barry House: How do we know, if you have whited out his namer?

Hon TOM HELM: I can produce him. I have whited out his name for the purpose of this
exercise, in the same way as the member's leader produces anonymnous docunents.
Hon H.J. Chariton: You condemned him.

Hon TOM HELM: I do condemn him, but I will produce to any member of this House the
person who wrote this letter.
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon J.M. Brown): Order! Would you kindly address your
remarks to the Chair.

Hon TOM HELM: I will produce the person, who is not ashamed of this document.

Hon E.J Chariton: Give us his name.

Hon TOM HELM: Why should I? Why can't the member's leader? I will produce that
person,
Hon P.O. Pendal: Mr Berinson is very grateful for your assistance.

Hon TOM HELM: He will be. This person is not frightened. He is a prospector. He does a
bit of scavenging for gold now and again.

I worry about that. The interjections are to do with Royal Commissions. The McCusker
report is on the Notice Paper, and we have one speaker for the Opposition who wants to
make some comment about that report. We have to be vulnerable. The McCusker report is
well recognised as a report into Rothwells. The Opposition is right. Nobody from the
Opposition wants to get up and say that it is a whitewash. I wonder why!

Hon P.O. Pendal: Do you think it was?

Hon liL. Jones: We chink it is an excellent report.

Hon E.J. Charlton: That is right.

Hon TOM HELM: It was a wonderful thing for this Government. Only one spokesman
from the Opposition has got up to speak on it.

Hon E.J. Charlton: You have been talking about nothing else in this place for 12 months.

Hon TOM HELM: This has to be, without exception, the best chance the Opposition has. I
would not want to be in the place of members opposite, and I shall never be in that place.
This item on the Notice Paper has to be the best chance for the Opposition to give the
Government a hard time.

Hon Murray Montgomery: Can you cut out the emotion and get to the point?

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon J.M. Brown): Order! It is not fair to the members or to
Hansard, and it is certainly not in accordance with the rules of debate, to have this cross-
Chamber chatter. We are giving consideration to the McCusker report, and I ask the
honourable member to direct his remarks to me.

Hon TOM HELM: I cake your advice, Mr Deputy President;, I shall be glad to. I wonder
why only one member of the Opposition is talking about a Royal Commission? I wonder if
it has anything to do with a Press release of 31 October 1986 which talks about Bill Hassell,
who is no longer a member of another place, and his replacement by somebody else? It talks
about the fact that 18 people were summoned to a meeting with Mr Cornnell.

Hon P.H. Lockyer: They didn't get summoned anywhere.

Hon TOM HELM: There were 18 people.

Hon Mark Nevill: We know that.

Hon TOM HELM: I wonder if it has anything to do with the fact members opposite do not
choose to speak about the circumstances which bring us to this situation so that we can talk
about it-

Several members interjected.

Hon TOM HELM: We know that members in another place have described the McCusker
report as a whitewash. In another place it was the Leader of the Liberal Party. Liberal Party
members would feel embarrassed if I said he was the Leader of the Opposition, which he is
not.

Hon Sam Piantadosi: Eric is the deputy.

Hon TOM HELM: Members opposite are very quiet over this issue, but I do not put them in
the same bracket as members of the Liberal Party when we talk about a Press release dated
1-2 November 1986. It talks about the exposure of divisions in the Liberal Party. It is to do
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with Cannell sending for people from the Liberal Party to see him in his office in
St George's Terrace to explain his activities. It was obviously something to do with
Rothwells which we as a Government found embarrassing, but I am sure the Opposition will
find it more embarrassing.

We can go to the next Press release of 15-16 November 1986. It talks about the sharpening
of knives in the city. It says -

Despite Opposition Leader Bill Hassell's refusal to attend a meeting in the city office
of merchant banker Laurie Connell, 18 of his 32 colleagues decided to go.

The official line is that few of those who made the journey down the Hill knew that
Mr Hassell objected to meeting Mr Connell anywhere other than at Parliament
House.

But it seems most Liberal MPs who went already knew of Mr Hassell's stand.

The point was made that Mr Hassell objected to meeting Mr Connell anywhere except at
Parliament House. Members can imagine a leader of a Government or a leader of an
Opposition in any place would be entitled to do that. It seems most Liberal members went
against Mr Hassell's objection. The article said the knives were out.

Hon P.G. Pendal: The knives are blunt. This is four years old. This is devastating stuff!

Hon TOM HELM: Somebody in the Liberal Party is aware of what I am talking about.

Hon N.F. Moore: You will get the No 2 spot on your ticket.

Hon TOM HELM: We have to make sure the thing is right.

Several members interjected.

Hon TOM HELM: I am sure members opposite feel embarrassed. I anm sure members of the
Liberal Party are embarrassed. The reason they have not got up to talk about this item on the
Notice Paper. I am bloody suit -

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon TOM HELM: I apologise for that. The reason is something I did not figure out myself;
one of my constituents in Port Hedland pointed it out to me. It sticks out.

Hon Mark Nevill: They know what you are going to say.

Hon TOM HELM: That is clear. The headlines are "Hassell dumped. Macinnon ini". The
article says -

Mr Hassell said influence had been exerted against him because of criticism of
Mr Connell in Parliament during debate on the Fremantle Gas and Coke deal.

After that criticism, a big group of MPs, including Mrt Macinnon, met with
Mr Connell. Mr Hassell refused to attend.

Hon P.G. Pendal: It must have been a long dinner break tonight.
Hon TOM HELM: Was the member there?

Hon P.G. Pendal: No.

Hon TOM HELM: The member showed some loyalty, not like some of his comrades.

Hon P.O. Pendal: You were sitting on the fence.

Hon TOM HELM: Next is The Sydney Morning Herald of Wednesday 26 November 1986.
The headline is "WA leader deposed'. It says -

Earlier this month some of Mr Hassell's colleagues warned that he had made a
mistake by refusing to join them at a meeting in Mr Connell's office to have the deal
explained.

I am just pointing to parts which have been drawn to my attention. I figure that the
Opposition is embarrassed about this. It would cause us in the Government a great deal of
embarrassment.

Hon P.H. Lockyer- Have you ever heard of the Dog Act?
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Hon TOM HELM: Tell me. I bet the member feels as sick as a dog.

Several members interjected.

Hon TOM HELM: If I were in the position of members opposite I would feel awful.

Hon P.G. Pendal: Tomorrow morning you will feel awful.

Several members interjected.

Hon TOM HELM: This is The A ustrallan Financial Review of 26 November 1986. The
headline is "WA Liberals axe H-asseli" and the article continues -

Mr Hassell made clear his anger towards Mr Laurance, saying the new deputy "did
not understand the meaning of the word loyalty", and that his election was a
"disaster".

But in delicate phrasing, he also blamed his sudden downfall on his strong opposition
several weeks ago to the Government's purchase of the Fremantle Gas and Coke
company.

This deal, which was arranged by Laurie Cornell's Perth-based merchant bank,
Rothwells, aroused a vehement Liberal attack alleging that the Government had paid
too much and handled the purchase naively.

Another headline from The West Australian of 27 November 1.986 reads "Connell: Hassell is
yesterday's news". Then The Australian Financial Review of 17 December 1987 has a
headline "'Connell factor' shakes Libs". It would probably be boring to read its
accompanying article. Fo~owing that through, and taking the point of view of my
constituent, who cannot know and does not understand what these Press releases mean, it
becomes clear; and Her Majesty's Loyal Opposition chooses to have only one speaker on this
very important item. I just wonder why the Opposition do it.

I would lie the House to consider the reason the Opposition does that, and to consider this:
Part of Connell's attack on the Liberal Party was because in 1987 Rothwells was under
attack from the Liberal Party. ConneDl said that the Liberal Party and various money people
in St George's Terrace had attacked him and undermined the value of Rothwells. That is
what he said in 1987. Since then the Leader of the Opposition in another place and certain
members of the Opposition in this place have said they knew the whole Rothwells saga was a
disaster. They knew the accountant, the person who audited the books of Rothwells, was
selling them funny money. They knew that Rothwells was not as it appeared to be. They
knew what McCusker would say before he reported. They knew in 1987 that Rothwells was
a solid brick, and that is what it was. It was no place for their clients to involve themselves,
it was no place for their clients to invest their money.

Hon E.J. Charlton: How come you were all sucked in?

Hon TOM HELM: Correct - I wonder! Has Hon Eric Charlton read the McCusker report?
Hon E.J. Charlton: I think I know more about it than you do.

Hon TOM HELM: So after reading the McCusker report, does Hon Eric Charlton reckon the
annual audits were phoney?
Hon E.3. Charlton: I reckon you are all phoney for believing all this.

Hon TOM HEL.M: That is all right. Hon Eric Charlton is allowed to be a little bit sick about
this episode. He is allowed to not make a contribution to this debate, because like members
on the Goverfnent side he was led astray. Certain members of the Liberal Party - I do not-
include the National Party, because they are puddings and go with anybody; the National
Party, being the apprentice Liberals in this House, would not need to be consulted with or
told about it - on the evidence, and as my constituent says -

Hon Peter Foss: Why did the Government hide the fact it was investing in Rothwells?

Hon TOM HELM: That is a good question. I wonder why Hon Peter Foss, who knew in
1987 that it was a phoney deal, did not say so.

Hon Peter Pass: Hon Peter Foss did say so, but -

Hon TOM HELM: Hon Peter Foss is on record.
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Hon Peter Foss: Answer my question.

Hon TOM HELM: I will answer the question in this way: On 18 September. in answer to an
unruly interjection by me - namely, "When did you know?' - why did Hon Peter Foss say -

A long time ago. I knew within a month of Mr Burke becoming Premier that he was
a croak, but I will not go into details about that.

In another unruly interjection I said -

You are not allowed to say that.

Hon Peter Foss replied -

I can, he has left the Parliament.

Hon Muriel Patterson was in the Chair at the time and I must say she was very understanding
with me, because I also said -

Hon E.J. Charlton: I cannot understand what is going on.

Hon TOM HELM: Hon Eric Charlton cannot understand what is going on, but the Hansard
reporter will pick it up. I cannot blame fools. How can anyone blame fools for their
position? However, I can blame those people who are culpable.

Hon Peter Foss: That is a good one.

Hon TOM HELM: To quote further from the Hansard transcript of 18 September, I again
interjected on Hon Peter Foss and said -

Will you say that outside the Parliament? If you knew, why did you not tell people
then, I wonder.

Hon Peter Foss: I didn't invest the people's money in Rothwells, did I?

Hon TOM HELM: Let us get this back together. Hon Peter Foss knew a crime was being
committed; he knew some falsehood was taking place. He is recorded in Hansard of
18 September as saying that he knew Brian Burke was a crook. Did Hon Peter Foss say that?

Hon Peter Foss: Yes.

Hon TOM HELM: Well, knowing that he was on the nose a bit, that he was a bit iffy -

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Ganry Kelly): Order! It may assist the conduct of this
debate if Hon Tom Helm directed his comments through the Chair.

Hon TOM HELM: Mr Deputy President, knowing that there was some illegality going on -
and Hon Peter Foss is a lawyer in real life; I am not. I am a rigger in real life. Hon Peter
Foss, a member of this House elected by people who wanted him to represent them,
answered my interjection by saying -.

No, I will not, and the member knows why.

I did not answer that, and Hon Peter Foss went on to say -

I was bound then and am still bound by the fact that I cannot tell the circumstances
under which I know because of client confidentiality.

Mr Deputy President, I ask you: Are we members of Parliament with a duty to our
constituents? Do we have a duty to the law abiding people of this State, or are we bound to
client confidentiality?

Hon Peter Foss: In 1983 1 was not a member of this Parliament.

Hon TOM HELM: This was in 1987.

Hon Peter Foss: In 1987 1 was not a member of this Parliament.

Hon TOM HELM: Of course; therefore, Hon Peter Foss tells us he knew an illegality was
taking place but because of client confidentiality he was not able to tell anyone that the law
was being broken. I tell my own son that a person should not commuit crimes and that if a
person is committing a crime he should try to stop it or report it.

Hon Peter Foss: We were not party to the crime, we were victims of it.

Hon TOM HELM: But Hon Peter Foss knew a crime was taking place. What Hon Peter
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Foss said in the Hansard transcript of 18 September is that a crime was taking place, he
knew it, but he was bound by client confidentiality.

Hon Peter Foss: Yes.

Hon TOM HELM: Somewhat like die accountant mentioned in the McCusker report who
was paid by Rothwelis, and who could not declare to this State or to anybody because he was
bound by payment from Rothwells; but Laurie Connell knew.

Hon E.J. Charlton: Do you realise you will probably have to read this tomorrow?

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!

Withdrawal of Remark
Hon PETER FOSS: Mr Deputy President, I am not sure whether the member is suggesting I
am guilty of some impropriety or have acted properly. If he is suggesting I am guilty of
some impropriety I ask that he withdraw the remark.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Garry Kelly): If that was the imputation I ask Hon Tom
Helm to withdraw. I confess I did not hear the remarks complained of.

Hon TOM HELM: If I suggested any impropriety I most certainly will withdraw. All I am
doing is referring to what is in the Mansard transcript.

Debate Resumed
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I think it would assist the conduct of the proceedings if
the honourable member would address his remarks through the Chair.

Hon TOM HELM: Very well, Mr Deputy President.

Hon P.G. Pendal: Hon Beryl Jones is trying to attract your attention - she has a white coat
for you.
Hon TOM HELM: She always does attract my attention - she is a very attractive lady.

What Ilam bringing to the attention of the House is this - and this touches the McCusker
report and is very important: I think all of us have pored over the McCusker report to try to
find out what has happened. I think the Leader of the Opposition has made some valid points
and I was surprised that that was all he said. I am surprised also that only one person has
spoken for the Opposition. I suggest to the House - and that is all I do; I would not impugn
anybody - that that is because the Opposition has more to be ashamed of than I have. [ think
the McCusker report should be noted by this House.

HON J.M. BERINSON (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) (9.00 pm]: Like the
Leader of the Opposition I will be brief in my comments on this matter. The Leader of the
Opposition has invited us to consider the paper prepared by the Liberal task force. Of
course, as soon as we are able to have a copy of it that paper will be considered. We will
look in particular for the evidence that is claimed to support the conclusions that have been
quoted. Until such time as we can give it that consideration, any comment that I might make
can only be in a brief and preliminary way.

At first hearing, however, the least that can be said is that the summary of the task force
report does not sound too impressive. It does not appear to say much, if anything, that has
not already been alleged before many times, and answered just as often. I leave any further
comment on the report, however, to my ability to consider it, and in the meantime turn to
some of the matters which the Leader of the Opposition raised in support of the report which
he introduced to us.

It is interesting to observe that in such a short speech the Leader of the Opposition should
have relied on so much material that is clearly wrong. Almost his opening reference,
reasonably enough, was to the terms of reference which guided the McCusker inquiry. He
has again raised the allegation that the trns of reference were compiled by the Government.
Previously it has been suggested that I compiled them. Tonight it was suggested that Premier
Dowding, as he then was, compiled them with the assistance of Robinson Cox, solicitors.

Hon George Cash: Are you saying Mr McLernon had nothing to do at all with framing the
terms of reference?

Hon J.M. BERINSON: The Leader of the Opposition should listen to what I say and he will
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bear precisely. The position is that contrary, absolutely contrary, at the other extreme of the
allegations that Mr Cash makes that the terms of reference were drawn up by the
Government, I repeat, as [ must have at least a dozen times in this House, that the terms of
reference were drawn up by the National Companies and Securities Cormmission. It was not
a question of our drawing them up and the NCSC's adopting them. They were drawn up
from the outset by the NCSC. I have indicated that they were sent to me and that I made
some, but very minor, suggestions to the NCSC which were incorporated as additions, not as
deletions, as I remember it, to the NCSC draft. That is the position.

The Opposition cannot have it both ways. It cannot have the terms of reference essentially
drafted by the NCSC and modified slightly by us, and together with that have terms of
reference drawn up by the Government and agreed to by the NCSC.

Hon George Cash: Tell us about Mr McLemnon 's input.

Mon 3.M. BERINSON: Frankly, I do not remember -

Hon George Cash: You don't remember now!

Hon J.M. BERINSON: The Leader of the Opposition should listen to the rest of the
sentence. I do not remember whether I discussed the terms of reference drawn up by the
NCSC, as they came to me, with other people. Mr Cash continues to make allegations which
axe totally and completely wrong, which have been on the record as totally wrong a dozen
times, and which surely would have been corrected if there were people out there who knew
that I was wrong. There would be people who knew I was wrong and that would be the
NCSC. The NCSC would certainly have no reason to hesitate in pulling the position right if-
I had in any way misrepresented the position. I did not misrepresent the position. What I
have said before and what [ say tonight is right. What the Leader of the Opposition says is
accordingly absolutely wrong.

Hon George Cash: What was Mr McLemon's involvement?

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Garry Kelly): Order!

Hon George Cash: Why won't you address the question?

Hon R.G. Pike: The document speaks for itself.

Hon J.M. BERINSON: Which document?

Hon R.G. Pike: The one that was tabled.

Hon J.M. BERINSON: I will certainly take an early opportunity to read the document. if
the document supports what Mr Cash has been saying in this respect, it is as wrong as
Mr Cash is.

Hon P.O. Pendal: You have told us for five years we are wrong.

Several members interjected.

Hon J.M. Brown: Ignore them!

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!

Hon IN!. BERINSON: I am in a position to know whether I drew up the ters of reference;
the Opposition is not. I am telling the Opposition I did not draw up the terms of reference.
Mr Cash says something to the contrary, and he is wrong. If the report says something to the
contrary, it is wrong.

The Leader of the Opposition was equally wrong in referring to the Goverment's reaction to
the McCusker report. He misrepresents the Premier in a most serious way in the course of
giving an indication of what followed from the presentation of the report. He quotes the
Premier as saying that nothing further is needed. That again is wrong. On the contrary, on
the very day, at the very same time as the Premier released the McCusker report she also
announced very substantial immediate steps to implement the recommendations of the report
and, indeed, to take them further.

I refer in the first place to the establishment of the legal task force to pursue all the matters
recommended to be followed up by Mr McCusker himself. But that is not the end of the
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matter. The Premier at the same time also indicated that any further matters which came to
light beyond the findings of the McCusker report would be fully examined. That was not a
hollow offer; in fact we have a very substantial indication, even in the relatively short time
since, of the seriousness with which the Premier approaches that undertaking.
Members will recall that a few weeks ago a segment on "The 7.30 Report" raised a quite
limited matter relating to the State Government Insurance Commission investments. As has
become clear since, the Government in keeping with the Premyier's undertaking not only
sought a report on the particular matter that was raised by the ABC, which resulted in a very
far ranging report which has since been presented to the Parliament - presented openly and
completely - but also gave an indication of the further action which has been taken in order
to pursue some of the issues which arise from it.
Hon George Cash: Had "The 7.30 Report" not raised the matter, we still would not know.
The report was in response to allegations made on "The 7.30 Report", and the leader of the
House knows that!
Hon J.M. BERINSON: But it went much further, as the Deputy Premier indicated in the
other House, on the insistence of the Deputy Premier -

Hon George Cash: Did it talk about the $400 million that Robert Holmes a Court lent to the
SCIC?
Hon J.M. BERINSON: The point I am making is that that very example is an indication of
the seriousness with which the Govemnment approaches the undertaking which the Premier
gave at the time of the McCusker inquiry that any further matters brought to attention would
be fully pursued.
Although the Leader of the Opposition was careful, and I think right, to preface his
comments with an indication that nothing he was saying was intended to be a criticism of
Mr McCusker or of his conduct of the inquiry, there was at least an implication that
Mr McCusker did not take a broad enough view on matters which might have involved
Ministers. That is quite unfair on Mr McCusker. It is also clear from his report that the
Leader of the Opposition is again advancing propositions which are wrong. I refer in the
first place to paragraph 1.28 of the McCusker report -

No Minister or foner Minister of the Crown, nor any member of any State
instrumentality or statutory corporation, has refused to give evidence or to provide
me with information, on the basis of Crown or executive privilege, or otherwise.

Paragraph 1,.32 deals with this question most precisely; it reads as follows -
Having regard to my recommendation that Part 2 of this Report should not be
published, far the reasons already stated, I should mention that Part 2 contains no
evidence of the commission of any offence by any existing or former Government
Minister. The investigation has found no evidence which would establish the
commission of any offence by such persons.

The paragraph concludes with a sentence which I emphasise; it states -

I have been at pains to ensure that any suggestion that such evidence did exist has
been followed up, and properly considered.

Hon George Cash: The reason that those statements were made is that these matters were not
within the terms of reference.
Hon J.M. BERIINSON:.. There has been no shortage of such suggestions under the privilege
of this House, and I have no doubt that some of those suggestions must have been reflected
in matters put to Mr McCusker, either through his inquiry or other avenues. It is clear in his
report that he did not stop short in matters which may have involved Ministers. On the
contrary, he says -

I have been at pains to ensure that any suggestion that such evidence did exist has
been followed up, and properly considered.

Hon George Cash: That was in respect of evidence given within the terms of reference, not
evidence that was put to one side, and you know it.

Hon J.M. BERINSON: I do not understand the difference between evidence that was given
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independence but the fact that these people are officers of the Parliament. That is the
distinction is it not? Not so much that they are independent but that they owe their duty to
this Parliament, whereas judges and the Governor do not.
Hon J.M. BERINSON: Even accepting that reservation, although I think the analogy is in
order, the same would be said, for example, of the Ombudsman.
Hon Peter Foss: I agree.

Hon J.M. BERINSON: We last had some substantial discussion on the principle when we
looked at the Director of Public Prosecutions legislation and suggestions were made then
also to the effect that there should be formal widespread parliamentary input into the decision
making process. I opposed that in the case of the DPP, and in accepting this motion for the
purpose of allowing its consideration by the Premier, I do not move fromn that position. Had
the motion been in different terms such as requiring, demanding and so on, it would have
been impossible to accept. That is not the position we face as Hon Eric Charlton put his
motion in the form of a request, and I will support it on the basis that among other
considerations it will give the opportunity for the Premier to provide a considered response.
I repeat again that I will not be in a position to anticipate the Premier's response one way or
the other, but members can be assured that she will give a request of this nature the
consideration which it calls for.

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [9.27 pm]: I support the motion and disagree
with some of the remarks made by the Leader of the House. Obviously Hon E.J. Charlton
recognises the legal situation under the Statute as it presently stands and the constraints that
apply. His motion recognises what this House is capable of doing. The sentiments that he
expresses are very proper ones. It would seem a sensible thing for the Premier to do in any
event to make absolutely certain that this House has confidence in the Auditor General.

However, I will take up the point a little bit further that the motion is not directly suggesting
that this House should have any formal participation in the appointment - that is not the
proposition being put - or that there should be a change in the law, purely that the Premier
should consult. We should be mindful of the fact that in other jurisdictions; such as the
United States of America, appointments such as this - judicial office, ministers and
ambassadors - are subject to confirmation by the United States Senate. It is another way of
doing things and in many ways it is a good way: that is, the House of Review being involved
in the appointment of high office. It is not that the appointment is taken out of the hands of
the Executive, as the Executive is the only body than can initiate the appointment. Hon Eric
Charlton is not in any way suggesting that it be taken out of the hands of the Executive, as
was suggested in the DPP legislation. All he is saying is that there should be a proper
consultation process.

I would have thought that that was commonsense as much as anything else. Beyond that,
perhaps the Leader of the House should consider whether some formal process by way of
amendment to the law whereby the Executive continues to appoint, but that the House of
Review may confirm such appointment and he may wish to see a substantial majority of the
upper House confirming it so that we would always have the situation whereby no matter
who controlled the upper House, the Opposition parties, even in a minority, would have an
influence on that confirmation.

Hon 3.M. Berinson: Advise and consent.

Hon PETER FOSS: In the American system, it is not advice: the American system is
confirmation.

Hon J.M. Berinson: I thought you were looking to a confirmation process from what you
were saying.

Hon PETER FOSS: l am suggesting that I think that is a good idea and I think the Leader of
the House should be thinking about it because that is done in America and it has a very good
effect.

Hon J.M. Berinson: But in America they don't have the party structure that we have.

Hon PETER FOSS: That is why I was suggesting that perhaps we need to have a substantial
majority rather than a simple majority. If we had that we would end up with a situation
where it would not be possible for numbers merely to overr ide the will of the minor parties.
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In America they probably do not need to have such a situation because they do not have
whipping in the same way that we have it here.
We have to recognise that public confidence in appointments is very important. The
important thing in this motion is that it seeks to gain public confidence in appointments and I
wholeheartedly support the sentiments expressed in it by Hon Eric Charlton.
HON E.J. CHARLTON (Agricultural) [9,32 pm]:. I thank members for their support of the
motion and I also thank the Leader of the House for what appeared to be his guarded support
of it. I certainly did not take it to be overwhelming support or great enthusiasm for the
propositions contained in the motion.
Hon J.M. Berinson: When our positions are reversed, I am always happy to have support, no
matter how guarded.
Hon E.J. CHARLTON: That support could have been given for different reasons, outcomes
or benefits. This motion will benefit the people of Western Australia, not a political party or
a small group. The motion seeks to ensure that the new Auditor General is not only a person
that the Government considers to be the right person to fill the position, but is the right
person to do the job. More than ever before, it is important to ensure - it is required by the
public of Western Australia - that the person appointed to such an onerous position as the
Auditor General of this State be the right person to accept that responsibility. I will not
rehash everything that I said earlier. I implore the Premier and the Leader of this House to
respond to this motion positively because if they do not they will have turned their backs on
a proposition that would have given credibility to that appointment. That would be a
retrograde step.
I understand that the position has been advertised. At the moment, the Auditor General's
office is being run by an acting Auditor General. The Auditor General is responsible for
auditing the accounts of the many financial operations of the State ranging from very small
transactions to extremely significant ones. Therefore, it is important that the Leader of the
House does what he says he will do with a little more enthusiasm than he demonstrated in his
response to the motion.
Question put and passed.

ACTS AMENDMENT (PARLIAMENTARY SECRETARIES) BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 18 October.
HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan - Leader of the Opposition) [9.37 pm]: On
29 May, the Leader of the House advised the House in a ministerial statement that it was the
Government's intention to appoint three Parliamentary Secretaries from within the ranks of
Govermuent members of the Legislative Council. The three to be appointed were Hon John
Halden, Hon Mark Nevill and Hon Tom Stephens. In that statement, the Leader of the
House set out what the Government intends to be the duties and responsibilities of those
Parliamentary Secretaries. He said -

:,.the Parliamentary Secretaries will have the carriage of all legislation which is
initiated by the designated Minister. They may also deal with other legislation as
requested by Ministers in this House. As well as their role in Council debates, the
availability of the Parliamentary Secretaries should be of significant assistance with
the work of our new Standing Committee on Legislation.
In accord ance with Standing Orders, Parliamentary Secretaries will be open to
questions on legislation of which they have charge. It will continue to be necessary
to direct all other questions intended for Assembly Ministers, through the Ministers in
this House. Outside the House, the Parliamentary Secretaries will represent their
designated Ministers as requested and will be available to assist their Ministers in
other respects which is consistent with the fact that they are not to be sworn in as
honorary Ministers.

In general terms, that statement sets out what the Government intends for the Parliamentary
Secretaries.
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The next day, on 30 May, you, Mr President, gave a ruling to this House that the
Parliamentary Secretaries proposed by the Government would not be responsible for the
carriage of Government legislation through this House. You said -

... the carriage of Government legislation in this House is the responsibility of
Ministers and cannot be transferred to unofficial members.

Mr President, that is one very small part of your statement to the House. If I may summarise
your statement it was to the effect that you believed and, in fact, ruled, that the term
"Parliamentary Secretary" alone was not sufficient to enable Parliamentary Secretaries to
have the authority of carriage of legislation.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I keep having to call order to tell honourable members that they
are not to continue having audible conversacions. Surely I do not have to keep doing that.

Hon GEORGE CASH: Mr President, you further stated in your statement to the House that
the title of "Parliamentary Secretary" was not sufficient to give those members the authority
to answer questions which might be directed to them in their positions as Parliamentary
Secretaries. You recommended that the ruling you had given be referred to the Standing
Orders Committee for consideration and the committee was invited to report, in due course,
on your statement. Thke report of the Standing Orders Committee refers to a paper submitted
to it by the Clerk of the Legislative Council, Mr L.B. Marquet and under the heading "The
Issue" the report states -

The issue raised by the President's ruling may be stated conveniently as:

Is there any constitutional or legal impediment that prevents a member,
appointed as a parliamentary secretary, from having charge of legislation that,
'absent that appointment, would be in the charge of a minister of the Crown
throughout its passage in the Legislative Council?

The Standing Orders Committee's report considered a number of issues including
responsible Government, the second Chamber, the nature of the office of Parliamentary
Secretary, the extra parliamentary functions of Parliamentary Secretaries, the membership or
otherwise of the State Executive Council of Parliamentary Secretaries, the powers and
functions of the Executive Council and the responsibility of Parliamentary Secretaries for
legislation. Other matters were dealt with in that report, and on the final page the following
recommendation of the Clerk of the Legislative Council reads -

If it is the Governmnent's wish that parliamentary secretaries assist ministers in the
administration of their portfolios but not so as to activate the expense of office
provisions in s 44A, it is my recommendation that the committee report to the House
that s 44A be repealed and enacted ...

The details are then set out in the report which is dated 26 June 1990.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I am not going to tell honourable members again: The next
member who carries on an audible conversation will feel the wrath of the House. I am
getting sick and tired of members blatantly defying the instructions I give from the Chair. If
somebody wants to get smart about it, I will show him I am quite happy to accommodate
him.

Hon GEORGE CASH: The Standing Orders Committee reported to this House and
recommended in the terms of the recommendation suggested by the Clerk of the House. The
Government has considered the report of the committee and picked up that recommendation
and incorporated it in the Bill which is now before the House.

The Bill intends that section 44A of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act be repealed and a
new section substituted. Members with a copy of the B ill in front of them will be able to
read the words to be substituted under the heading "Parliamentary Secretaries' in clause 4.
In general terms it is not intended under the Bill that there should be a limit on the number of
Parliamentary Secretaries who can be appointed. There is no limitation as to whether those
Parliamentary Secretaries should be appointed from either the Legislative Council or the
Legislative Assembly. However, there is a limitation in so much as it is expressly stated in
the Bill that the Parliamentary Secretaries are not to enjoy a salary for the office that they are
to hold, but they shall be paid an allowance under section 6 of the Salaries and Allowances
Act.
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I indicate to the House that the Liberal Party is supportive of the concept of Parliamentary
Secretaries. It has been said in this House previously that the pressures on the three
Ministers who are required to act as full Ministers in respect of their portfolios, and in a
representative capacity in respect of other Ministers in the Legislative Assembly, are such
that they are in need of additional assistance. I am sure that no member of this House would
disagree with me. That, in itself, is a reason that the Opposition agrees to the concept of
Parliamentary Secretaries.
I have not had the opportnity to speak to all members about this Bill, but the views shared
by those members to whom I have spoken is that not to pay Parliamentary Secretaries a
salary for the work they will be required to perform will, firstly, disadvantage the members
who might be appointed to that position and, secondly, discount absolutely the value of the
work they will be required to perform. I do not intend to propose any amendments to this
Bill and I want to make it clear that the statement [ just made is a personal observation and it
is a view which is not necessarily shared by all members to whom I have spoken, but it is
certainly shared by the majority of members to whom I have spoken. For those members in
the Legislative Assembly who believe that Parliamentary Secretaries should be appointed
only from members of the Legislative Council, I put it to them that that again devalues the
office of Parliamentary Secretary. I can see the day when Parliamentary Secretaries are
appointed from both the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly.

For the record it is important to note that Parliamentary Secretaries will not have the
authority of those persons who were previously titled honorary Ministers under section 4 of
the appropriate Act. As Parliamentary Secretaries they will not be able to move an
adjournent of the House; mrange the business of the day; move, without notice, motions
relating to the business of the House;, enjoy the limited privileges which Ministers enjoy
when quoting from documents; or answer questions either with or without notice unless those
questions are directly relevant to legislation within their charge at that time.

Some limitations will be imposed on the Parliamentary Secretaries. It is also important to
make clear that the Government has stated on a number of occasions that it does not intend
the appointment of Parliamentary Secretaries to place an excessive additional burden on the
public purse; that is, they will be entitled only to allowances in respect of their office.
Questions have been raised by some people - and no doubt in due course the Minister will
reply to this point - about whether the Parliamentary Secretaries will have suites of offices
independent of the Ministers. The advice tendered to me on that subject indicates that will
not be the case and that Parliamentary Secretaries will be required to work from within the
existing Ministers' offices and within the budget set down for the Ministers they will
represent in this House. There is no need to say more on that subject.

I am pleased the Government has seen fit to endorse the concept of Parliamentary
Secretaries. This concept will grow in the years to come. Whether that will mean a
reduction in the size of the full Ministry in future will remain to be seen. Indeed, no limidt has
been placed on the number of Parliamentary Secretaries that may be appointed as years go
by.
I wish the three members of the Government who have been appointed Parliamentary
Secretaries, Hon John Halclen, Hon Mark Nevill and Hon Tom Stephens, all the best in their
new roles. I trust they will gain enjoyment, pleasure and satisfaction from the important role
they will undertake on behalf of the Government. As a member of the Opposition for the
time being I look forward to engaging in rigorous and vigorous debate with those individual
Parliamentary Secretaries on the legislation they will have carriage of from time to time. it is
a, significant step forward, not just for the Legislative Council but for: both Houses of
Parliament in Western Australia- I support the eml.
HON E.J. CHARLTON (Agricultural) [9.53 pm]: I congratulate the Leader of the
Opposition on the very adequate and detailed way in which he dealt with the whole spectrum
of the appointment of Parliamentary Secretaries. I endorse his comments and indicate that
the National Party supports this Bill.

it is a little unfortunate that the appointment of the three Parliamentary Secretaries will
involve the payment of allowances. I say "unfortunate" because it leaves open the
opportunity for people, rightly or wrongly, to comment adversely on the additional
payments. The Government in its wisdom decided to appoint Parliamentary Secretaries
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rather than take the unpopular step of increasing the size of the Ministry. It could be said
that the Government is camouflaging the situation or trying to hoodwink the people, but I
dare say it had some political reasons for making that decision. The Government will
certainly leave morn for conjecture in its decision to recompense the Parliamentary
Secretaries for expenses they incur in the operation of their duties. Undoubtedly a question
will remain in people's minds as to how the Government will deal with that aspect of these
appointments. The Government should certainly have taken that into account at the
beginning when its original proposal was made. The appointment of Parliamentary
Secretaries is a totally new initiative. The Leader of the Opposition has outlined the situation
in great detail. The only grey area in these appointments is the payment of allowances, to
which I referred earlier.

I am aware that some members have queried the role that will be played by Parliamentary
Secretaries during election time and whether they will carry out their duties in certain areas
of the State, to the exclusion of others. If the Government is to have credibility in its
decision to make these appointments, these aspects must all be acknowledged. The National
Party supports the Bill.

HON J.M. BROWN (Agricultural) [9.57 pm]: I too, together with the Leader of the
Opposition and Hon Eric Charlton, speak in support of the Bill. I join Hon Eric Charlton in
congratulating the Leader of the Opposition, Hon George Cash, for his well documented
comments supporting the legislation.

The passage through this House of the Bill providing for the appointment of three
Parliamentary Secretaries is an historic occasion. I speak in the debate because you,
Mr President, are Chairman of the Standing Orders Committee which precludes you from
commenting on this occasion. You, together with other members of that committee, which
includes me, were involved in these appointments through the determination made at an
earlier date. The Government has seen fit to introduce this Bill after giving due
consideration to the report of the Standing Orders Committee. With regard to these
appointments and the way in which the House is operating, in this instance many members
were involved in the decision making and the final presentation of the Bill after it had been
considered by Cabinet. I felt that I should comment, on behalf of the Standing Orders
Committee, on the deliberations of that committee which considered the matter on a non-
partisan basis. I look forward to an improved system operating in this House, which I am
sure will be a result of the passage of this Bill.
I congratulate Hon John Maiden, Hon Mark Nevili, and Hon Torn Stephens on their
appointment to these positions and I join with other members in wishing them every success
in their new office.

HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral) (9.59 pm]: I want to commnent in this debate,
having been a former Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet, which I acknowledge is a
different job from that which is being created under this legislation. I want to argue that,
although I support the appointment of Parliamentary Secretaries of State, I believe the
appointments should be on the same basis as that of Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet.
I acknowledge that the Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet is not appointed under any
legislation but holds a position created under the Salaries and Allowances Act which allows
the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to provide a salary for the person who holds that title.
There is no provision in the Constitution for that position. I also acknowledge that this
legislation seeks to involve the new Parliamentary Secretaries in the constitutional
arrangements of the State. Bearing in mind that those are reasonably significant differences,
I think the way in which these persons are appointed and remunerated should be in line with
the way in which the Parliamentary Secretary to the Cabinet is appointed and remunerated.

The Salaries and Allowances Tribunal ought to be given the task of determining, based upon
the duty statements prepared, an allowance and salary for the persons appointed. I do not
believe that the Premider should decide whether these persons should be paid an allowance. It
is not his or her role to make those sorts of decisions. All our salaries, allowances and other
benefits of office are determined by an independent organrisation, in this case the Salaries and
Allowances Tribunal. The same thing should apply to the Parliamentary Secretaries. It
would be necessary for the Government to provide the tribunal with a duty statement
indicating what is expected of these members. It would then be for the tribunal to make a
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decision about the allowances and any additional salary these persons should be paid. My
argument is that the allowances and salary paid to the Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet
would be the appropriate level of payment for persons appointed to these positions.
Hon J.M. Berinson: Do you know offhand how much that is?

Hon N.E. MOORE: It was about $6 000 a year extra salary in my day, so I expect it is about
$ 10 000 now.

Hon George Cash: About $18 000.
Hon J.M. Berinson: Hon Tom Stephens is interested in the possibility of Hon Norman
Moore moving an amendment.

Hon N.F. MOORE: It did cross my mind that I might move an amendment, but I do not
think the Government should use the Opposition to get itself out of the bind it got itself into
when the Premier decided not to appoint an additional Minister when one resigned and
instead appointed three Parliamentary Secretaries before finding out she could not do that,
anyway, because legislation was not in place to enable her to do so. What we are doing here
is something for the Premier, who is trying to indicate to the public by not appointing a new
Minister that she is somehow saving the Government money. That may be short sighted and,
as Hon Eric Charlton pointed out, the circumstances surrounding the decision to appoint
these persons were political. The way these jobs operate in future, and after they have been
tried for some time and we know more about what the people appointed are doing and what
their duties involve, may result in the legislation being amended to provide for the Salaries
and Allowances Tribunal to determine the allowance and salary these persons should receive.

I do not see any necessity for the abolition of the position of honorary Minister For some
reason, this Bill does two things: Firstly, it creates the position of Parliamentary Secretary;
secondly, it gets rid of the old position of honorary Minister. The last time I can recall there
being an honorary Minister was in the time of the O'Connor Govemrment and, prior to that,
the Court Government when it was decided to have additional Ministers.
Hon J.M. Berinson: I think Mr Bridge was an honorary Minister for a period.

Hon N.F. MOORE: Obviously it also occurred during the term of the Burke Government.
There are times when a Government feels it necessary to appoint an honorary Minister to do
a job. An honorary Minister carries out the job of a Minister and has responsibility for
portfolios, runs departments and does everything Ministers do except get paid the same
salary. Circumstances may be such that the appointment of an honorary Minister is
necessary for a variety of reasons. I do not think that having Parliamentary Secretaries will
replace having honorary Ministers because I do not see one as being the same as the other.

I think Parliamentary Secretaries will have the job of assisting Ministers, particularly in the
upper House, where Ministers have a greater workload than Ministers in the lower House. I
see the Parliamentary Secretaries as being assistants to Ministers rather than being Ministers
in their own right in the sense that an honorary Minister is. Will the Minister handling the
Bill indicate why it was felt necessary to dispense with the position of honorary Minister and
replace it with Parliamentary Secretaries because I think there could still be both. It would
then be up to the Government of the day, depending on circumstances, to decide whether to
appoint Parliamentary Secretaries, honorary Ministers, or both. I have no complaint about
that, if there were sufficient reasons for appointing several honorary Ministers and several
Parliamentary Secretaries; it depends upon circumstances. I am interested to know whether
we need to delete honorary Ministers from the debate.

I congratulate the three members who will be appointed to these positioras when created. -In
respect of two of those members, Hon Tom Stephens and Hon Mark Nevill, I hope that their
duties are so onerous that they are forced to spend most of their time in the city, unable to get
out to their electorates and do the sort of work they should be doing to ensure their re-
election, and that the burden of office is such that the next election in the Mining and
Pastoral Region will see the numbers reversed so that we get three seats and the Labor Party
gets two.I
HON J.M. BERINSON (North Metropolitan - Leader of the House) [10.06 pm]: I thank
members for their general support of the legislation. I think the debate requires me to
comment on only two matters. The first is the question raised by the Leader of the
AMM828

6899



Opposition, who asked whether it was proposed that Parliamentary Secretaries should have
separate ministerial suites. If I heard him correctly, I think he answered his own question
with the understanding that Parliamentary Secretaries are expected to draw on existing
ministerial staff and facilities, and that in fact is the position.
Hon Nonrman Moore asked for some justification for the linking of this new position of
Parliamentary Secretary with the abolition of the position of honorary Minister. The history
of this seems to indicate that honorary Ministers are appointed only in anticipation of a move
to increase the number of Ministers authorised by the Constitution.
Hon N.F. Moore: It does not have to be like that, does it?
Hon J.M. BERINSON: No. I think that has been the experience for some time. In any
event, the Governiment wanted to make clear on this occasion that the move to appoint
Parliamentary Secretaries was not inconsistent in any way with previous indications that it
was looking to economise, starting at the top in the general operations of Government.
When I say, "at the top" I mean in the operations of Cabinet itself. Having said that, I want
to join with other members who have spoken in wishing the proposed Parliamentary
Secretaries well. I hope Hon Norman Moore will not be too disappointed when he rwnds that
his expectations about Hon Tom Stephens and Hon Mark Nevill leaving the city are not
realised.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

Committee
The Chairman of Committees (Hon J.M. Brown) in the Chair; Hon J.M. Berinson (Leader of
the House) in charge of the Bill.
Clauses I to 4 put and passed.
Clause 5: Schedule V amended -

Hon N.F. MOORE: This is the first clause I can find that deals with honorary Ministers. I
am still not convinced that we ought to get rid of honorary Ministers. The words "Honorary
Minister" are in the title, but I guess it is not too late to amend the title. I am not altogether
satisfied with the Leader of the House's response about honorary Ministers. While it has
been traditional in the past, as the Leader of the House pointed out, to appoint honorary
Ministers at a time when it is intended to increase the size of the Cabinet, he acknowledged
when I interjected that that was not the only reason.
There could be a variety of circumstances where the appointment of an honorary Minister
may be appropriate. For example, a Minister may become ill and may be ill for quite some
time, and it may be decided that his illness is such that he is unable to carry out his duties,
and that the appointment of an honorary Minister for a period of time may be the appropriate
way to cover that problem. There may be a flaw in that proposition, but I do not see any
need to delete honorary Ministers because I do not regard Parliamentary Secretaries as a
replacement for honorary Ministers. They are quite different, as I pointed out in the second
reading debate. Honorary Ministers are Ministers for all intents and purposes, except for
saary purposes. Parliamentary Secretaries will do a different job; namely, assist those
Ministers who have an excessive burden, particularly Ministers in the upper House who
represent a whole swag of lower House Ministers with respect to their legislation.
I ask the Leader of the House to reconsider this matter to see whether we cannot come to a
better arrangement. I do not believe that the argument he put forward for the abolition of
honorary Ministers is persuasive.
Hon J.M. BERINSON: I am not in a position to change the Government's approach to this
matter, and for practical purposes we really should proceed on the basis of the package that
Parliamentary Secretaries come in. From the time that they were first suggested, the position
was regarded as a replacement for honorary Ministers, and the deliberate view was taken that
that was necessary in order to make quite clear the position of the Government in relation to
avoiding additional costs.
If the member wants to raise the question of honorary Ministers in a serious way, there are
two alternative ways for him to do that. First, he can wait on what I understand is the
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immidnent report of the Joint Select Committee on Constitutional Reform, and put forward his
view on honorary Ministers in the context of the discussion which will follow the
presentation of that report. Alternatively, he may like to consider a move to refer this matter
to the Standing Committee on Constitutional Affairs and Statutes Revision, which has
recently been established in this Chamber. We in this State have the advantage that our State
Constitution, unlike the Commonwealth Constitution, is not difficult to amend, except in
respect of entrenched provisions, so there is nothing to suggest that if a serious argument can
be made for the reinstatement of honorary Ministers that that cannot be addressed and in fact
done.
The Government does not support the retention of a position which would have both
honorary Ministers and Parliamentary Secretaries, and this Bill is consistent with the policy
on which the establishment of Parliamentary Secretaries has been based.

Hon N.F. MOORE: It seems I have not been diligent enough in my consideration of this Bill
and that clause 4, which we have just passed, contains a reference to the repealing of section
44A of the principal Act, which refers to honorary Ministers. So because we have already
agreed to that, I am too late in raising this matter, but I assure members that I do not support
the Minister's proposition. I believe- honorary Ministers should remain, and in the not too
distant future, when we are on the other side of the Chamber, I will seek to have that
reinstated in the legislation.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 6 to 9 put and passed.
Title put and passed.

- Report

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted.
Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon J.M. Berinson (Leader of the House), and passed.

EVIDENCE AMENDMENT BILL

- Second Reading

Debate resumed from 16 October.

HON MURRAY MONTGOMERY (South West) (10. 18 pm]: I indicate our support for
this B ill to amend the Evidence Act. This Bill will ensure that where a certificate is issued
by the court to a witness who seeks protection from self incrimination, that certificate
becomes a little more watertight. The intention is to ensure that the principal Act is tightened
up. I understand that we are looking at the possibility of this being used for a very short
time. Therefore, it is important to understand in what instances this Bill will make sure that
evidence can be taken and that witnesses will be put in a position where they can give the
evidence that may be required in impending cases. As I have indicated, we do not wish to
take up a great deal of the time of the House. Provided the safeguards in the Act stop a
witness from being prosecuted, except where a certificate is ruled out of order if the witness
perjures himself, we will support the Bill.

HON JA't. BERINSON (North Metropolitan - Attorney General) [10.20 pm]: I thank
members who have contributed to this debate, and I add my thanks to Hon Peter Foss who
has taken the initiative and helped to produce an acceptable amendment since this Bill was
last before the House. The Bill attempts to resolve a conflict between two principles. On the
one hand it has long been accepted that a person should not be compelled to answer
inmnmating questions. On the other hand, in order to do justice in a modem society, the
conduct of criminal trials will sometimes require persons who may themselves be guilty of
offences to give evidence on the conduct of others. Sometimes this may mean that their
evidence touches their own possible offences.-

It is not right either that a prosecution should fail, or that a person should be wrongly
convicted, because vital evidence relevant to that trial cannot be given. The present scheme
has led to injustice and requires amendment. The Government carefully considered other
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alternatives before concluding that the balancing of the policy interests to which I have
referred were best met bythe provisions of this Bill.

Hon Peter Foss has invited me to tell the House why this form of amendment is necessary
rather than a return to the common law position. That position is that a witness may refuse to
answer questions on the ground that the answer might incriminate or tend to incriminate him.
The witness cannot be compelled to answer. A return to the commnon law position was
considered, but there are serious difficulties wit that. Although the common law preserves a
right against self-incrimintation, it can work great injustices. There are very limited means by
which a court can assess the validity of a refusal. Obviously, too detailed an explanation of
the reasons for refusing to answer may lead to exposure of the very incriminating material
the witness is trying to protect. More importantly the evidence is only available for the trial.

It is not difficult to imagine a situation where the true offender may have evidence which
would lead to the acquittal of a person wrongly charged, but if there is no power to compel
the answers, the evidence is not given. A problem which more commonly arises concerns
prosecutions in the fraud area. A witness may have already been charged with an offence.
There may be a strong case against that witness based on evidence which does not in the
slightest degree depend upon the testimony given by the person as a witness in another trial.
However, the evidence of that witness may be vital for the prosecution of another more
serious offender. In this situation the prosecution may try to mrange for the witness to be
dealt with first so that he is convicted prior to giving evidence. That is not always possible.
and may cause unsatisfactory delays in the trial of the more serious offender.
The present Bill resolves those dilemmas in the interests of justice overall by requiring the
witness to testify, but it ensures that the evidence given cannot ever be used against that
person. The amendments achieve the same effect as that provided by the Companies Code.
That code requires a witness to answer questions, posed by an inspector, which may tend to
incriminate the witness, but answers given under privilege are not admissible in evidence.

Another way of overcoming the problem is that the prosecution may consider giving the
witness an indemnity. This was one of the alternatives suggested by Hon Peter Foss. There
is no statutory framework for the granting of indemnities in this State, except the provisions
of the Evidence Act presently under consideration. While it is accepted that the Attorney
General can indicate to a person that no prosecution will be brought against him provided he
can give full cooperation to the authorities and give truthful evidence, this is a power which
is and must be used with great caution.

The circumstances surrounding indemnities are generally not publicised. It may therefore
not become common knowledge that a witness has been given an indemnity, although the
fact of the indemnity might have an effect on that witness's credibility. Under the proposed
amendments, where any answers are given by a witness under compulsion, the limited
indemnity is given in open court and in a situation where the court is able to judge its effect
on the credibility of the witness.

I turn to the new proposed section I IA. This arose out of yet another alternative suggested
by Hon Peter Foss. This amendment is designed to give a court express power to prohibit the
publication of the evidence given under privilege primarily in order to protect the position of
the witness in the event that the witness subsequently stands trial. It is a sensible
amendment, as the privilege against self-incrimination may lose its effect if it is published at
some time prior to the prosecution of the witness. Such publication may well in some cases
prejudice that further trial.

An amendment to meet this situation has been distributed in my name. It is only fair to
acknowledge that its terms owe a great deal to the care which Hon Peter Foss gave to it and
to his discussions with Parliamentary Counsel. I indicate in advance that I shall be moving
that amendment, and I commend the second reading to the House.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

Committee
The Chairman of Committees (Hon J.M. Brown) in the Chair; Hon J.M. Berinson (Attorney
General) in charge of the Bill.
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Clauses I to 6 put and passed.

New clause 5 -

Hon J.M. BERINSON: I move -

Page 2, after line 18 - To insert the following clause -

Section lEA Inserted.
5. After section I11 of the principal Act the following section is inserted -

Judge may restrict publication of evidence where certificate given.
I IA. (1) Where in a proceeding a Judge gives to a person a certificate under
section 11(2) in respect of any evidence and the Judge considers that
publication of a report of the evidence or of the giving of the certificate may
tend to prejudice any prosecution that has been or may be brought against the
person, the Judge may make an order prohibiting publication of a report of or
relating to the evidence, or any part of the evidence, and may extend the order
to include a report of the fact that the certificate was granted.

(2) A person who fails to comply with an order made uinder subsection
(1) commits a contempt of the Supreme Court and is punishable accordingly
by that court.

(3) Where a body corporate fails to comply with an order made under
subsection (1) and it is proved that the failure occurred with the consent,
connivance, or authority of any director, manager, secretary or other officer of
the body corporate, or of any member of the managing body of the body
corporate, or of any person who was purporting to act in any such capacity, he
or she as well as the body corporate commits the contempt and is punishable
under subsection (2).

Hon PETER FOSS: As a preliminary point, I think the dash and the paragraphing in
proposed new section 1 IA(I) is not necessary, but I doubt whether anything need be done by
this Chamber to correct that.

As we discussed in the second reading debate on this B ill, this is not good legislation but it is
the best legislation we can manage. There are a number of competing interests and it is a
matter of trying to find the best possible way to deal with them all. None of the methods one
can pick is absolutely ideal, but the intent of this amendment is to try to offset the fact that if
a witness gives evidence of his own guilt in one proceeding, even though the law says that it
may not be given in evidence in any other proceedings it may very well be that the jury in
those other proceedings will have a recollection of that admission, will recall the fact that the
person said he did whatever it was he was alleged to have done, and will convict on that
basis.

That does not mean that there should in all cases be an order prohibiting the publication of
that evidence. It is very important that it should not be as a matter of course, and it should
not as a matter of course be assumed that there will be prejudice. So the important part is
that it is where the judge considers it may tend to prejudice. It must be a real and not an
imagined tendency to prejudice. For instance, if the judge is of the opinion that the
possibility of that person's being prosecuted on that offence is sufficiently distant and is
unlikely to cause any prejudice, I would not expect that an order prohibiting the publication
would take place. In fact, judges already use this test with regard to the rules relating to
contempt. The only difference in this test from the test for contempt under normal conditions
is that it provides not only that it may relate to a prosecution which has been brought, but
also it can apply to a prosecution which may be brought against the person. The usual rule in
contempt of court is that there cannot be a contempt until the streams of justice begin to n,
and that means until some proceedings have actually been commenced against the accused.
This does not require such a proceeding actually to have been commenced.
What can be restricted is the detail of the evidence and the giving of the certificate. I hope -
and this is certainly a suggestion I made - that, rather than prohibiting all the evidence, it may
be that the particular piece of evidence that the judge prohibits is the name of the witness. It
may very well be quite sufficient to prohibit purely that part of the evidence
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where the person gives his name, and in those circumstances all the evidence relating to what
happened can be properly published but the name of the person who gave that evidence may
be suppressed. That would be useful from the point of view of ensuring that a
comprehensible report was given so that people could understand why the person was
convicted without necessarily knowing who admitted to being the person who participated in
the event.

The important point to stress is that it is not an absolutely unlimited discretion of the judge
but one which should be exercised by the judge only where he considers it necessary for the
purposes of justice and to prevent prejudice to an accused. I must confess to a degree of
internal struggle about this. Some prosecutions are coining up shortly where I think
members of the Opposition would be very pleased to see full details published in the
newspaper, because it could be usefuil from the point of view of this Chamber. That personal
struggle occurs because one has the wish to see those details published because of the use
that may be made of them politically, against the fact of the principle which is involved. It is
obvious that the principle must take priority over what might be the personal benefits that
might come to us as members of the Opposition if there were full reporting of admissions
that people might have made.

It is an important point of principle. We are departing from a fairly important rule of law and
it is with reluctance that we agree to this amrendment, but I believe that the particular further
amendments made by the Attorney General will go some way towards mitigating the ills that
may come from a person's being forced to give incriminating evidence.

New clause put and passed.-
Title put and passed.
Dill reported, with an amendment.

STATE SUPPLY COMMISSION BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 19 September.

HON R.C. PIKE (North Metropolitan) [10.37 pm]:, The Opposition supports this Bill. We
will be moving to amend clauses 7 and 8 to make the Minister more accountable when he or
she gives a direction by having it published forthwith in the Government Gazette and tabled
within six sitting days of the House's sitting, or within six sitting days of when the House
next sits; to make the chairman of the commission stand alone and remove the Caesar to
Caesar provisions, because at present the chief executive officer becomes automatically also
the chairman; and to allow both the Western Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry
and the Confederation of Western Australian Industry to be represented on the commission.

I repeat that the Opposition supports the second reading of this Bill.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon J.M. Brown.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE - ORDINARY
HON KAY HALLAHAN (East Metropolitan - Minister for Planning) [10.38 pm]: I
move -

That the House do now adjourn.

Adjournment Debate - State Government Insurance Commission- Awards for Answers to
Questions

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [10.39 pm]: I wish to make two awards tonight -
the smart alec answer awards to questions in the House. They are to be awarded to the State
Government Insurance Commission. I have been following two lines of inquiry with the
SGIC, one related to the valuation of the Westralia Square project. I asked a question of the
SGIC which was answered as question 920 on page 6032 of Mansard. I asked -

(1) Who valued the interest of the SCIC in the Westralia Square development?

(2) When was that valuer first approached to do the valuation?
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(3) Were any other valuers considered for the purpose of that valuation?

(4) Were any of those others spoken to with regard to the possibility of carrying
out such valuation?

(5) When were each of those spoken to with regard to that valuation?

The answer I received was -

It is unclear from the question which period of time was being referred to.

That seemed a fair answer. I asked about the valuation of the Westralia Square project and
obviously there had been a number of valuations and they were not sure to which valuation I
was referring. It was a slightly clumsy question on my part; I should have been more
specific. Quite rightly. I was picked up on that. So as not to miss any of the possible
valuations I thought I would ask a more general question. Yesterday I received an answer to
this question -

(1) Has the State Government Insurance Commission ever had its interest in the
Westralia Square development valued?

(2) If so, on how many occasions and when?

(3) In respect of each such occasion will the Minister provide the information
requested in question on notice No 920?

I decided I would get all the answers in respect of valuations made in the past. The answer I
received to the first pant of the question was yes, a valuation had been made. The answer to
the second question was, once. So although I had been asked to which valuation I was
referr ing, it turned out the answer was that only one valuation had taken place. They tried to
get around the situation by saying -

The Westralia Square building No I development project was valued in the 1989-90
annual accounts at construction and land costs incurred to 30 June 1989. The SGIC
has obtained an independent valuation by a licensed valuer at 30 June 1990 for the
end of year financial statements.

Once! So despite the smart alec answer the first time which implied that lots of valuations
had been made and asking which one did I mean, there was only one. I asked for details and
the answer was -

The annual accounts are currently being audited by the Auditor General hence it
would be inappropriate to provide a detailed reply at this time.

What has the fact that the Auditor General is looking at the accounts to do with their not
being able to tell me why they have approached another valuer? What has the Auditor
General to do with it?

Hon George Cash: Perhaps that was in anticipation of a qualification of the accounts.

Hon PETER FOSS: Exactly. It is a guilty conscience showing up. We ask many questions
in Parliament and I think we probably do strain the patience of public servants. Public
servants are put to a lot of effort in answering questions. They do an excellent and manful
job. I do not have any complaint about answers to questions in general. Public servants take
their jobs seriously and do their best to make sure we receive good and helpful answers.
They consider themselves professionally bound to do the job properly. They do an excellent
job. However, the SGIC has not provided proper answers and heft is another one.

In the first instance, the SGIC- gave answers which implied there was more than one
valuation and when I found out there was only one valuation the SGIC refused to give an
answer for some totally specious reason. Furthermore I happened to ask question 1049 about
a Mr Davies. The SGIC employed Mr Davies and had him back to do some consultancy
work on various short term contracts. I referred to question on notice No 918, and asked -

(1) For what periods has Mr Davies been employed on short term contracts?
(2) In what matters and for what purposes has Mr Davies been assisting and

collating information?

(3) Who has Mr Davies been assisting?
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(4) Does Mr Davies' work include

(a) disposing of documents which are no longer required;

(b) assisting in such disposal; or

(c) making recommendations for such disposal?

I believe that is a fairly innocuous question. Part of the answer received reads -

(4) (a)-(c)

The SGIC has advised me that it strongly objects to the gross imputation in
question (4) that it is employing a person to dispose of or destroy documrents.
I am advised that the SGIC is collating information.

First of all, where is the gross imputation in asking whether a person is disposing of
documents no longer required? There is no imputation, unless - as in the answer to the other
question - someone has a guilty conscience, or a person believes there is a gross imputation,
which there is not. However, what is most interesting is that the question still has not been
answered. It has not been stated whether the gentleman is destroying documents or whether
that is part of the job. The question has not been answered. Two questions have been
evaded. Who are the people who do this? They are the people who lie to the people of
Western Australia about investments in Rothwells! Mr Rees lied to the people of Western
Australia when he said the Government had nothing to do with that, that there was no
Government involvement. The Rothwells report showed that was wrong, and once that was
shown by Mr McCusker as being wrong, Mr Rees made a clean breast of it.
Another person to whom I should refer is Mr Michell, to whom I referred yesterday. He lied
to members of Parliament in order to get a motion withdrawn about the disallowance of their
capital increase. He gave one answer to Hon Max Evans, Mr Trenorden and me, and when
an answer in writing is called for he reneges.

The people of Western Australia have had enough of the SCIC. I agree with the front page
of The West Australian which showed a photograph of Mr Rees and stated that the man must
go. Mr Rees must go. His answers to questions are unacceptable. I have asked perfectly
reasonable questions and I have received an evasion. In response to a question about the
valuation an evasive answer was given which implied there were several valuations. When I
asked a specific question I discovered there was only one valuation all along. When I asked
questions about Mr Davies, exception was taken to the suggestion that documents were being
destroyed because they were no longer required - and still the question has not been
answered.

Mr Rees and Mr Michell had better answer the question. It is unacceptable that they should
treat questions in a different way from the way the majority of public servants treat them. I
congratulate the Public Service on the way it regards it as its duty to Parliament to answer
questions fully, properly and faithfully. I am disgusted with the sneaky, smart alec way that
the two questions have been answered by the SCIC. Of all the organisations that should not
do that it is the SGIC. Public servants are paying the penalty for the behaviour of
organisations such as the SGIC which did the Government's will when it should have
resisted. Public servants are the ones being sacked and are having to put up with the
restrictions. They must answer questions faithfully, but the culpable people such as those at
the SGIC still cannot tell the truth. Those people wriggle and squirm and trot out sneaky,
smart alec answers. The people of Western Australia should not put up with this. Of all
people who should come clean and give straight answers, the SGIC is one.

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 10.48 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

POLICE SUPPORT SERVICES - BUDGET REDUCTION
979. Hion GEORGE CASH to the Minister for Police:

The Minister would be aware that last year an amount of $47.958 million was
the vote for Police Support Services, and that the Budget for this year
provides an allocation of $34,326 million, a reduction in the order of
$13 million. I ask -

(I) Can he indicate to the Parliament which areas comprise Police Support
Services?

(2) Could he indicate whether such a reduction is likely to affect the
proper use of police resources?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

(1) Police support services comprise the following areas -

1.1 Support services -Operations subprogramh

- Ainving.

1.2 Support services - Technical and administration subprogram.
- Computing
- Transport (vehicles)
- Communications and telephones
- Electronics

1.3 Support services - Personnel
- Academy
- Recruiting

- Occupational health, safety and welfare
- Police staff office
- Police transfers
- Merit promotion

(2) I am not sure what the member is intending to convey by his expression
"1proper use of police resources" as that expression could mean several things.
However, what the member has observed in his preamble to the question is
essentially a pause in the Government's massive program to modernist and
enhance the Police Force.

Every effort is made by the police senior executive to utilise resources
available to them in an efficient and effective way at all times.

POLICE - MOTORCYCLES
New Order Cancellation

-980. -- Hon GEORGE -CASH to-the Minister for-Police:- - _

(1) Is it correct that the Police Department has recently cancelled an order for
new motorcycles?

-(2) If -so, can%-the, Minister, indicate- any--reasons -for- this -cutback--in -police
resources?

(3) Can the Minister also indicate the number of motorcycles which were cut
from that order?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

(1) No.

(2) Answered by (1).
(3) Not applicable.
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BUSES - SCHOOL BUSES
Driver's Licence Class - Driver Medical Checkups

1008. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Minister for Police:

(1) What class of driver's licence is required for a person driving a school bus and
carrying school children as passengers?

(2) Is theme any requirement of the holders of such a licence to undergo medical
checkups?

(3) If so, how frequently are these medical checkups required?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

(1) F class.

(2) Yes.

(3) Up to the age of 45 years - every five years.
Between 46 and 65 years - every two years.
66 years upwards - annually.

POUICE STATIONS - MANPOWER
Laverwon, Leonora, Leinster, Menzies, Coolgardie, Wiluna

1019. Hon P.H. LOCKYER to the Minister for Police:

(1) How many police officers are stationed at -

(a) Laverton;

(b) Leonora;

(c) Leinster;

(d) Menzies;

(e) Coolgardie; and

(f) Wiluna?
(2) What is the -

(a) population; and

(b) square kilometerage of people and areas covered by police areas of

(i) Laverton;

(ii) Leonora;

(iii) Leinster;

(iv) Menzies;

(v) Coolgardie; and

(vi) Wiluna?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

(1) (a) Laverton 9 plus 2 police aides
(b) Leonora 8 plus 2 police aides
(c) Leinster 2
(d) Menzies 2
(e) Coolgardie 4
(f) Wiluna 4 plus 3 police aides

(2) (a) Accurate population figures covered by the police are not available
due to the nomadic nature of desert communities, mining activity and
other seasonal factors.
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(b) (i) 447 450 sq kmn
(ii) 40 235 sq km
(iii) 14 000 sq kin
(iv) 42 470 sqkIa
(v) 8S671lsqkin
(vi) 126 945 sqkin

TRAFFIC OFFENCES -EYRE HIGHWAY, NORSEMIAN-SOUTH AUSTRALIAN
BORDER

Bookings and Revenue
1034. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Minister for Police:

(1) How many drivers have been booked for traffic offences whilst travelling
along the Eyre Highway between Norseman and the border of Western
Australia and South Australia in the period 1 July 1989 to 30 June 1990?

(2) How many of the drivers booked held interstate drivers' licences?

(3) What is the total amount of revenue received as a result of these offences?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

(1)-(3)
Statistics are not kept for specific locations.

EAST PERTH REDEVELOPMENT - WAGYL

1059. Hon ElJ. CHARLTON to the Minister for Planning representing the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) Whose opinion will the Government accept as to whether the Wagyl is in the
area targeted for the East Perth redevelopment?

(2) Will the question of whether the Wagyl is in this area be finalised before the
East Perth redevelopment starts?

(3) If not, at what stage of the redevelopment will the question of the Wagyl be
finalised?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

The Minister for Planning has provided the following reply -

(1) East Perth redevelopment proposals which have an impact on
Aboriginal sites will be assessed in accordance with the provisions of
the Western Australian Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972. Section 18 of
the Act allows the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs to give consent to
development'having regard to the recommendations of the Aboriginal
Cultural Materials Committee and the general interest of the
community. All Aboriginal people with an interest in the area will be
consulted in this process.

(2) Development work which affects an Aboriginal site will not
commence until approval is given in accordance with the provisions of
the Aboriginal Heritage Act.--

(3) Refer to (2) above..

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS - GOVERNMENT AGENCIES POUICIES AND
PROGRAMS REVIEW

Select Committee on Aboriginal Welfare - Duplication of
Services Reduction

1060. Hon ElJ. CHARLTON to the Minister for Planning representing the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs:

(1) When will the review of Government agencies' policies and programs dealing
with Aboriginal affairs be completed?

(2) Is the review a duplication of the work done by the Legislative Council's
Select Committee on Aboriginal Welfare?
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(3) Has the Government taken any action to implement the recommendations of
that Select Committee and thereby reducing die level of duplication and waste
in Aboriginal welfare services?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:
The Minister for Aboriginal Affairs has provided the following reply -

(1) The review will be completed by 30 June 1991.
(2) No. The review of Government agencies and program dealing with

Aboriginal affairs is a pant of the ongoing policy development taking
place within the Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority.

(3) Further to my reply to Legislative Assembly question 384 on 8 May
1990, 1 advise that -

(a) Amendments to the Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority Act
1972 will be introduced into the Parliament in the current
session.

The restructure of the Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority is
nearing completion and will enhance the coordination and
policy review and development capacity of the authority.

(b) The inquiry into service and resource provision to remote
Aboriginal communities should make its final report by the end
of this year.

Both (a) and (b) above take account of the recommendations of the
Select Committee in addressing areas of overlap and duplication in
Aboriginal affairs.

POWER - EAST PERTH POWERHOUSE
Heritage Retention

1064. Hon P.G. PENDAL to the Minister for Heritage:
Has any consideration been given to retaining the East Perth powerhouse for
heritage reasons, given its historical link with industry and the Swan River?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:
The State Energy Commission of Western Australia is currently evaluating
the feasibility of recycling the East Perth power station for office purposes.
The heritage value of the building will be considered in the evaluation-

WORLD HERITAGE LISTING - SHARK BAY
Pub/kc Meeting - Office of Regional Development, Gascoyne Manager

1091. Hon P.H. LOCKYER to the Minister for Police representing the Minister for
Regional Development:
(1) Has the Minister directed the Gascoyne Manager of the Office of Regional

Development not to chair a public meeting on World Heritage listing at Shark
Bay on 17 November?

(2) If so, why?
Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

The Minister for Regional Development has provided the following reply -

(1) No.
(2) Not applicable.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

WA [NC - ATTORNEY GENERAL
Legal Action - Fiat Exercise Request

769. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Attorney General:

I refer to the question without notice seeking advice on any requests made of
the Attorney General to exercise his fiat in respect of proposed legal action
against Messrs Dowding, Parker, Grill and Berinson for the recovery of
portion of the losses associated with WA Inc, and ask -

(1) Will the Attorney General advise the identity of the person or persons
who requested the exercise of his fiat?

(2) When were these requests made?

Hon J.M. BERJNSON replied:

My office records indicate one such approach. It was by Mr J. Flanagan in
January ofT this year.

SMITH, MR ROBERT - TELEPHONE TAPPING TRIAL
Premier's Department Contract - Davies, Mr Ron ,Opinion

770. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Attorney General:
I refer the Attorney General to the suggestions made by Mr Ron Davies, QC
in the recent trial for phone tapping of Mr Robert Smith that Mr Smith had
been engaged by Mrt Brian Burke and the Premier's Department to carry on
surveillance and even phone tapping for political reasons. I ask -

(1) Was he aware before the public revelation that Mr Davies held this
opinion?

(2) If so, when did he become so aware?

(3) In view of the inappropriate nature of this expenditure, if made, will
he -

(a) obtain advice as to whether this expenditure was illegal; and

(b) ensure that the papers from the trial are examined to determine
whether charges should be preferred against Mr Burke?

Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:

(1) No-

(2)-(3)
Not applicable.

ROADS - KAGOS-ITA PARK, VICTORIA PARK
Casino - New Road Approval

-771. Hon GEORGE CASH to the Minister for Planning: --

Has the Minister been involved in the decision to approve the new road from
Kagoshima Park in Victoria Park to service the casino?

-Hon KAY HALL/tI-AN- replied:

I think I indicated to the member yesterday that questions relating to that area
would best be put on notice and he would then receive accurate information.

AUDITOR GENERAL - REPLACEMENT TIMETABLE

772. Hon E.J. CHIARLTON to the Leader of the House:

Can the Leader of the House inform members of the current timetable for the
replacement of the Auditor General?

6911



Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:
[ do not have that infonmation available, but if the honourable member will
put the question on notice I shall seek it out.
LAND TENURE BILL - PASTORALISTS' INFORMATION

773. Hon P.H. LOCKYER to the Minister for Lands:
(1) Could the Minister inform the House if it is a fact that she is writing a lonter to

each pastoralist in Western Australia with regard to the proposedt land tenure
Bill the Government has indicated may not come up in this session?

(2) What information will the Minister require from pastoralists?
(3) is she advising them of her reason for the lateness in bringing the Bill to the

House?
Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:
(1 )-(3)

It is my intention to write to pastoralists in Western Australia, but not for the
reasons given by the honourable member. I indicated thar the Government is
very close to announcing what it will propose in legislation on this matter. I
have noted the extraordinary use which has been made of that by the
Opposition in areas covered by media in the pastoral areas. I thought it was
unlikely the Bill would get thirough this year, but it is stilt my hope that it carn
be introduced. At the point when those measures are announced I thought it
would be a good idea to write to pastoralists setting out the Goverment's
position. It has nothing to do with delays, but it would have to do with what
the Government proposes for this legislation.

PERON STATION - GOVERNMENT PURCHASE
774. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Lands:

(1) Has the Government yet purchased Peron Station?
(2) If not, what is the reason for any delay?
Hon P.H. Lockyer- That question is on notice.
Hon Kay Hailahan: What is the question on notice?
Hon P4-I. Lockyec. It was put on notice yesterday.
Hon Kay Haillahan: Would you like the answer?
The PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Tom Stephens has asked a question without notice.

If it is brought to my attention that the question is already on notice it would
be out of order. If it is not brought to my attention that it is on notice, it is not
out of order.

Point of Order
Hon P.H. LOCKYER: The point of order I bring to your attention, Sir, is the fact that

the question is already on notice.
Hon Kay Hallahan: I have read my Notice Paper and it is not on my Notice Paper.
Hon P.G. Pendal: It is not on the Notice Paper because it is unanswered.
The PRESIDENT: Would the Clerks tell me whether that question is on notice? The

question is on notice.
Questions without Notice Resumed

HEALTH PROMOTION LEGISLATION - POLITICAL CAMPAIGN
Art Group Participation Directive

775. Hon P.G. PENDAL to the Minister for The Arts:
Has the Minister directed or encouraged art groups in Western Australia to
take part in the political campaign for the passage of the Government's health
promotion legislation?
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Ron KAY HALLAHAI' replied:
I do not think I have been involved in any of those things. I have said to some
groups, when they have spoken to me about funding, that 1990 will be an
extraordinary year for the arts in Western Australia. There will be increased
funding through the Lotteries Comnmission when that Bill is proclaimed, and
should the Legislation Comm-ittee and the Opposition agree to the passage of
the health promotion legislation, the Tobacco Bill, in 1990 there will be a big
increase in funding available to arts and culture in our State.

Hon Barry House: Does that include the $5 million from last year as well?

Hon KAY HALLAHLAN: Those members who were on the Estimates Committee last
week will have seen that the $5 million is included in the Budget estimates. I
am surprised at the honourable member's question. I cannot think what would
have generated it. The passage of that Bill will be very important to arts and
other community groups.

PERON STATION - GOVERNMENT PURCHASE
776. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Lands:

I wonder if the Minister can informn the House whether the suggestions I have
heard are accurate that Peron Station was, in fact, purchased by the
Government and settled on Friday, 26 October?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

I thank the honourable member for his question because it has been a
contentious issue in his electorate for some time. I am very happy to confirm
that the purchase of Peron Station was finally settled on Friday, 26 October
1990. I should point out to the House, because some people had a
misconception about this, the reason for the delay was due to the vendor being
unable to provide unencumbered title. The de-stocking of the lease will occur
to enable regeneration of the degraded areas. Planning for facilities, such as
an airstrip, can be undertaken together with the establishment of a national
park on that pant of the station north of Monkey Mia Road. We have made a
significant breakthrough as a result of extended negotiations. Happily the
matter has been concluded.

COMMITEES; FOR THE SESSION - STANDING COMMJ'IEE ON
LEGISLATION

Legislative Council Message to Assembly - Motion Consideration
777. Hon PETER FOSS to the Leader of the House:

In view of the fact that the Leader of the House has now had the opportunity
to consider the Notice Paper - in particular item No 29, the request for a
message to be transmitted to the Legislative Assembly - can he now indicate
when he believes we will deal with that piece of business? If the Leader has
thought about the matter, it will assist the Legislation Committee in its work.

Hon J.M. BERINSON replied:

I have to confess I did not put that question among my high priorities after
yesterday's sitting. There is no reason why it should not come on fairly early
after we resume. I will do my best in that regard. I have to reserve the
position, however, because as mentioned yesterday we are again looking at a
fairly substantial build-up of business on the legislative program. These
matters have to be included in the agenda in an orderly way.

WILDERNESS SOCIETY - PASTORAL LEASES, KIMBERLEY
Viability Concern - Meetings

778. Hon P.H. LOCKYER to the Minister for Lands:

Has the Minister had any communication or meeting with the Wilderness
Society regarding comments by the society that it is concerned about the
viability of pastoral leases in the Kimberley; and, if so, with whom?
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Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

I have had meetings with two or three conservation groups, and I think the
Wilderness Society was one of them. If the member knows the name of the
officer associated with that group it might trigger my memory. My
discussions centred on the pastoral land tenure issue and the preferred position
of the society about legislation, just as I met with the Pastoralists and Ciraziers
Association and the Western Australian Farmers Federation. I was informed
of their preferred positions on legislation. I do not recall any meeting that
centred on the viability of leases. The preoccupation of those meetings was
with legislation.

PASTORAL LAND TENURE BILL - MEETINGS
Pastoralists and Graziers Association - WA Farmers Federatdon

779. Hon BARRY HOUSE to the Minister for Lands:

As the Minister is moving to finalise her position on the pastoral land tenure
situation, can she advise if she has had any formal contact or meetings with
either the Pastoralists and Graziers Association or the WA Farmers Federation
within the last month?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

I have not had a meeting with those bodies in the last two or three weeks. I
met with the PGA at Parliament House - whether that was during the last
month, I am not sure Their positions have been clearly stated. I have had
useful discussions with them and the Government is clear about their
positions.

PASTORAL LEASES -KIM4BERLEY AREA
Wilderness Society -Non-viability View

780. Hon P.11. LOCKYER to the Minister for Lands:

Does the Minister agree with the comment by the Wilderness Society that
62 per cent of pastoral leases in the Kimberley are not viable? If the Minister
does not agree with that view, will she give an undertaking to advise the
Wilderness Society?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN replied:

I am sympathetic to the member's question as he represents an area which
contains many pastoral leases. I am rather reluctant to tell anyone that I do
not agree with a certain view when I am not sure that I have received that
view.

Hon P.H. Lockyer: Is it a fact that 62 per cent of leases in the Kimberley are not
viable?

Hon KAY HALLAHAN: I do not know that the Wilderness Society said that.

Hon P.H. Lockyer. It said so in a Press release.

Hon KAY HALLAHAN: If the honourable member would give me the Press
statement or some evidence of the assertion, I would respond.

SPEED TRAP - UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA
Issue Follow-up

781. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Police:

I was interested to hear a question without notice in this place yesterday from
Hon Max Evans about police operations in the area surrounding the
University of Western Australia. Has the Minister taken the opportunity to
follow up the issue; and, if so, what were the results of his inquiries?

Hon GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

I thank the member for the question. I had expected it to come from the other
side of the Chamber.
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Hon P.O. Pendal: You can always rely on Dorothy.
lion GRAHAM EDWARDS: Having indicated that I would provide the information,

I am now attempting to follow up. I am advised that police regularly monitor
traffic in the area surrounding the university. It is a well known problem area
for speeding traffic. It is a locality where many students cross to the UWA
from car parks, and residents in nearby flats complain regularly about high
speed traffic. I am advised that on 31 October three officers were in
attendance and issued 14 infringement notices for offences ranging in speeds
from 75 kilometres to 90 kilometres per hour. The speed limit in the area is
60 kilometres per hour.


