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Wednesday, 4 November 1992

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

STATEMENT - BY THE SPEAKER
Deputy Chairmnan of Commnittees - Memnber for Cockburn Replaces Member far Nollamara

THE SPEAKER : I have nominated the member for Cockburn to rake the place of the
member for Nollamnara as Deputy Chairman of Committees. The Chair will recognise the
members from the scats in which they now sit.

PETITION - PORT KENNEDY AREA PROTECTION
Regional Park Creation Support -Golf Courses or Large Scale Tourist

Facilities Disallowance

MR KIERATH (Riverton) 111.06 am]: I present the following petition -

To the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly.
We the undersigned residents of Western Australia urge the Parliament to protect the
outstanding scientific, recreational and conservation values of the Port Kennedy area
by creating a Regional Park as recommended by the Environmental Protection
Authority. Furthermore we request that the Parliament refuse to allow the
development of a tourist facility, golf courses and marina which could destroy the
existing natural values of the Port Kennedy area.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 127 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 126.)

SELECT COMMITTEE ON PREMATURE RELEASE OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTS
AND EXPENDITURE REVIEW COMMITTEE DRAFT REPORT

Reporting Date Extension
On motion by Dr Alexander, resolved -

That the reporting date for the Select Committee on Premature Release of Public
Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee draft report be extended until
Thursday, 12 November 1992.

BILLS (6) - INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING
1. Acts Amendment (Annual Valuations and Land Tax) Bill
2. Loan Bill

Bills introduced, on motions by Dr Lawrence (Treasurer), and read a first time.
3. Workers' Compensation and Rehabilitation Amendment Bill (No 2)

Bill introduced, on motion by Mrs Henderson (Minister for Productivity and Labour
Relation s), and read a frst time.

4. Onslow Solar Salt Agreement Bill
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Taylor (Minister for Stare Development), and read
a first time.

5. Legal Aid Commission Amendment Bill
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Bill introduced, on motion by Mr D.L. Smith (Minister for Justice), and read a first
time.

6. Fisheries Amendment Bill
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr Gordon 1-ill (Minister for Fisheries), and read a
first time.

ORDERS OF THE DAY - SELECT COMMITTEE ON PREMATURE RELEASE
OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND EXPENDITUJRE REVIEW COMMITEE DRAFT

REPORT
Withdrawn from Notice Paper

On motion by Dr Alexander, resolved -

That Order of the Day No 1 be withdrawn from the Notice Paper.

MOTION - ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES OF
GOVERNMENT AND OTHER MATT7ERS REPORT

Debate and Thanks to Com~missioners and Commission Staff
Debate resumed from 3 November.
MR GRAYDEN (South Perth) [I1. 16 am]: WA Inc was an accident waiting to happen: It
was a mishmash of various forms of improper conduct The report of the Royal Commission
into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters, which comprises six volumes,
details exactly what happened in these WA Inc deals. I will not traverse the ground which
has already been covered in this debate.
The most important three pages of the report are contained in section 27.2 of volume six
under the heading, "General evaluation' which is a summary of the findings and observations
of the Royal Commission. These pages underscore the necessity for drastic changes to the
laws and administrative and decision-making procedures in this State. These pages of the
report indicate that the Royal Commission exercise was worthwhile. The paragraphs
contained under this heading are extremely significant. They are an indictment of our
parliamentary system; an indictment of the Government; an indictment of the Public Service;
an indictment of our statutory authorities; and an indictment of some businessmen. Parts of
this section warrant repeating during the course of this debate. The first and most significant
observation of the Royal Commissioners is -

Our findings and observations ... demonstrate that the present institutional
arrangements for the conduct of Government cannot be relied upon either to ensure
that government will be conducted for the public's benefit or to provide reassurance
to the public that it is being so conducted.

I am sure every member of this House would agree that this is a scathing indictment of the
institution of Parliament in Western Australia.
The report then refers to the parliamentary system and states that

..the Parliament, the public's representative forum, has failed to provide an
effective check on the executive arm of government.

That is another scathing indictment of the parliamentary system in this State. In respect of
Ministers the Royal Commission report states -

Ministers have elevated personal or party advantage over their constitutional
obligation to act in the community's interest. Public funds have been manipulated to
partial ends. Personal associations and the manner in which electoral contributions
were obtained could only create the public impression that favour could be bought,
that favour would be done.

That again is a scathing indictment of Ministers. With regard to statutory authorities the
commission summed up its observations by saying -

Members of statutory authorities with very significant public funds subject to their
control, have seemed to be unaware of, or else indifferent to, their legal and public
duties.
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The commission said more about statutory authorities along those lines. With respect to the
Public Service, an organisation which has been regarded with tremendous respect throughout
Australia over many years and which has always been held to be apolitical, the commission
said -

If a basic principle of good administration is that governmental decisions should be
taken by officials who am known to be responsible for, and accountable for, those
decisions and who can provide considered, documented reasons for those decisions,
then that principle has been disregarded systematically at the highest and most
important levels of government.
The absence of effective public record keeping has dogged this Commission in its
inquiries. Records provide the indispensable chronicle of a government's
stewardship. They are the first defence against concealment and deception.

Again, a scathing indictment of the Public Service in Western Australia. The Royal
Commissioners summed up their observations about businessmen - I am not reading the full
evaluation - in the following way, inter alia -

Influence in the conduct of this State's public affairs was captured by a small group
of self-interested businessmen.

A scathing indictment of some of the entrepreneurs in Western Australia. The commission
summarised its observations along the following lines -

Impropriety of considerable proportions occurred in the period into which we have
inquired.

It also made the following very significant observation in that same section -

Unless quite significant changes are made to the institutions of this State, to its laws
and to the manner in which government is conducted, we can provide no reassurance
whatever to the people of Western Australia that events of the type into which we
have inquired, if not similar in their detail then at least in their effects, will not occur
again. A lesson has been learned. It must not be forgotten.

Fortunately, the Royal Commission will shortly in its second report reappraise our
institutions, laws and practices. We anticipate that the report which will be released within a
few days will address those aspects. The Royal Commissioners have indicated that States,
irrespective of whether it is Western Australia or any other State in the Commonwealth, are
open to abuse by Governments. The sort of thing that has happened in Western Australia
could happen anywhere but it is terribly important to understand that it could happen on a
less obvious scale in myriad ways. Governments are in a position to do that over a much
longer period with the same ultim ate effect, if they do it less obviously. Governments can do
those sorts of things in thousands of ways; for example, by granting huge concessions to oil
and mineral companies and bestowing favours in ways which often escape detection.
Obviously, the Royal Commission must address that aspect. The important point about the
second report is that its implications will go far beyond Western Australia. For the first time
in the history of this nation we shall have before us a set of recommendations for laws,
decision making and administration procedures which will go a long way towards obviating
a recurrence of the WA Inc events. The recommendations of the Royal Commission will
serve as an example in allT the other States in the Commonwealth and among democracies
throughout the world.
T1he President of the Legislative Council is currently chairman of a Commonwealth
Parliamentary Association committee, and he is travelling the world helping African and
other States. He may soon visit the Commonwealth of Independent States to assist them to
adopt democratic procedures. The type of democracy they will be instructed to adopt is that
which is full of the loopholes that have been revealed by the WA Inc events. Therefore,
when this second report is released, at last in Australia we shall have a document that will
indicate how to close many of the existing loopholes within our system. We can safely leave
the task of drawing up those guidelines to these very reputable and competent
commissioners. The Leader of the Opposition has listed 16 changes that he thinks should be
effected to our system. Others have spoken of them also and, no doubt, the Royal
Commissioners will take those into account.
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Other matters must also be addressed if the public interest in this country is to be protected.
Some are outside the province of the Royal Commissioners, and they range from political
donations - which have been widely canvassed in this House - to limitations on advertising
expenditure in situations where tobacco companies from the United States could pour masses
of money into election campaigns in this country in order to achieve a result which will
favour them. The procedures within this Parliament must be addressed in order to protect the
rights and the privileges of private members. Many of the rights of private members have
been eroded over the years, and they must be restored and enhanced. The role of the media
must be taken into consideration because it is in a position to influence events such as those
that occurred in the WA Inc affair. All these issues are relevant. They assist, directly or
indirectly, coteries to gain power and manipulate parties and Parliaments. Under our
Executive laws, administration and decision making procedure. Western Australia, and every
other State of the Commonwealth, is a ripe plum waiting to be picked by any Machiavellian
coterie cunning and devious enough to gain control over a political party. No State in
Australia is immune and no major party is immune.
In every State small groups of people spend years striving to work their way into positions of
power in the lay political parties. These groups gradually build up a following and when
their party takes power are in a position to exent influence on that party and particularly upon
the Premier of the day. All sons of things have happened as a result of that happening. A
media mogul in this State once asked the Premier whether he wanted a headline every day or
a bucket of excreta; of course he used the slang word for excreta. That is the way that media
moguls of the past acted. I hasten to say that it was not Kerry Packer who said that. Media
moguls and members of the lay parties talking to Premiers in that way was the sort of thing
the Royal Commission had to address to ensure future leaders would be protected from that
type of pressure. There are many other examples of that type of happening, but there is no
point in my going into them.
The major parties are a mecca for con people. Fortunately there are not many of them
around. Most political parties are loosely knit organisations which invite membership.
People who join political parties can be drug pedlars, or anything else. One drug pedlar who
was a member of a division of a political party some time ago was jailed the other day for six
years. That person was on selection committees and influenced the selection of candidates
for this Parliament. That is only one of many such instances. The way into political parties
is open to these people.
We have seen the stacking of branches about which an amount of publicity was given. A
most undesirable situation exists in the Liberal Parry whewe, for instance, 32 people stand for
preselection and they are required to sign an affidavit that if they do not get endorsement
they will not stand for election. There should be more multiple endorsements under our
system. Such people should not have to sign an affidavit saying they will not stand for
Parliament if they do not receive preselection. If a person is not endorsed by a particular
party he should be able to stand as an Independent, or for some other party. Political parties,
irrespective of whether they are Labor, Liberal, National or anything else, have an obligation
to clean up their own backyards. This requirement is in addition to the recommendations of
the Royal Commission.
Without question this Parliament is obliged to ensure that the role of private members is
restored and enhanced. When I came into this Parliament private members had infinitely
more opportunities than they have at present. They had the opportunity during the Estimates
debates to debate every item. They also had the opportunity on Wednesdays to move
motions and speak to them. Most of our time on those days is now taken up with matters of
public importance. In the past matters on the Notice Paper were called on in the order they
appeared on that paper. A member can now move a motion and it may not be dealt with
during the session in which it was moved. We must, without question, restore and enhance
the rights of private members of this Parliament.
The media has an obligation to be objective in its reporting. That does not necessarily apply
at the moment. One of the good things is that most newspapers in Australia are owned by
companies. The situation once existed in Western Australia that the only morning newspaper
was owned by an individual. That was most undesirable. In the Royal Commission we have
at last had a body capable of determining and spelling out the changes which are necessary to
our laws and administrative and decision making procedures which, if enacted, will act as a
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major deterrent to those who would manipulate our system of Government for personal gain.
The commissioners are three competent men who have sat and devised ways and means of
preventing a repetition of WA Inc. Their findings will fortunately lead to a cleansing of
political panics. At last we will have a parliamentary system with an opportunity to function
in the manner expected in a democracy. In the past most Governments have been meticulous
in ensuring that their administrations were above reproach, but there has always been an
oppontunity for improper conduct to occur. However, it appears that in 1992 these
recommendations of the Royal Commission will put an end to that state of affairs.
This is an occasion for rejoicing. I eagerly await the second report of the Royal
Commissioners which will provide their recommendations. If that report contains the
expected recommendations, and if those recommendations are enacted as they undoubtedly
will be - even if not in their entirety but those which are worthwhile - then every single cent
spent on the Royal Commission will have been worthwhile.

Amendment to Motion
Mr GRAYDEN: I move -

To add the following words to the motion -

and further that this House -

(1) supports the findings and recommendations of Part I of the report;
(2) recognises and accepts the underlying concepts of Cabinet collective

responsibility, and ministerial responsibility and accountability to the
Parliament; and

(3) is mindful that the Royal Commission was prohibited by article 9 of
the Bill of Rights from examining the conduct of Ministers in
Parliament and that, with that privilege Parliament has an obligation to
make that examination itself.

MR CLARKO (Marmion) [11.40 am]: This debate provides a fleeting and all too brief
opportunity for members of Parliament to comment upon the first report of the Royal
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters. As usual, the
time that has been allotted for this debate is nowhere near enough to discuss the six
voluminous tomes produced by the Royal Commission. The report highlights the improper
way in which Western Australia has been governed by the Labor Party since 1983, and
particularly the Government's technique of distorting information and bending the
parliamentary process. While I agree with the overall direction of the commission's report
and compliment the commissioners on their work, I cannot accept the argument, as I
indicated by way of interjection to the member for Perth, that members of Parliament must
bear responsibility for the events of WA Inc. Any person who is a student of the
Westminster parliamentary process would know that the chief criticism that is made of it by
theorists is the movement of power to the Executive and the caking away of power from the
Parliament. I have spoken in this House on many occasions about the need to change certain
of our processes. I was talking only the other day - and again it involved the member for
Perth - about how we should amend OUr Standing Orders relating to the Estimates in order to
provide the Opposition with a better opportunity of examining the workings of the
Parliament.
The three Labor leaders since 1983 - Burke, Dowding and Lawrence - were masters of
obfuscation. On more than one occasion they introduced reports into the Parliament at about
4.00 pm on a Thursday when Parliament was due to rise for a one or two week recess. That
was a deliberate act. If my memory serves me correctly, I think the Government did that
with the McCusker report. The Premier would be entitled to play rugby for either the
Australian Wallabies or the Australian Kangaroos because her sidestep is absolutely
incredible; and that is what she is again doing in this debate. The Premier tried to place the
blamne for WA Inc on the fact that we do not have one-vote-one- value. That is incredible. I
have talked about that matter in this House for hours, and I have challenged the Government
to produce one country in the worid which has a universal system of one-vote-one-value, and
I cannot get the Government to produce one country. That argument is absolute humbug,
because were it true that a country's not having one-vote-one-value led to the sont of
improper and corrupt behaviour that we saw with WA Inc, then surely all countries in the
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world would have that behaviour because they do not have one-vote-one-value. Quod hoc
propter hoc.
MrnTomas: Post hoc.
Mr CLARKO: I do not know when the member studied Latin, but I studied it for five years a
long time ago, so I may be a little rusty on it. It is sheer humbug for the Premier to try to
suggest that WA Inc is ini any way related to our not having one-vote-one-value.
The Premier said quite a lot about electoral change. The Government likes to use the words
"electoral reform", but it means electoral change. The Labor Party's motives are blatant.
The only electoral change that it is interested in is one which will advantage it eleatorally.
The most disgraceful attempt by the Labor Party in Australia in recent years to make an
electoral change was its recent electronic media ban. The media of Australia were universal
in their condemnation of that piece of hypocrisy, deceit and misbehaviour by the Federal
Labor Government, and of course all of the people on this side of politics and in the
community who are interested in free speech were delighted when the High Court threw out
that ban. It was a deliberate attempt to stifle the non-Labor parties of Australia in putting
before the people of Australia their message electronically, That argument had some
incredible extensions in respect of what effect it might have on virtually every community
organisation in Australia which had some interest in political matters. The Labor Party has
tried in its approximately 10 years in Government to look at ways in which it can advantage
itself electorally, and it has reached the stage where it is more interested in seeking to
advantage itself eleatorally than it is in the process of government. Therefore, good
government has suffered in Western Australia as the Labor Party has tried to make itself the
permnanent Government of Western Australia.
The Premier stated that it is vital to pass the legislation which is currently before the
Legislative Council in respect of the disclosure of political donations because that is one way
to make people accountable and is an important step away from the travails of WA Inc. The
Premier believes that it is now time to stop questionable donations from going to political
parties. The Labor Party is now dead set against all forms of donations, with the exception
of those donations that come to it from its friends and from the trade union movement. The
Premier referred also to the legislation in respect of members' financial interests, but if the
Government were so keen about that matter, it would not have introduced that legislation
into this House in August 1989 and not brought it up again for debate until August 1992, just
over three years later. I said in this House on another occasion that this is the first time that
this Parliament has sat for a four year term, with the possible exception of the time during the
Second World War when there was an extension. We have always had a maximum term of
three years, and since this legislation has been around for over three years, I presume that it
holds the record as the legislation which has been on the agenda of this House for the longest
time.
Another indication of the Government's lack of seriousness about this legislation is that it
seeks the disclosure of members' financial interests but not that of their spouses or relatives.
All of the people who write about this subject realise that were we to embark upon this
slippery slope, we would need to attend also to the financial interests of the relatives and
spouses of members of Parliament. [ guess it is a bit risky these days to share one's financial
interests with one's spouse, but that was not so true when I married my wife. I married my
wife in 1958 and have remained married to her since that time. I understand that it is now
the practice for a person to have three or more wives in half a dozen yeaws.
Mr Shave: No-one else would have you!
Mr CLARKO: That would be true. I wonder whether the member for Melville does not
share the same situation. A long time ago, when there was greater faith in the institution of
marriage, many people transferred funds to their spouse for a variety of reasons. The
Government is probably the greatest culprit in Australia, if not in the world, in accepting
shady donations, and also in regard to members' financial interests. It is probably not
dinkumn about the disclosure of political donations because it has sat on that legislation for
over three years and is progressing it now as part of a double effort to try to put some
pressure on my party before an election and to bring it into the broader argument about
WA Inc.
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We have witnessed government by trickery and deception. We have seen the Government's
stunts. I will give another example of the honesty of the Government Mr Speaker, you will
recall that during the 1983 Stare election Brian Burke, as Leader of the Opposition, promised
freedom of information legislation. That sort of promise goes down well with the media so it
received favourable publicity. However, here we are 10 years later and the legislation has
not yet been debated in this House. How dinkumt is that? It might be sound politics for the
Labor Party not to bring in freedom of information legislation because if information about
the many wricks and capers of the Government were available to the community the Labor
Party's position would be even more deplorable than we realise.
The Premier said in her speech on this subject that there was a need for limits on expenditure
by candidates and parties in election campaigns. That has been another favourite device of
the Labor Party in recent years because it has been caught with its hands in the cookie jar as
a result of dubious donations. It is not surprising when the Government comes to the end of
its money supply from its friends that it wants some form of limit on expenditure. No doubt
it will be looking for some way to advantage itself in that situation as well. It is sheer
chicanery for the Government to put a low limit on what one can expend in a campaign
because the Government has led the way in the introduction of costly elections both in
Western Australia and Australia-wide.
I turn now to a situation in the northern suburbs where I have lived for a long time. During
the 30 years that I have been active in politics, the most expensive local campaigns carried
out were in the seats of Wan neroo and Whitford in the 1989 election but especially in the
1986 election. Brian Burke took advantage of the $6 million in the leader's account,
principally during 1985. The expenditure on the Labor Party's campaigns in Wanneroo arnd
Whitford far exceeded the norm. The Wanneroo Times ran page after page of advertisements
for the two Labor candidates- Since winning my seat in 1974 I have been quite prominent in
advertising in those newspapers. The longer one remains a member of Parliament the better
one is able to organise oneself. That is not surprising, but at the time of the election the
number of newspaper advertisements for the Labor candidates for the seats of Wanneroo and
Whitford quickly overtook mine. I would love to find out how much of that funding came
from Mr Burke's leader's account- During that campaign we saw many television
advertisements as well. That sort of advertisement is very expensive, and most State
campaigns at the local level are not able to promote candidates on television because it is too
dear.
The Royal Commission report talks about Government accountability. We have heard the
Premier in her usual devious style trying to defend the Government, but it is sheer hypocrisy
for her to rake responsibility for the establishment of the Royal Commission when we know
she was dragged screaming to appoint it. We have placed advertisements on the television in
recent weeks where the Premier says that she did not intend to call a Royal Commission.
They were her words.
I note that the Government Whip, the member for Wanneroo, is in the Chamber at the
moment. Recently she was given an assistant to help her with her work as Government
Whip. This is all part of the Government's non-accountability. Mr Deputy Speaker, after
your years of service here, you would know all about the duties of a Whip - whether
Government or Opposition. We have a magical situation here because the Government feels
the need to supply an assistant for the Government Whip. I was the Government Whip
between 1975 and 1977. Parliament sits for only about 60 days each year, so for the rest of
the time the Government Whip has no Government Whip duties. This situation should have
been examined by the Royal Commission. What does that assistant do for the 300-odd days
that Parliament does not sit? Will that employee work with the Labor Party candidate on
electoral matters, or will he or she be used by other Government members? It is a major
political scandal and it needs to be investigated. It is the quintessence of Government
accountability.
Mrs Watkins. Whip's assistants have been supplied since 1984.
Mr CLARKO: In other words, since the Labor Party came in.
Several members inteijected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I have been listening to the member's line of argument
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for the last couple of minutes and it does nor appear to fall under the terms of either the
motion or the amendiment. We have been talking about accountability but that is ministerial
responsibility for accountability to Parliament. I have no objection, nor should I have, to this
topic being debated at the appropriate time, but I fail to see how it is relevant to the motion or
to the amendment. Perhaps the member can enlighten us in that regard.
Mr CLARKO: The Royal Commission has inquired into the commercial activities of
Government and other matters, so my remarks clearly fall within that. It is a disgrace that
the Government Whip gets approximately $10 000 a year more than an ordinary member, to
carry out the additional tasks of a Whip. The assistant cannot have responsibility for more
than about 50 days a year. What does the employee do for the remaining 300 or more days
of the year? I put it to you, Mr Deputy Speaker, that the employee probably spends time
assisting the member with electoral issues which in effect will help her to retain her seat- If
that is not the case, an assistant would be provided to each side of the House; that is, the
Opposition Whip would have such an employee if it were a genuine requirement. It is a roii,
and the people of Western Australia should know about it. Th1e people who look into the
Government's non-accountability should be informed also.
Mr Thomas: That is really going to the central issue!
Mr CLARKO: The member may not think that is important, but it goes to the heart of what
the Labor Party is doing. It is distorting the political process because it is using millions of
dollars of taxpayers' money. We do not know the full extent of the money lost by WA Inc.
People talk about $1.5 billion, and that is a massive amount of money. At the samne time
Western Australia's reputation for financial accountability has been dragged into the gutter
because the State debt has blown out from $2.5 billion when the Labor Party came in, to
about $11 billion today. We should remember that Brian Burke was the architect of it all.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr CLARKO: Brian Burke increased State taxes by 17 per cent in his first year in office.
Since then we have heard people such as the current Premier say every year that they will not
increase taxes and charges. However, the Government's income from taxes and charges
increases significantly every year.
The Government Whip has left the Chamber, but I wish to make one final comment about
her. I have been in this place for nearly 19 years and [ know that Government members have
the worst attendance rate in this Chamber over recent years. The Government Whip is paid
an extra $10 000 a year to ensure that members are in their seats in the Chamber. Last night
the member for Bunbury sat on his own during debate on the most important issue that has
arisen in Western Australia. I was the Government Whip from 1975 to 1977. My leader, Sir
Charles Court, was pretty tough and he gave me support; I ensured that 90 to 95 per cent of
Government members were in their seats at all times.
[The member's time expired.]
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [ 12 noon]: I do not want to be the one in this place who pours a
little cold water on the movement I detect in relation to the Royal Commission. However, I
believe a risk has arisen of elevating the status of the Royal Commission to a level which
perhaps nobody intended. In that sense, this amendment to the motion goes a little too far.
I sha rake the easy points first: Item (3) of the amendment seeks to have Parliament do, in
effect, what, in the view of the Opposition, the Royal Commission was unable to do. That
proposition relates to matters before this House to which the commission did not have
access. [ can understand those concerns, and I have said so both here and publicly.

Point of Order

Mr BRADSHAW: I was under the impression that members were permitted to speak for
30 minutes in this debate.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: We are discussing the amendment at the moment, and when we
revert to the original motion that time limit will apply.
Mr BRADSHAW: Will members be then able to make another contribution?
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I am certainly not encouraging that! I am simply pointing out the
time limits.

Debate Restumed
Mr DONOVAN: Part (3) of the amendment goes too far and if its implications were
followed, the House or one of its committees would be occupied considerably in that pursuit.
Such matters might be better considered next year by the new Parliament.
Part (2) of the amendment pre-empts what may be contained in part 2 of the commission's
report. We should not be doing that at all. Also, I do not share the view that Parliament
should be obliged to adopt every recommendation of the Royal Commission. Although 1,
along with other members, value the work of the commission on behalf of the State, I do not
want to place it in a position of supremacy which would take away its capacity to be
accountable to the public; ironically, that has been the subject of all of its terms of reference.
Part (1) of the amendment must be dealt with in detail in relation to one of the commission's
terms of reference. This part of the amendment asks me to support the findings and
recommendations of pant I of the Royal Commission's report. Frankly. I have a general and
a specific reason why I simply cannot do that. The only words missing from the amendment,
which are inherent by implication, are "all of" the findings and recommendations of that
report. Firstly, I do not know about other members, but I have not read and digested all of
the findings in all of the chapters of all of the six volumes of the report. Perhaps I should
have done. However, like other members, I have other obligations and I am involved in
other inquiries and I simply could not do that.
More particularly, I have concerns regarding some of the outcomes of some of the terms of
reference of the commission which I have read and digested. A case in point is chapter 8.
which deals with the inquiry into the Burswood Island Casino. Interestingly, my concerns
have been generated and fuelled by matters which have arisen in the last couple of weeks
inside and outside this place regarding the destruction of commission documents. Although I
have difficulty accepting the merits of the arguments for the retention of the discretionary
power of the commission to destroy documents, I have had concerns about the strength with
which that campaign was mounted. With due respect to the journalists who wrote a
substantial article in The West Australian on the matter the other day, it seems that we are
making a mountain-sized campaign of something which may turn out in practice to be more
akin to a hill, if not a molehill.
That led me to look more deeply at some matters drawn to my attention concerning the
inquiry into the Burswood Island Casino. I shall refer to the matter of the prospectus and
how that issue was handled. Also, the commissioners had quite different findings regarding
the amount and timing of donations in relation to this issue, than they did, for instance, with
the Fremantle Gas and Coke Co Ltd issue. Generally, preference was given to some
evidence from some witnesses throughout the report which often was based on little more
than a simple expressed preference by the commissioners.
I will remind the House of these issues. The Casino (Burswood Island) Agreement Act,
number 9 of 1985, was the machinery for the establishment of the trust and a number of other
matters. I stress that this was an agreement Act. It required from the manager a detailed
time program for design, documentation, construction, completion, fit out and
commissioning of the resort. The completion date for the casino was on 30 June 1986 - the
-resort on 31 December 1986.
A document called "Issues, Set 2". dated 16 April 1985, contained the time schedule which
was approved by the Minister on 23 April 1985. The agreement required the public issuing
of units with a selling price of 500, to a minimum total value of $40 million. Burswood
management issued a prospectus for 100 million units at 50g each, to achieve a $50 million
return.
The prospectus was released on 27 April 1985, and included a report titled "Quantity
Surveyors and Building Cost Consultants". That report contained a letter dated 3 April 1985
from William Robert Wright from the Institute of Quantity Surveyors and, presumably, a
partner for the consultants. The letter concluded with a statement confirming confidence that
costs should be contained within the budgeted sum of $146.5 million. After advice from the
then assistant Crown Solicitor. Mr John McKechnie - now the Director of Public
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Prosecutions - Mr Alan Smith was said to have concluded in his report to the Attorney
General of 24 June 1987 that this was held to be a statement of fact Investigators found that
statement to be untrue and that a breach of the Act had occurred. It is important to the
concern that I have that counsel also advised that if the facts were proved, the onus of proof -
that is, of innocence - rested with the defendant, not with the prosecution. The
commissioners found the question of proof to be one of difficulty. The assistant Crown
Counsel recommended prosecution on that matter. Factors possibly influencing the directors
of Burswood Management Ltd in issuing the prospectus with the false statements were
canvassed, as were several different cost indications from which were produced the
published figure. The problem was that the required reduction appeared to have been
achieved by removing or modifying items that form part of the agreement Act. Although
there is substantial other detail, that largely was the first offence.
The second offence related to renounceable rights to the public unit holders. Members will
recall the public consternation about the cost overruns. Further consultants were
commissioned to report on the cost estimates and they provided an estimate of
$215.4 million: that is, $69 million more than the published prospectus figure. BML offered
rights of 73 million units of 49o each seeking to raise $36 million. It was stated to the unit
holders at meetings on 10 October 1985 that an additional $60 million was needed to
complete the resort project, increasing the completion cost from $210 million to
$270 million. I will summarise the reasons, which are contained in three groups, because
they are quite lengthy. Group A related to changes in the scope of the project amounting to
some $28.3 million. Group B related to what were said to be increased construction costs
due to the America's Cup defence and other events causing a shortage of construction
resources, amounting to an additional $9.3 million, which was subsequently discovered to be
a misprint and should have read $19.3 million. Group C related to the alleged relocation of
the project to softer ground at an additional cost of $6.5 million plus a contingency amount
of $15 million shown in the statement to unit holders. It appears that that was not quite the
case, and as I understood it, Commissioner Smith conveyed that to the Automney General.
The reasons given in the first grouping included items contained in the original prospectus
and conforming with the requirements of the agreement Act. In other Words, they had been
taken out to bring the cost down to the figure that was within the prospectus and then popped
back in again to persuade the unit holders that the rights issue constituted an expansion of the
project. It did not The second grouping related to construction costs due to the America's
Cup and other events, which were also known prior to the issue of the prospectus. Finally
and probably the most startling of all, there was no relocation of the resort project. It
certainly was swung on its axis, but there was no relocation. It is the case that extra piling
was needed. If the prospectus statement were false the project commenced substantially
under budget. If the rights issue contains untruths, as it appears to have done, this is critical
to any consideration of honesty or falsity of the prospectus. The rights issue on the one hand
in its relationship to the prospectus issue on the other hand were critical to a serious
consideration of whether this matter warranted prosecution.
It is important to remember that the Royal Commissioners found that Commissioner Smith
acted within a reasonable exercise of prosecutorial discretion. That would have been
reasonable and fair were the commissioner acting with the fullest advice from those sources
to which he tured. He obtained the fullest advice from the then assistant Crown Counsel,
Mr John McKechnie, who addressed both the prospectus and the rights issues which led him
to the inescapable conclusion that a prosecution was not only proper but also would in all
likelihood succeed. However, it seems that when the Commissioner for Consumer Affairs
referred the matter to the Solicitor General, there is some suggestion that that person was not
as full and complete in his advice to Commissioner Smith as he might have been. It appears
that the Solicitor General may not have addressed the rights issue. He may have omitted
advice on that very central question of the renounceable rights and the statement upon which
they were presented to unit holders. If he omitted that advice, it would certainly be
reasonable for Commissioner Smith or anyone else to look at the advice only on the
prospectus and on balance of judgment find some risk in the likelihood of a success of a
prosecution. Members will recall Mr Ayton's role in the matter, the author of the so-called
disappearing report of I8 August 1987. It is worth noting that he first sounded the alarm
bells in October 1985. It is also worth noting that the Casino Control Board had the question
of the rights issue on its agenda at that time. The Royal Commission found no evidence of
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improper conduct in that matter, but did the commissioners consider all of the evidence that
was offered to them and, if not, why not?
Unfortunately I will have to bypass some important issues because I am running out of time.
The commissioners found irregularities and points of concern about a number of matters
relating to this inquiry; the selection process, the question of the rights issue versus the
prospectus, the destruction of records - in a sense the sacrificial lamb in (hat area was the
former Secretary of the Cabinet who, in my view, even if it were true, seemed to be one of
the much lesser events of that inquiry - the question of donations and the Connell fee. That
$2 million fee was paid to Connell by Dempster through Roberts to do nothing. The
commissioners were forced to conclude Connell was paid to do nothing.
Mr Lewis: He was paid not to make an application.
Ms DONOVAN: Exactly. Dallas Dempster started his donation with a $25 000 touch just
four weeks before the selection of his group Tileska. Between June and July he donated
$400 000 just after the alleged offence relating to the prospectus fraud and three to four
months before the alleged false statements that constituted the related fraud in the rights
issue. Mr Ayton raised the alarm and noted that the Burswood Casino's control committee
was dealing with that matter at that time. In view of those inconsistencies which remain
unexplained and the way that the question of donations was dealt with quite differently in
this term of reference than in any of the commission's other terms of reference, including
chapter 26 of the report, the preference that was given to certain explanations and events, and
the shortage of advice with which Commissioner Smith may have had to deal, I am unable to
stand in this place and say that I support the entirety of the commissioner's findings and
recommendations. On that issue alone there is much further work to be done. In the end,
that matter may come to the attention of the public by the prosecution of subsequent events.
DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [12.20 pm]: I understand on good authority that last week in
the Premier's address to the National Press Club she was asked what was her major
achievement in her term of office as Premier, she replied that it was calling the Royal
Commission. It seems a shame that the Premier has tried to take the credit for something for
which many people in Western Australia were pushing long before she called the Royal
Commisston. I was a long time supporter of the notion of a Royal Commission, and after
$30 million of taxpayers' funds has been spent, I am not disappointed. Members must ask
themselves what the Royal Commission has achieved. It has certainly achieved a great deal
when we examine the findings and recommendations as a result of the investigation of
impropriety and the misguided behaviour on the pan of elected officials and senior public
servants in this State. Very serious findings of impropriety have been detailed against them.
The details of many of those findings have already been dealt with in this debate and in the
media; I do not propose to go into detail on that today.
A very important aspect of the Royal Commission now is to hand over information to the
Director of Public Prosecutions. It is very important that the DPP has adequate resources to
continue the investigations from the recommendations of the Royal Commission. It is also
very important that the DPP maintains the momentum of the investigations and that expert
staff who have worked for many months and even years on the Royal Commission are able
to continue their work through the DPP. It is very important that those expert investigators
have an opportunity to follow the money trail which has already been established - more
detail of that is needed for prosecutions - so that any money that can be returned to the State
is returned.
The Royal Commission's report chronicles many happenings of the 1980s and the standards
of behaviour which occurred then. In particular, it explains aspects of political morality in
the 1980s. That was highlighted in an article in The West Australian on 23 October 1992
which referred to the Reverend Colin Honey, who has done some excellent work for the
Kingswood Centre for Applied Ethics in Perth. I was worried about a couple of comments
attributed to him in that article. The article stated -

In a submission to the commission, Mr Honey called for all members of Parliament
and public servants to undertakce ethics training.
"Political parties should make it a condition that candidates learn ethical decision-
making to prevent this happening again,' he said.
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It is extraordinary that adults wishing to enter public life need to be trained in ethics before
they can do so. It is a sad reflection on our community chat that sort of statement is made.
Anyone who knows anything about human development understands that moral development
is something that begins in the cradle and continues to develop throughout a person's life. It
is interesting to reflect on research which was conducted on moral development many years
ago by Professor Lawrence Kohlberg at Harvard University. He reached the conclusion that
most politicians end up in what he called stage 2, which occurs at the age of about four or
five, where the morality is "What is yours is mine, and what is mine is my own." Much of
what is contained in the Royal Commission's findings reflects that level of morality. It is a
terrible indictment of our community when it is suggested that if people want to enter official
and public life they must first be trained in ethics. One would hope that they would take a
high ethical standard with them and not need that training.
Mr Strickland: You've either got it or you haven't.
Dr CONSTABLE: Yes: but one must get it from somewhere; one is not born with it. It is
something that is learnt through life.
One of the outstanding features of the 1980s was that few people stood out from the crowd.
There were an awful lot of followers, particularly in Cabinet. Not many questions that
should have been asked were asked. There was not enough scrutiny in Cabinet of major
deals. That is what members have learnt from the Royal Commission.
The commission also scrutinised our system of government. Paragraph 27.2.1 of the report
under the heading "General evaluation" states -

The governmental system of this State exists to serve the interests of the people of
Western Australia.

It certainly did not do that in the 1980s. The report continues -

Our findings and observations provide compelling evidence that this fundamental
purpose has not always been uppermost in the minds of our elected and appointed
public officials, in some instances far from it. They equally demonstrate that the
present institutional arrangements for the conduct of government cannot be relied
upon either to ensure that government will be conducted for the public's benefit or to
provide reassurance to the public that it is being so conducted.

What I have just read should be a simple truth, yet it has taken a Royal Commission to come
up with a final conclusion to say that. Clearly, in the 1980s some elected officials and public
servants highjacked our system. I too, as many other members have already said in this
debate, am looking forward to the second part of this report so that we can get our system
back on the rails and do something about moving forward in this State. Too many people
have put their own personal and political advantage ahead of the public interest. It is rime
that members of the public are able to recapture their system for their own purpose. The
report also highlights the fact that the 1980s were marked by a great deal of secrecy in
Government. We are told of such things as the destruction of documents. Members now
know that the Cabinet and Parliament were not properly informed. Members must look at
both of those institutions and ask why not.
Members have recently discovered the importance of accountability, the fireedomn of
information and political donations. These issues are issues which other States and the
Commonwealth discovered long before Western Australia did. In responding to this repont it
is crucial that members look at issues such as whistleblower legislation. Why did public
servants, in the interests of the public, not blow the whistle? They were not able to because
they were not protected by law. Members must make sure that those people are protected in
the future. We must also examine the defamation laws. Many elected officials made
defamation writs against the media an art form and to stop individuals saying what was on
their minds. in the future, members must ensure chat the politicising of the Public Service
does not occur. Often the people appointed to the Public Service did not have the expertise
required in order to do the job to which they were appointed. In many instances the
importance of expertise to the Public Service has been devalued to a large extent. Expertise
in some areas must be restored.
Where did the Parliament fail the people of this State? Parliament failed to keep a check on
the Executive arn of government. I refer to an article in The West Australian on 27 July
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1989, that now famous statement of the Premier thac she believed Parliament was a waste of
time.
She said -

You spend hours in that stupid place talking nonsense, absolute nonsense,
I am glad to know that she has since changed her mind about the standards of Parliament.
Obviously she does not think it is a waste of rime any more. Certainly, in the 1980s, the
Executive arm of the Government treated the Parliament as a waste of time, and often with
scant attention.
With the Parliament's failing to keep a check on the Executive Government, enormous
powers were assumed by the Executive. One of the failures of the system is that, when a
Government has a majority, it tends to treat the Parliament as a rubber stamp. That is one
way that the Parliament can be bypassed. We saw an excellent example of that in the last
sitting week when, on the Wednesday, the Premier introduced the Royal Commission
(Custody of Records) Bill and we had to rush it through because it was important that it be
passed. That Bill could have been dealt with weeks or even months earlier. As it turned out,
the Bill was amended and the Government was not happy with the amendments. However, I
suspect that the Government introduced it thinking that Parliament would allow it to go
through without question. At that time, though, the Parliament was working and said, "Hang
on a minute" and changed the Bill. Governments should never assume that they can force
things through Parliament.
In the past year or so we have also seen the importance of Independents in the parliamentary
system because, on a number of occasions, the Independents have told the Government to
reconsider its actions on various matters. Therefore, having Independents here in the past 18
months or so has served the people of this State very well.
One recommendation that I would like to see in the second part of the report of the Royal
Commission is the need for a strong committee system to scrutinise legislation and the work
of the Government. If we achieve that, the power of the Parliament will be enhanced. We
need a change of attitude. In her ministerial statement on the Royal Commission, the
Premier called for legislative reform in a number of areas, including amendments to the
Financial Administration and Audit Act, freedom of information legislation, which was
promised in 1982 by Brian Burke and for which we have been waiting for 10 years, and
disclosure of financial interests of members of Parliament. It is a very sad reflection on us all
for us to say that we need codes of conduct for public servants, inisters and members.
Those things should be taken for granted but, unfortunately, cannot be, as we have learnt to
our cost over the past 10 years.
The Premier also said that if we have legislative reform we will prevent unacceptable past
happenings recurring. I do not have the faith which she does in legislation reform. It is
somewhat naive for her to say that, without also saying that we need a change of attitudes
and behaviour by people, and we cannot legislate for that. In many instances, legislation was
in place in the 1980s, but it did not prevent the destruction of documents, or people taking
public documents that were protected by the Library Board of Western Australia Act. That is
one example of a major flaw in the behaviour of people in the 1980s. Legislation cannot
protect people in this State from public servants acting with political partiality; legislation
will not stop people giving misleading information or telling half truths; legislation will not
ensure that full and proper records are kept. That will happen only when the people involved
decide to behave in a proper manner and change their attitudes dramatically.
Mr Strickland: Like birds of a feather, they flock together, the Labor Party and their mates.
Dr CONSTABLE: Maybe that happens on both sides sometimes.
I was very taken with the comments of the member for South Perth. He referred to the need
for the Royal Commission to examine political institutions and political parties. In fact, he
rook the words out of my mouth and I will not repeat them. However, I compliment him and
I hope that, in the second report, the commission deals with political parties. Scrutiny of all
aspects of political life is very important. I hope the political parties will re-examine their
roles because, for too long, the voters in this State have taken political parties on faith. Often
in the 1980s, the same people who were controlling the Parliament, Cabinet and other
institutions were also controlling the political parties. For far too long political parties have
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been too secret in their operations. The people of Western Australia need to question the
operations of political parties.
Having said that, I will support the amendment moved by the member for South Perth. In
closing I compliment the Royal Commissioners for the fine job they have done for the people
of this State. It was worth every penny paid.
MR WAIT (Albany) [12.37 pm]: I think it would be fair for me to say - you would
probably agree with me, Mr Speaker - that the day a couple of weeks ago when the Royal
Commission report was presented to this Parliament was probably the most dramatic day that
we have experienced during our time here. The atmosphere was charged with electricity and
everybody was on the edge of his scat with expectation. Most of us were not disappointed.
Some people almost feel sorry - I said almost, but not quite - for the farmer Leader of the
House and the former Cabinet Secretary. They were forced to resign and appear to be the
scapegoats for the actions of the Government. In comparison with many other issues
reported in the Royal Commissioners' report, their actions appear to be relatively minor.
Notwithstanding that, I admire them for having the decency to uphold the principles of the
Westminster system as we understand it and doing the honourable thing.
In the 10 years of this Labor Government's term of office, there has been a growing disquiet
in the Opposition parties and in the community about its style of government. That disquiet
began to be felt very early with the appointment of advisers; a whole rash of them were
appointed. They were appointed to bypass the legitimate and proper role of the Public
Service. Senior, experienced, reliable, responsible, impartial executives in the Public
Service, chief executive officers, who were loyal to the Government of the day and who had
worked for a number of different Governments, were bypassed. Advisers were interposed
between those officers and their Ministers whereas in the past there had been direct dialogue
between them. Suddenly Ministers were saying, "Don't talk to me any more; talk to my
adviser.' It was a screening process. That is not the way that the Public Service should
work. Those progressive, impartial, reliable people about whom I speak were replaced by
the party faithful, party hacks often with little or no knowledge of the areas in which they
were given their cushy jobs. I remember the member for Marmion talking about a woman
who was given the job of education adviser. He said that the only thing she knew about
schools was that she drove past one on her way to work. That demonstrates the point of view
that was held at the time.
Mr Strickland: They put a lot of horse traders in.
Mr WATT: Indeed. Another problem for the Public Service caused, by the style of
Government in the last 10 years is that public servants were pressured in various ways to take
political approaches to problems rather than the straight, down the line approach. Many of
them spoke to members of the Liberal Party about the discomfort they felt at the way they
were forced to approach certain issues. Other public servants who had given many years of
loyalty to the Public Service were either sacked or kicked sideways into the Office of
Redeployment or into soul-destroying oblivion where they felt no sense of purpose or
satisfaction from the work they did. It was grossly unfair to these people who had served the
State for so long and so well. What is worse is that so many of the Government advisers are
now employed as permanent public servants and many of them are firmly entrenched in
important senior positions. I have no doubt that these people will provide the conduit for
information to the Australian Labor Party for a long time to come.
Mr Bloffwitch: Unless there is a cleansing process.
Mr WATT: It will be very difficult to do that in the short term. I have very real concerns
about what has happened within the Public Service.
In relation to this style of Government I was going to canvas the misuse of question time and
the denial of legitimate information during that process. However, this subject has been
covered by other speakers. I remind the House that David Parker talked about how the
doctoring of answers had become an art form. We always knew that, but it is interesting that
it took a Royal Commission, through its questioning, to bring that out.
I will reiterate a couple of points which have already been made by other members. Firstly.
for the Premier or the Government to try to claim responsibility, or some sort of moral high
pround, for the calling of the Royal Commission is grossly misleading and dishonest.
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Mr Strickland: Itris a farce.
Mr WATT: It is an absolute farce because, as everyone knows, the Royal Commission was
brought about only as a result of an increasing amount of evidence which could not be
refuted and the absolute public outrage of so many people which forced the Premier, kicking
and screaming, to agree to appoint a Royal Commission. Everybody knows that, in a sense,
it is true that only the Government or the Premier can call a Royal Commission.
Mr Strickland: It is technically mile.
Mr WATT: It is.
Mr Lewis: The Parliament could.
Mr WAIT: The Parliament provided the legislative framework, but it did not call the Royal
Commission. There are still Government members in this House who believe,
notwithstanding the findings of the Royal Commission, that the ALP did nothing wrong, and
that really disturbs me. Last night, members in this House made comments along these lines.
The second point dealt by other members and which I will reiterate is to give credit where it
is due. Some people have been named, but the former member for Cottesloc, Bill Hassell;
the present Leader of the Opposition, the member for Nedlands; the formner Leader of the
Opposition, the member for Jandakot;, Hon Max Evans; a number of other members;
representatives from People for Fair and Open Government led by Bevan Lawrence; and a
limited number of journalists, notably Martin Saxon and journalists from "The 7.30 Report"
deserve recognition for what has been achieved. Those people were attacked, humiliated and
vilified by Ministers and it was not an easy time for them. However, they stuck to their guns
and they are responsible for the result we have today. It is to their credit and they are
deserving of the plaudits of the community and the Parliament. Unfortunately, these people
were attacked not only by Ministers, but also by many members of the mainstream media
who demanded of them an explanation for all sorts of things which had no relevance. In
other words, they employed the put up or shut up syndrome. Any other competent
investigative journalist worth his salt would have been into it like a chicken into hot mash to
try to find out the substance of the allegations. Too many people were obsessed and hooked
by Burke and they were too busy practising omphaloskepsis instead of perforning their
public duty. If Watergate had happened in Western Australia in the last 10 years it would not
have been uncovered while Burke was in office because the journalists did not have the
mettle to get out and do it.
I compliment the media on their coverage of the report since it has been released. I know it
is news and that is the bottom line for the media. I particularly compliment The West
Australian for its handling of the report; it has done an outstanding job.
Mr Troy: This is like the Melbourne Cup; you are having 500 each way.
Mr WATT: I am being fair. I criticised the media for what I think they are entitled to be
criticised for and I am commending them for what they should be commended for. I cannot
be any fairer than that.
Essentially, the Royal Commission report confirms what the Opposition has been saying for
a long time. If one reads through the findings he will see that the words which keep
appearing are improper conduct; acting beyond powers; actions which merit criticism; failure
to disclose information to Cabinet colleagues; grossly improper conduct; criticism of public
servants being required to give one tenth of their salary - a tithing - to the Labor Party; acting
without knowledge or experience; misleading; large quantities of cash with unidentified
source; concealment; impropriety; missing documents; negligence; serious questions about
the role of media secretaries and the proper functioning of the Government media office; and
the list goes on. At the end of the day it was sumnmed up by two quotes from the Royal
Commission report under the term of reference dealing with Rothwells. Firstly -

The total course of conduct in which Mr Dowding, Mr Parker and Mr Grill engaged
with respect to P1(1 was grossly improper.

Secondly -

Unfortunately, when leadership was caed for, none was shown. When the public
demanded openness, the truth was concealed from it.
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The Opposition concurs with these comments.
These issues are covered in the documents which we have been privy to. A confidential
appendix to the report has been forwarded to the Director of Public Prosecutions and it will
be interesting to know what other issues have been raised in that appendix. I do not know
whether, when the DPP has finished his investigations into these matters, we will be allowed
to read the appendix to the report.
Many people in my view have had a misunderstanding about the role of the Royal
Commission. Many people have expressed disappointment about the fact that it did not
make recommendations for prosecutions and so on. We must properly understand the role of
a Royal Commission. Sir Ronald Wilson stated at a public function he attended a few
months ago that the role of the Royal Commission is to find the truth. To that extent, 1
believe it has been singularly successful. The public has a right to know these things, despite
the attempts at concealment of many things by this Government. I agree with the member
who has just resumed her seat that the cost has been well worthwhile.
Again, I think we should be very thankful for the persistence of Opposition members in
ensuring that this State now has an independent Director of Public Prosecutions. As I said
earlier, the public were very sceptical about whether prosecutions would result from the
Royal Commission inquiry. We still do not know that prosecutions will follow, but on the
basis of the report it is reasonable to assume that they will. Thank goodness we have an
independent DPP, because without him decisions to prosecute would have been left to none
other than the Attorney General. That would have been very much a Caesar unto Caesar
situation. The Attorney General demonstrated his political bias on a previous occasion by
issuing a nolle prosequi to prevent serious charges being laid against union boss and
Australian Labor Party stalwart, J.J. O'Connor, who is now touted, according to the weekend
newspapers, as a likely candidate for the ALP in the next election. We should be grateful
that this State has an independent DPP who will go through the findings of the Royal
Commission and decide whether any charges should be laid.
It was interesting that the Government tried to divert some attention from its own misdeeds
by including three terms of reference relating to former coalition Governments; that is, the
natural gas sales agreement, the gas pipeline, and Bunbury Foods Pty Ltd. In all cases the
commission was unable to find anything of consequence. I quote the conclusion of the
commission on the natural gas sales agreement -

The Commission has found no suggestion of corruption, illegality or impropriety in
its inquiry into the North-West Shelf natural gas sales contracts.

The report stated with regard to Sir Charles Court and Mr Peter Jones, who were Ministers at
the time, that they did not influence the State Energy Commission or require it to sign the
contracts. It also found that no other matters connected with this agreement required
legislative change. With regard to the gas pipeline the report states -

There was no evidence of impropriety in relation to the contracts for the construction
of the pipeline, apart from isolated incidents involving Mr Kingamill and Mr Miller.

It further states -

There was no evidence of any corruption or of any illegal contact.
It is also stated that there are no matters which require referral to an appropriate authority or
where legislative change should be made. With regard to Bunbury Foods Pty Ltd the report
states -

The Commission found no evidence of corruption, illegality or impropriety in its
investigation of financial assistance by G3overnment to Bunbury Foods from 1977.

The commissioners made some comments about Dr Oskar which are interesting but they did
not find it was necessary for any matter to be referred to any other agency. The Government
fell flat on its face. It was on a fishing trip and it had nothing to gain. It should feel a sense
of shame about that now. By contrast to those three terms of reference, littered throughout
the report are many references to illegality or impropriety in connection with Ministers and
politically appointed staff and advisers.
We now need to look to the future and we must try to produce a succinct but definitive
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document spelling out the fundamental principles and features of the Westminster system of
Government. We need to provide that document to new members of Parliament, perhaps to
same old members of Parliament, to the media, and the community, including the people
who study politics. It is important that we learn from the Royal Commission's findings and
take cognisance of the disgraceful behaviour of the Labor Government identified over the
past decade to ensure that it never happens again. We all await the second report of the
commission with a great deal of interest, given the thoroughness with which the
commissioners prepared the first report. I feel very confident that we will be able to make a
strong commitment to embracing its findings and recommendations. We must restore an
independent, professional Public Service where impartial advice is readily given, and where
hard work and dedication can be rewarded with a career path at least as good as that to be
found in private enterprise. Above all, we must restore respect for the Parliament and
accountability in Government. Until that is done, the damage of the past disgraceful decade
will not be erased, and Governments, Parliaments and individual members of Parliament will
continue to be held in very low esteem by the community.

Sitting suspended from 12-56 to 2.00 pm

MR BLOFFWITCH (Geraldton) [2.02 pm]: Very little of what happened as mentioned in
the six volumes of the report of the Royal Commission meant a great deal to me previously.
I had seen newspaper articles and reports on various matters and a few things had filtered
through to the community in Geraldton. I became particularly interested when I began to
read the report into the type of conduct exhibited and the things that happened during the
period in question.
The two matters I have studied in detail relate to the Swan Building Society and the Teachers
Credit Society. Members may well ask why I picked those two societies. I did so because
the present registrar, Mr Metaxas, and the previous registrar, Mr Brotherson, are known to
me as a result of my position as chairman of an automotive cooperative which shared the
same registrar as those societies. Having prepared annual returns for the past 17 years I can
well understand the problems that those societies had in understanding the complexities of
preparing financial returns. I am very aware of how under-resourced the relevant department
has been. My automotive cooperative had many differences of opinion with the department
related to annual returns, dividend repayments and trading rebates to members of the
cooperative. It held a different paint of view from that of the registrar on many occasions.
In most cases the registrar looks at matters from the point of view of returns to the National
Securities Commission - the normal corporate balance sheet return. He takes no notice of the
return forwarded to the Taxation Department. Anybody who has anything to do with these
matters would understand that when providing financial statements a great difference arises
between how the Taxation Department treats such matters as provisions for long service
leave, holiday pay, bad debts and other such things in comparison to the way in which the
company structure treats them. This may not seem terribly applicable to this debate.
However, when one is dealing with a cooperative, friendly society, or similar organisation it
illustrates that the registrar looks at one set of figures while the directors look at another.
I read with great interest the testimony of Mr Clark when he described dealing with the
registrar and the answers he gave. I cannot condone Mr Clark's conduct related to the loans
he gave on behalf of Teachers Credit Society to the four prominent borrowers. I can have
some sympathy for his position because of the misunderstanding the department seemed to
have with corporate people. These two examples are very much a mirror of the way in which
the Government acted during that period. The Swan Building Society, and I think the
Farrow Corporation, started with a small overdraft facility of $80 000 which grew over a
couple of years to a withdrawal of $2.2 million without the provision of extra security. The
Laurie Potter organisation started with small drawings and built up to about $15 million.
Most of the loans made to the four major players by the Teachers Credit Society started small
and kept building up.
I ask members to look at where the Government started in 1982-83. What did this
Government owe then? It was approximately $2.5 to $2.75 billion. What does this
Government owe today? It is closer to $11 billion. Do members see the point I am making?
My point relates to the attitude of the Government and the way it acted. I believe that was
followed by the corporate sector which thought if it was good enough for the Government

6185



6186 ASSEMBLY]

with its creative accounting to say it would borrow $400 million to plug a hole and balance
its budget then why could Laurie Connell not say that things were going all right because he
started with a $2 million loan which finished up as $22 million? There is little difference
between the two. This Government is asking us to believe that it was solely the corporate
high fliers who were responsible for the State's troubles. However, it was the example set by
this Government which set the tone for the time and the pace of those happenings.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! I am sorry to have to draw the attention of the House to
the fact that the member for Melville has seriously breached the standards of the House. I
am sure he is aware of that and it will not happen again.
Mr Shave: I apologist, Mr Deputy Speaker
Mr BLO)FFWITCH: Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker. The member did offer me an apology,
but that in no way absolves him from what you said.
It is interesting that the amendment to the motion states that this House recognises and
accepts the underlying concept of Cabinet collective responsibility. I want to go further than
Cabinet's collective responsibility and ask: What sort of responsibility did the Premier of the
day have when Mr Edwards was his "fix it" man and talked as though he were Premier and
gave assurances and directions to the R & I Bank Ltd? The Premier also had Mr Lloyd from
Treasury work out deals for him. Mr Edwards and Mr Lloyd were indicted for wrongdoing
and for going outside the normal guidelines thai were in operation at the time. They acted as
agents, servants or employees of the Premier. I am amazed at the absolute silence from the
Ministers and members opposite who had those people act as spokesmen for them yet will
accept no responsibility for their decisions. We saw the Parliamentary Secretary of the
Cabinet resign as a result of the changes he made to the Cabinet minutes, and we saw the
former Minister for the Environment and Leader of the House resign. However, the two
sections of the report that I have read suggest to me that at least three other Government
members should be admonished and have their attention drawn to what their representatives
were doing in regard to their use of public money and their doing things which were not
ethical. Those members used the excuse that in a lot of cases they did not know what those
people were doing. I can tell those members that the law holds people fully responsible for
anything that is done by people whom they authorise to act as their servants or agents.
I was amazed when I read in chapter 11I of part one of volume 3 of the report about the
MV Zig gy, and when I read in the newspaper several months ago about the Government's
involvement in the sale of opals. Not only was the Government the guru of the financial
world, but also it was an expert on the valuation of opals. At one stage, the Government took
$1 million worth of opals for a $1 million debt in order to buy the Casablanca building; and
that is a sad and sorry tale. Of course, that did not work out too well when the Government
realised just how little those opals were worth.
Mr McNee: Did the Attorney General not say it was like handing out baubles to the Indians?
Mr BLOFFWITCH: Yes. The only difference was that we were the Indians and someone
else was handing out the baubles to us. That indicates to me that when we allow people to
get into this position, they will do desperate things to try to drag themselves out of the mess
that they have got into. How more desperate could the Government have been than to get
someone from Treasury to represent the Premier and decide which deals should go ahead and
which deals should not go ahead? That is an indictment of the people who were in those
positions.
Someone said to me that there needed to be a cleansing process in this State. I am thankful
to the Royal Commission for bringing to the Parliament's attention the names of many of the
people who should be admonished. I am aware that the Premier has stood down several
members of the Public Service. I will be interested to read through the report to see how
many people are involved. I admit that I have had time to study comprehensively only
sections I I and 12 of the report This Government has given us an example, if ever there
were one, of how to destroy a system of government. Unless one makes difficult decisions
and remedies the situation when one starts to get into a bit of trouble, one will build on the
mistakes. The Swan Building Society is a classic example of such a situation. That building
society made loans to a number of borrowers and kept extending the amount that they
borrowed, which affected its liquidity ratio. The Government then put in its financial gurus,
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who decided that the collapse of the Swan Building Society would affect public confidence,
and that the Government should support it. I wonder how the depositors of the failed
Permanent Building Society and Western Women feel about the fact that the depositors of
Swan Building Society were given preferential treatment because their investment was
secured. I agree chat it is not the Government's role to bail out financial institutions, but I
cannot agree that that should be done in the case of some financial institutions and not in the
case of others. The precedent that was set in the case of the Swan Building Society obliges
the Government to also help the depositors of PBS and Western Women.
Because the R & I Bank supported the Teachers Credit Society, the Reserve Bank of
Australia was called in, because the R & I Bank is secured by the Reserve Bank. If a run on
funds occurs resulting in a disastrous situation in the banking system, the Reserve Bank will
underwrite it. Using that situation, the R & I Bank asked whether the Reserve Bank would
support it if one of its major accounts behaved in this manner and fell into trouble. The
verbal reply was that provided the Teachers Credit Society was being run satisfactorily and
provided that everything was done according to the rules and regulations, it would. Why
would that question be asked when it was known that it had been breaching the rules for
years? It was such a wonderful economic philosophy to barrow to assist the TCS to protect
its liquidity, because the figures looked good. The Premier decided to borrow another
$400 million, plug it in and then say the situation was correct. Is it any wonder that the
Government has learnit from the TCS situation how to borrow money and make things look
good? Even though that money was borrowed the administration did not change; the loan
portfolio did not change. The need for more money increased and the situation deteriorated
to such an extent that the R & I Bank took over. The R & I Bank ended up lending money to
the TCS. It was a similar situation with the Swan Building Society. This State has picked up
gigantic losses as a result of this folly of lending money with no suitable security and with nio
revaluation as the loss increases. The situation was tremendously undercovered -

Several members interjected.
Mr BLOFFWITCH: Perhaps the member for Marangaroo should go to sleep. He does not
understand. His colleagues do not understand the situation either, and that is why the State
faces this situation. The quicker we go to the polls, the quicker we will get rid of the
Government's mismanagement, and the better off Western Australia will be.
MR THOMPSON (Darling Range) [2.23 pm]: After listening to previous speakers it is
hard to understand precisely what it is that we are debating. It seems to me that not too many
people have taken very much notice of the question before the Chair. I remind members that
we are debating an amendment to the motion moved by the Premier. The amendment is -

To add the following words to the motion -

and further that this House -

(1) supports the findings and recommendations of Part Iof the report;
(2) recognises and accepts the underlying concepts of Cabinet collective

responsibility, and ministerial responsibility and accountability to the
Parliament; and

(3) is mindful that the Royal Commission was prohibited by article 9 of
the Bill of Rights from examining the conduct of Ministers in
Parliament and that, with that privilege Parliament has an obligation to
make that examination itself.

I have given the same serious consideration to this amendment that I and my Independent
colleagues are obliged to give to every matter before this House.
An Opposition member: We are all obliged to do that.
Mr THOMPSON: Exactly. However, it is easier for members of parties who have sat in
party rooms and made decisions about attitudes, and debated whether amendments are to be
introduced, because once the majority decision is made whether they support that point of
view they are bound to adhere to it slavishly. By contrast, the Independents must come to
this place and explatin the reasons they do the things they do. Members of political parties
have the comfort of being able to stand behind the pledge of loyalty to the party regardless of
whether they believe in the issue that is being proposed.
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Mr Strickland: In your opinion.
Mr THOMPSON: It is not only in my opinion. I was a member of a political party for a
long time before the member was. I know the system inside-out. I put it to the member that
some people who sit in this place bite their tongues rather than get up and say what they
mean. They do so because the incurred wrath of the political party may damage their
credibility and their prospects for preselection and of becoming a Minister of the Crown.
This Parliament was a far healthier place when members were allowed the freedom to
express their points of view rather than hide behind the party.
A Government member: When was that?
Mr THOMPSON: During the time of the Brand Government on a number of occasions
members of the Government voted against the Government. I can cite a heap of experiences.
Even during the term of the Tonkin Government, members of the Labor Party voted against
the things that the Labor Party was endeavouring to achieve.
Mr Strickland: They were expelled.
Mr THOMPSON: And that is to the detriment of the party system. That is the point. People
shut up and do not express their views. When talking about the Royal Commission members
ask why other members did not speak out when they knew things were happening in their
name; it was because they would be expelled, as the member has so eloquently said. For that
reason and because of the risk to their political future, people in this place do not express
their point of view.
Mr Bloffwitch: At least we are allowed to make that declaration to our party.
Mr THOMPSON: When has the member done that?
Mr Bloffwitch: On daylight saving.
Mr THOMPSON: When have other members done it? How many times does it occur? it
happens infrequently. Historically in this place we have seen more examples of that in the
past from both sides of the House. This place was a better institution for that reason.
Members should consider the excesses of the use of authority through the 1980s. I suggest
seriously to this House that people such as Arthur Tonkin and Barry Hodge, who had
considerable reservations about what people were doing in their name, should have taken that
one step further and voted against the Government. Until we come to grips with that, until
we break this dominance of the panties in this Parliament, we will not have the sorts of
checks and balances that should be a part of this institution.
Mr Read: We have already done that.
Mr THOMPSON: The member should not challenge me. A few people on this side are
suggesting that I should have a go.
Several members interjected.
Mr THOMPSON: Before the member does that, he should buy a bottle of smelling salts and
take it up with John Day, the endorsed Liberal candidate, and ask him whether he wants the
member to goad me to stand. He will suggest that it is better not to get me prickly.
Mr Deputy Speaker, that was a digression brought about by the member for Scarborough. I
have only 14 minutes left so I will confine my remarks to the question before the Chair.
Mr Lewis: Is the member saying that when the Liberal Party says we should not speak, we
should not because we will upset the member?
Mr THOMPSON: No, the member should say what he means, not what the party
collectively comes to view as the position. On many occasions in this place members have
voted for a proposition when they would rather have done precisely the opposite. However,
due to the risk they have seen to their prospects, they have gone along with the party line.
A great percentage of people in the community are fed up to the back teeth with party
politics. If some high profile Independents stand at the next election, Independents will be in
this Parliament following the next election. The member for Floreat was elected as an
Independent at a by-election, and she will succeed again. Both major political parties are on
the nose, and people are looking for alternatives. I am the first to concede that Parliament
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could not work if all members were Independents; however, more independence must be
seen within political parties and the Parliament. Parliament is a more democratic institution
when it contains Independents with clout.
However, this State's electoral system is very much stacked against Independents being
elected to Parliament - that is not by accident. Although the two major political parties
oppose each on other many issues, they finnly agree that we should not have an electoral
system which gives the slightest chance for Independent members or minor parties to be
elected to Parliament. Yet, I still digress.
I am prepared to suppont part (1) of the amendment moved by the member for South Perth on
behalf of the Opposition. However, I disagree with the propositions contained in parts (2)
and (3).

Amendment on the Amendment
Mr THOMPSON: Therefore, I move -

That the amendment to the motion be amended by deleting paragraphs (2) and (3).
The second part of the Opposition's amendment reads -

Recognises and accepts the underlying concepts of Cabinet collective responsibility,
and ministerial responsibility and accountability to the Parliament;

It is not that I do not support the concept - I do. I would be surprised if anyone in this place
did not support that proposition. However, -this amendment to the motion anticipates the
second report from the Royal Commission. I certainly hope and expect that when the report
is presented it will refer to the collective responsibility of Cabinet. But this amendment,
which I seek to amend, claims that we already have the doctrine of collective responsibility -
that is not the case.
Indeed, if one considers the history of not only this Parliament, but also all Parliaments
modelled on the Westminster system, it can be seen that Cabinet is not responsible for
digressions from normal standards expected of Ministers of the Crown. Under that system
the Minister who has digressed accepts that responsibility and resigns from Cabinet. In that
way the rest of Cabinet is left pure and unsullied. As I have said before, this removes the
canker from the otherwise wholesome group. The rotten apple is removed from the barrel so
the rest of the apples do have the potential to become rotten through contact with the bad
apple. I hope that the Royal Commission writes a chapter on the issue of collective
responsibility with a recommendation that it be adopted in this State. If that is done, the
Royal Commission will have a significant outcome.
We have seen matters under review by the Royal Commission in which Ministers of the
Crown resigned and accepted responsibility for their actions; therefore, it is not appropriate
to pass part (2) of the Opposition's amendment. We must allow the Royal Commission to
express its view. We must not anticipate what that might be. indeed, it could be suggested if
the amendment is passed as it stands, as Parliament is the superior body, it is suggesting to
the commission what should be done. The Royal Commissioners must be left to complete
their work.
Part (3) of the amendment, which I seek to amend, deals with article 9 of the Bill of Rights.
This issue involves the argument which ensued between the Parliament and the Royal
Commission over whether the commission had the power to call members of Parliament
before it. Nothing prevented that from happening, provided certain procedures were
adopted. One such procedure was that any member of this House who was called to appear
before the Royal Commission had to seek leave of this House to so appear. We have seen an
example of this facet of our parliamentary system in recent days with the Federal Treasurer.
It was suggested that he will be called before a Senate committee examining the Victorian
loans affair. However, Mr Dawkins has said that it is not his intention to appear, and this
claim is based on the fact that to appear before the committee he requires a resolution of the
House of Representatives. Given the numbers within that House, it is unlikely that it will
vote for Dawkins to appear.
That procedure goes back a long way in the history of our parliamentary institution. On the
opening day of Parliament, we are summoned to leave this Chamber to go to the Legislative
Council to hear the Governor's address. This is done for reasons which go back to the days
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of Charles 1, who dared to interfere with the independence of Parliament. People have died
to defend the supremacy of this institution; indeed, many people would have suffered a great
deal of heartache about having to behead a King of England because he had the temerity to
interfere with the independence of Parliament.
The Royal Commission had the power to call for members of Parliament to appear before it,
but it could not force them to do so. Members of Parliament are servants of this House and,
following the Westminster model, the Parliament always asserts its authority and control
over its members. We ame elected to serve the people, but we are also servants of this House.
A member would have had to seek leave before he could have attended the commission. I
suggest that in the circumstances that prevailed it would have been highly unlikely for leave
to be given for those members to attend. To some extent, that is a pity. A purist who looked
at the Royal Commission would say that that probably was a deterrent to the Royal
Commission's achieving its objectives. Although that may be comfortable and expedient, I
am still of the view that this Parliament should maintain its superiority. It should not become
the tool of a lesser being than itself. The Royal Commission is a lesser being than Parliament
and it should not be in a position to dictate to the Parliament what Parliament's members
should or should not do. It is for that reason that I am not prepared to support clauses 2 and 3
of the amendment moved by my colleague, the member for South Perth.
I trust that people will understand my view on this matter and I hope that they will accept
that there is some sense in what I have to say about the first pant of the commission's report.
Of course, I support the findings and recommendations of the first part of the report. I will
speak later on the findings about the member for Eyre in that part of the report.
MR RIPPER (Belmont - Leader of the House) [2.41 pm]: I support the amendment to the
amendment. The original amendment moved by the member for South Perth is a stunt. It is
consistent with the way in which the Opposition has approached this debate. An inquiry of
enormous scope, power and cost has been undertaken and its findings have been made
public, but the Opposition wants to do more. Not only does the Opposition want to produce
its own findings which have been trotted out in this and the other House, but also undertake
even more inquiries and gather more evidence to build on the work of the commission, the
scope of which is unprecedented in Western Australia's history.
The amendment refers to further examinations of parliamentary matters and the gathering of
further evidence. In their speeches, members opposite speak about their own views on the
findings of the commission. In fact, if members read the speech of the member for Jandakot,
they will see that he has produced his own set of findings. Perhaps there exists an internal
inconsistency in the attitude of Opposition members. On the one hand, they say that they
support the findings of the Royal Commission, but on the other hand they believe that the
commission has not gone far enough in certain circumstances. They want to put their own
gloss on the findings that have been made, and also produce their own allegations and de
facto findings.
What exactly do they want to do? It is a bit difficult to determine precisely what, in
operational terms, the Opposition is seeking to do by parts 2 and 3 of the amendment.
Mrs Edwardes: It may not be operational.
Mr RIPPER: What do the amendments mean?
Mrs Edwardes: What is the meaning of supporting the findings; what is the meaning of
noting the report; and what is the meaning of allowing a huge debate other than allowing
members to have the opportunity of doing so?
Mr RIPPER: The Government has the perfect vehicle for members to make any statement
they wish on the report of the Royal Commission in the motion moved by the Premier, as
was pointed out by the member for Armadale. Why do members opposite need that
amendment if that is its only purpose? The motion suits perfectly that particular purpose. It
did so during yesterday's sitting and has done so today. Nobody has been denied an
opportunity to say what they wanted, whether that was misguided, about the findings of the
Royal Commission.
What is the meaning of the Opposition's amendment? In particular, what do points 2 and 3
mean? It is very difficult to determine; they are vague, generalised statements, not producing
any particular action by way of parliamentary procedure and are not in an operational form.
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To achieve anything these amendments would have to instigate a use of the forms of the
House. There exists no specifics in the amendment or any indication of the forms of the
House which would produce a result. These are vague, generalised statements which may
later lead to attempts to use the forms of the House; however, they are not required for those
later attempts if members of Parliament want to take further action on the report of the Royal
Commission. The forms of the House have always been available for members to take action
on matters such as this. Those forms are available whether this amendment is carried and
they have been used on these matters week after week. I have heard debates one after the
other on matters covered by the Royal Commission every week since I became a member of
this House in early 1988.
Mr Lewis: There is good justification for that - the scandalous behaviour of the Government.
What are the seven volumes of it?
Mr RIPPER: Whatever the member may think, if he looks at what has been done in this
House he will see that a vague amendment such as this is simply not required. It does not
advance the case one way or the other, it does not implement any forms of the House; and it
does not prevent or change the situation in any way.
Mr Lewis: Do you not support the collective responsibility of Cabinet?
Mr RIPPER: I am not saying that at all.
Mr Lewis: We think that is an important paint for the Parliament to affirm.
Mr RIPPER: If members read the statement about the collective responsibility of Cabinet
and accountability to Parliament they will see that it is in advance of the Royal
Commission's comments on these matters. The Government expects that these issues will be
before the public and, indeed, before the Parliament in part 2 of the Royal Commission's
report. However, the Opposition does not want to wait for that part of the report.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! The cross Chamber interjections will cease.
Mr RIPPER: Opposition members do not want to wait for the recommendations;, they want
this Parliament to make a statement about the matters that will be covered by part 2 of the
commission's report.
Mr Shave: I bet you are looking forward to it.
Mr RIPPER: It will be a matter of great interest to all members of Parliament. However, it
does not seem to matter to Opposition members that the commission will report on these
issues. Not only do they want the Parliament to make a judgment in advance of that report,
but also they express that judgment in a way which, in my view, is misleading. From my
reading of the report it does not appear that collective responsibility is an underlying concept
running through part I of the commission's report. That may well be something which the
commission considers important and will report on in part 2. It has certainly, however, been
an underlying concept in the Opposition's comments. To phrase paragraph (2) of the
amendment as the Opposition has done seems to be an assertion about part 1 of the Royal
Commission's report, which is misleading.
I turn now to paragraph (3) of the amendment. Members should be very pleased that the
presiding officers of both Houses of this Parliament have supported the concept of
parliamentary privilege and the rights of parliamentarians. As parliamentarians, we should
not suffer any sense of embarrassment about the defence of parliamentary privilege. Indeed,
the Presiding Officers' defence of parliamentary privilege has been carried out in accordance
with the wishes of members of Parliament of both Houses.
Mr Thomas: And both parties.
Mr RIPPER: Yes, both Houses and both parties, as pointed out by the member for
Cockburn. Both Houses and both parties of this Parliament gave the Royal Commission
extensive powers and huge resources - greater power and more money than any other
commission has been given in this Statr's history.
Mr Lewis: I thought the Premier did that.
Mr RIPPER: This Parliament did. In doing that the Premier had the support of both Houses
of Parliament and both parties.
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Mr Lewis: Was it not her Royal Commission?
Mr RIPPER: She called the Royal Commission. I am glad the member far Applecross
supports that notion.
Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr RIPPER: Members should not be embarrassed about the question of the Presiding
Officers' defence of parliamentary privilege and they should not be embarrassed about the
extent of the powers and the resources given to the Royal Commission.
Paragraph (3) of the amendment has the effect of creating that misplaced sense of
embarrassment to which I have been referring. It has the effect of calling into question the
Presiding Officers' defence of parliamentary privilege throughout the course of the Royal
Commission. It is misleading because it implies that Ministers are not examined in this
place. We all know that Ministers are examined every day that Parliament sits. For
example, they are called to account at question time and in the debates which are held every
day that Parliament sits. It is not the case that Parliament has not accepted the obligation to
examine Ministers and it is not the case that there should be a definite statement that
Ministers need to be examined. Anyone who has read Hansard or has been in this
Parliament knows that Ministers are examined on various matters, day after day.
Several members interjected.
Mr RIPPER: The parliamentary processes have been applied.
Mr C.J. Barnett: You are trying to represent this Government and you were not involved.
You should sit down and let other members defend themselves.
Mr RIPPER: It is important for me to defend a rational decision of this Parliament.
Paragraphs (2) and (3) of the amendment moved by the Opposition are neither rational nor
sensible. We will deal with paragraph (1) of the amendment in due course. When that
matter is debated in the Parliament the Government will not be supporting it. In the
meantime, I support the amendment moved by the member for Darling Range which deletes
paragraphs (2) and (3) of the amendment moved by the member for South Perth.
MR COURT (Nedlands - Leader of the Opposition) [2.54 pm]: I want to refer to the
position put by the new Leader of the House on behalf of the members on the Government
benches. I understand that he is saying the Government will not support paragraphs (2) and
(3) of the amendment. I advise members opposite that there is no trick in these paragraphs.
Members opposite either accept the concept of Cabinet collective responsibility, or they do
not.
Mr Pearce: It is not as simple as that.
Several members interjected.
Mr COURT I can tell members why, from the Government's point of view, it is not as
simple as that: The Premier said in this House yesterday, and she has repeated it outside this
House, that she accepts no responsibility for what took place during those years. It is
unbelievable that members opposite will vote against recognising and accepting the
underlying concept of Cabinet and ministerial responsibility and accountability to the
Parliament. Members opposite have told so many porky pies that they keep forgetting the
promises they have made over the years. The Opposition has taken this amendment, word
for word, out of the Bunt Commission on Accountability report by which this Government
said it would abide. it states on page 3 that -

... should be subject to the control of a Minister of the Crown and through that
Minister it should at all times be ready and able to account to the Parliament for all
that it has done in the exercise of its statutory authority; for the manner in which it
has done it; and for the ends sort to be achieved by the doing of it. It is an idea which
is fundamental to and which, in practice, conditions the operation of responsible
government.

In other words, a Minister of the Crown should be accountable to the Parliament. That is all
that we have included in the motion.
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Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: The Opposition has known all along that the Government does not accept the
concept of Cabinet collective responsibility. The Government fails to understand that not
one Minister in the Cabinet, over many years, was prepared to publicly question what was
going on inside the Cabinet. Not one Minister said, "I do not like the PICL deal - we have
already poured a few hundred million dollars into Rothwells and now we are going to pump
another few hundred million dollars into this deal and I do not like it." Not one person
questioned what Cabinet did. I cannot believe that the Government will not support the
Opposition's amendment. Members opposite have to cop that all the people in Cabinet were
responsible for these decisions.
Mr Pearce: That is the trick.
Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: If something is wrong not only Cabinet, but also members on both sides of the
House have the responsibility to do something about it. The Opposition explained the
problems and the Government did absolutely nothing about them.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: The second paragraph of the amendment -

Mr Marlborough interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: The member for Peel should stop his blubbering.
Mr Marlborough interjeced.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! The member for Peel will come to order.
Mr Marlborough interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order! Order! I advise the member for Peel that I called for
order loudly on several occasions and he continued to interject. I will not accept that sont of
behaviour. Interjections, as he knows and as the Speaker has said on numerous occasions,
are disorderly, especially when they are shouted over the speaker on his feet. From the Chair
I had no choice other than to shout back at the member and I do not want to have to do the
same again.
Mr COURT: [ repeat the words of the report of the Burt Commission on Accountability -

.. through that Minister it should at all times be ready and able to account to the
Parliament for all that it has done ...

Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: When it was announced that Ministers would be accountable Mr Dowding kept
saying, "I am accountable", and that was in 1988. Four years down the track members
opposite will not accept the simple amendment which states, "Recognises and accepts the
underlying concepts of Cabinet collective responsibility, and ministerial responsibility and
accountability to the Parliament".
The third paragraph of the amendment repeats what is in the Royal Commission report.
Have members opposite read the first part of that report?
Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: If they have read it they will know that the third paragraph of this amendment
has been taken from the report wherein it spells out clearly the decision made by the three
parties in this place about the Royal Commission's getting access to that information. The
three parties said it was not the right thing to do. The Royal Commissioners have spelt out
why they were not able to compare what they were finding out with what had been going on
in the Parliament.
Mr Ripper: What have we been doing week after week and year after year?
Mr COURT: Why are members opposite not supporting the amendment?
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Several members intujected.
Mr Ripper: Parliamentary privilege.
Several members inreujected.
Mr COURT: It is unbelievable! Members should listen to what the Leader of the House had
to say in November 1991 when the Royal Commission was under way and when as Minister
for Community Services he was reported as referring publicly to an atmosphere of an
inquisition and saying that there was something of the atmosphere of a witch-hunt about the
proceedings, about which he was very disappointed. Does the Leader of the House stand by
that now?
Mr Ripper: That was the attitude of the Press at the time and I stand by that comment.
Mr COURT: Yet the Leader of the House is now prepared to support part I of the motion.
Talk about inconsistent!
Mr Ripper: The Leader of the Opposition has it wrong.
Mr COURT: I do not. The member can read the report of his comments in that newspaper
report. I find it absolutely incredible that members of this Labor Government will not
support part of a motion which recognises and accepts the underlying concept of Cabinet's
collective responsibility and ministerial responsibility and accountability to the Parliament,
because by not supporting that all they are doing is confinming what we have been saying all
along.
MR PEARCE (Armadale ) [3.01 pm]: I support the comments of the Leader of the House
who may know something more about history than members opposite, particularly the
Leader of the Opposition. Those whose study of history extends beyond King Alfred and the
cakes may have heard of Occam's razor. Occani helped the king with his taxation
fundraising, and it worked like this: He would front somebody who was well off and say that
they looked well off so they had a bit to spare for the king. If the person looked badly oft, he
would say that they did not appear to be eating much so they must have a lot stashed away,
and he wanted a bit for the king. No matter what, Occam's razor worked against the person.
I am sure the Leader of the Opposition wrote out this amendment because it smacks of the
kind of juvenile trickiness for which he is becoming justly famous. He is trying to put before
us a couple of propositions such as Cabinet solidarity, saying they are ordinary propositions.
However, here is the trick: Either the Government will say it is not in favour of Cabinet
responsibility, in which case he will go around to people saying look at silly Cabinet, it will
not support Cabinet solidarity; or if the Government supports it he will say that the Ministers
have not been observing that accountability because they want to make their own decisions
about what happened at the Royal Commission. The Government has not been silly enough
to fall for that trick.
The Government has put a motion before the House which, as the member for Kingsley - the
almost Deputy Leader of the Opposition - has noted, gives everybody an opportunity to talk
about the report of the Royal Commission until they are blue in the face. The people bluest
in the face are those who have been listening to this debate because the Press and others
cannot believe that a debate on a matter that could, in terms of substance, have been
encapsulated in 15 minutes has taken a day and a half to debate. The Opposition's
performance has been incredibly poor, not only in substance, but also in the way in which it
has messed up its own set of amendments with today's juvenile nrick. The Opposition is
trying to get out of this debate to have a shot at the member for Eyre. The simple fact is that
the Government is not silly enough to fall for that trick. The Opposition should not say the
Government does not support the proper principle of Cabinet responsibility because it does.
The Government is not going to get sucked into a position of seeming to support the
Opposition's view that it wants other findings apart from those the Royal Commission has
made regarding these matters and say we agree with the proposition because we are not that
stupid. As the Leader of the House said, nor are we proposing to support every last jot and
tittle of what the Royal Commissioners have said. I have made it clear that the
commissioners should have gone much further in their findings against the Leader of the
Opposition for holding back a pertinent piece of information.
Mr Court: They would have given us a knighthood.
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Mr PEARCE: The Leader of the Opposition knew of Roth wells matters iliac should have
been revealed. There is mention of things that the Royal Commission has discussed that
were reprehensible. However, there is nothing more reprehensible than a person being in
possession of information chat may have led to a different result and not revealing it. The
Royal Commissioners should have gone much further on chat matter.
Mr Court: In possession of a rumour.
Mr PEARCE: The Leader of the Opposition is in the same position as a person who stands
on a street and watches somebody run down by a car and then says he was not driving the car
so he cannot see that it is his responsibility.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I find it interesting to listen to the member for Armadale's
contribution. I am sure that although all members do not necessarily agree, there are others
of the same opinion as I. 1 am finding it difficult to hear the member and I wonder if those
members who feel it necessary to interject could just hang on to chose inteijections until the
member for Armadale pauses for breath.
Mr PEARCE: I will attempt not to give them too many opportunities to do that. With regard
to the third section of the report of the Royal Commission, I turn that around by saying that I
am absolutely amazed that the Opposition, against the advice and public position of the
President of the Legislative Council, for a day or twos' political advantage, sought to cast
aspersions on the concept of the rights of parliamentary privilege. If it is in fact the case that
the Opposition does not support parliamentary privilege or the primacy of the Parliament in
these matters, let members opposite say that clearly. They will not get support for that from
this side of the House.
Members opposite should put their position clearly. If they are seeking to say that things
have happened in the Parliament for which the Parliament should take responsibility they
should move the appropriate substantive motion and let the Parliament debate the issues
instead of seeking to put this sort of airy-fairy waffle on the parliamentary record. The
member for Darling Range made clear why parts 2 and 3 of the Opposition's motion are
nonsense- That showed a fundamental wisdom lacking in the Liberal Party. Half of its
experience and wisdom left when that member left the party. He was a huge loss to the
Liberal Party. The Liberal Party has spent all its time kicking him ever since.
Mr Shave: There are no elephant tears about your going from your team.
Mr PEARCE: That is probably the truth. I am not fussed about that one way or the ocher.
There were not too many elephant tears shed for the member for Darling Range when he left
the Liberal Party. However, when he left that party most of its integrity left with him.
Mr Bradshaw- At least we have the integrity you guys lack.
Mr PEARCE: The member for Darling Range used to turn up at Liberal Party meetings and
tell the wet behind the ears new boys how to do things if they wanted to win elections. They
would not pay any attention to him and that is why they are still in Opposition. The member
for Darling Range should have been the Leader of the Opposition to get support from the
sorts of people from whom the Liberal Party normally gets support. Members opposite
should pay attention to what he says in the Parliament because what he said on this matter
shows a particular wisdom. He is not fooled by the Opposition's little trick and neither is the
Government. The people are not fooled by the Opposition, either.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [3.08 pmn]: The member for Darling Range divides telephone
boxes. I cannot support him. That is the sort of fluidity which exists among the Independent
group. I will summarise what I said this morning. I cannot support him because it would be
most unwise for this House to take the risk it is running in the context of this debate; that is,
the risk the member for Armadale talked about related to the death of democracy in this
place. I recall Sir Thomas More dying under similar circumstances because he refused to
elevate a king to the status of infallibility. It was in fact a Royal Commission that cost Sir
Thomas More his head. I wonder whether members should be exercising caution in this
debate rather than what I am seeing.
Mr Bloffwitch: There will be a few more heads lost at the next election as a result of this
Royal Commission.
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Several members interjected.
Mr DONOVAN: What is happening happened last week in the media, and it will probably
happen again this week in the media. I refer to this headlong rush to elevate three human
beings to the status of gods. I find that personally very worrying. That does not take away
one iota from the value of what they produced and which will be very helpful to the conduct
of public affairs and government in this State. I am very nervous that by the end of this week
they will be beyond the accountability about which they spent some 18 months or more
talking.
The strength of this motion is simply that I am to find in an unqualified way total support for
all findings and recommendations of Pant I of the Royal Commission report. That is a pretty
dangerous stance to adopt. This morning, I went through specific examples of the casino
inquiry. To refresh members' memories, all of the following points were matters of grave
concern to the commissioners: The selection process; Mr Ayton's report; Mr Dempster's
profile and actions in relation to the Government and sections of the finance industry,
particularly his massive donations; the role and question marks about the exercise of that role
by the Casino Control Committee; the questions about the gaming licence; the major issue
about the rights and prospectus investigations which miraculously escaped prosecution by
the limited advice of the then and now Solicitor General; the question of the key employee
licences, and the fact that they were issued without police clearance, which the
commissioners themselves have acknowledged, and the destruction of records by the
Premier's staff on that issue. The only fall-guy in the inquiry was the member for
Cockburn. He was the sacrificial Iamb.
With all the concerns that the commission appropriately addressed, guess what finding the
commissioners came up with? No impropriety! I find that astounding, yet I am being asked,
along with other members of this place, to give the Royal Commission total, unqualified
support for its findings and recommendations. I reckon the Royal Commissioners are
human, Mr Speaker, like you and 1. lust as politicians find themselves in critical moments
subject to all sorts of influence, so do Royal Commissioners, judges and lawyers throughout
the State. Of that, there is no doubt. I repeat that this does not take away from what the
commissioners did for the State, but I am concerned that we are elevating to canonisation
status that which they did not do for the State. The Parliament should remember who is the
dog and who is the tail. Interestingly it was the member for Darling Range who said that the
Royal Commission is a product of this place; this place is not a product of the Royal
Commission. Sir Thomas More lost his head for precisely that error.
Do not put the Royal Commission in such a position that it is absolutely unassailable, that it
cannot be required to be accountable for its actions in the ways in which it has been sought in
the past week or so in respect of the discretionary power to destroy all kinds of documents.
We should not put them in that position because if we do we will live to regret it for as long
as we have a Westminster system in this State. This motion seeks to have the House afford
that status to the Royal Commission. I will not be a party to that, and I do not believe it is
appropriate for this Parliament to allow it to happen.
MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley) [3.14 pm]: I rise to speak against the amendment to the
amendment, and to follow up the comments by the Leader of the Opposition. The two
paragraphs proposed by the amendment to be deleted recognise the facts and accept the
underlying concept of Cabinet collective responsibility and ministerial responsibility and
accountability to the Parliament. The six volumes of the first Royal Commission report
support that recognition. However, the second report will address much wider issues.
Mr Ripper: Why should we make a judgment of the second report and its recommendations
in advance?
Mrs EDWARDES: This is not a pre-emption of the second report. Part III will deal with
such wider issues as good admninistration of government, effective public record keeping,
public servants, ministerial advisers and so on.
Mr Court: The Leader of the House has said that we should wait for a week to make a
decision on collective responsibility.
Mrs EDWARDES: That indicates how slowly the Government thinks.
Mr Court: We do not need a recommendation. We either support this or we do not.
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Mrs EDWARDES: The doctrine of ministerial responsibility is the most general principle of
our system of parliamentary government. It is a fundamental part of what we are all about,
the type of government and the type of system we operate today. Dicey, in his Introduction
to the Study of the Law of the Constitution in 1885, said that ministerial responsibility, where
used in its strict sense, means the legal responsibility of every Minister for every act of the
Crown in which he takes part. The Ministry is a unit accepting responsibility for each
other's actions. That is the most general and fundamental principle of our system.
Sir William Anson noted that since the loss of office and of public esteem is the only penalty
which members pay for political failure we can insist that the action of the Cabinet is the
action of each member, and that for the actions of each member the Cabinet is responsible as
a whole. If members in this place are to vote against the acceptance of this basic,
fundamental and general principle of responsible Government, they do not understand what
Cabinet collective responsibility and ministerial responsibility is all about. Perhaps that is
the reason we had a Royal Commission, and why we have six volumes of part 1. Members
have never understood the principle. They have no concept of responsible government and
what accountability to Parliament is all about.
Mr Ripper: It is demonstrated every day-
Mrs EDWARDES: It means that one person is responsible for every act by the Crown, and
that is the Minister.
Mr Ripper: It is demonstrated and accepted.
Mrs EDWARDES: It needs to be accepted. Government members are thinking about voting
against that principle. Government members believe that there is a trick in this House being
mindful of the fact that the Royal Commission, in its six volumes, was prohibited by article 9
of the Bill of Rights from examining the conduct of Ministers in Parliament, as a result of
evidence given to the Royal Commission. They must believe that by virtue of parliamentary
privilege we have no obligation but to make that examination ourselves. That is, the
statement is that we accept the findings of the Royal Commission; we accept the justification
for exerting OUr parliamentary privilege which is fundamental to the operations of this
Parliament. We say that the Royal Commissioners could not investigate where a Minister
made one statement in this House contrary to the evidence given at the Royal Commission.
Therefore, by virtue of that parliamentary privilege which we exerted, it is up to Parliament
to make such an examination. In accepting and supporting the recommendations of the
Royal Commission report we are mindful of the actions and operations of Ministers in this
House, and the lack of ministerial responsibility and accountability to Parliament; by virtue
of that, we will exert our right.

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

Ayes (26)
Dr Alexander Mrs Henderson Mr Pearce Mr Thomas
Mrs Beggs Mr Gordon Hill Mr Read Mr Thompson
Mr Bridge Mr Kobelke Mr Riebeling Mr Troy
Mr Cunningham Dr Lawrence Mr Ripper Dr Watson
Dr Edwards Mr Leahy Mr D.L. S mith Mrs Waitins fTeller)
Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough Mr PJ1 Smith
NO Grill Mr McGinty Mr Taylor

Noes (24)
Mr C.J. Barnett Mrs Edwardes Mr McNee Mr Trenorden
Mr Blot twitch Mr Grayden Mr Minson Mr Fred Tubby
Dr Constable MrT House Mr Nicholls Dr Turnbuill
Mir Court Mr Kierath Mr Omodei Mr Wat
Mr Cowan Mr Lewis Mr Shave Mr Wiese
Mr Donovan Mr Mac-Kinnon Mr Strickland Mr Bradshaw (Teller)
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Par
My ramlia Mr Clarko
Mr Wilson Mr Blaikle

Amendment on the amendment thus passed.
Debate (on amendmenr to motion, as amended) Resumed

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Leader of the House) [3.26 pmn]: The Government opposes the
amended amendment which now reads in part, "supports the findings and recommendations
of part I of the report".
Dr Alexander: Did the Leader of the House say he is opposed to the amendment?
Mr RIPPER: The Government voted in favour of the amendment moved by the member for
Darling Range; now it is a new amendment which says that we support the findings of part I
of the report.
Mr Court: So you do not support the findings of the Royal Commission?
Mr RIPPER: Opposition to the amendment is what I indicated in my earlier remarks. I told
the Leader of the Opposition at the time that he was misconstruing what I said.
Mr Court: You had better get Bob Pearce back.
Mr RIPPER: It is quite clear; the Leader of the Opposition misunderstood what was going
on.
Mr Court: The public have misunderstood. They were under the impression the
Government supported the findings of the Royal Commission.
Mr RIPPER: The Government opposes the remaining part of the amendment to the motion
moved by the Premier, which is now before the House. The Government opposes it
because -

Mr MacKinnon: You are selling your soul.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr RIPPER: The member for Jandakot will feature later in my remarks, and if he is patient
he will see why his remarks have contributed to the position adopted by the Government.
The Government vigorously supports the work of the Royal Commission. It allocated the
commission extensive, unprecedented resources. The Government accepts the findings of
the Royal Commission in their generality, but it needs to be said that a range of people across
the political spectrum from both Houses of Parliament and outside the Parliament have found
reason to disagree with some of the many expressions of opinion found in the report of the
Royal Commission. It is not possible, as the member for Morley has argued, to say that all
of us must be bound to each and every expression of opinion or finding in the report of the
Royal Commission- For a start, how many members can say they have read the report of the
Royal Commission in its entirety?
Mr Court: Have you?
Mr RIPPER: I said that I have read it, but not in its entirety. The Leader of the Opposition
could not say ir would be true that all or many of the members of this House have read the
report in its entirety. If one looks at the expressions of opinion from various people in this
place and the other place, one can see that some people have said on some matters that the
Royal Commission report goes too far, and on other matters that it does not go far enough. I
will take as an example the member for Jandakot, who is so keen to interject on me. He
indicated in his speech that he wanted to have a lot of findings added to the record. He made
his own findings about people who had served on the administrative committee of the
Australian Labor Party or in Cabinet. They were not findings in the report of the Royal
Commission, but hts views.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr Kobelke: You want to have it both ways.
Mr RIPPER: It seems that, as the member for Nollamara says, members of the Opposition -
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Mr Court: You have just promoted him.
The SPEAKER: He is still the member for Nollainara.
Mr RIPPER: He is die member for Nollarnara, is he not?
Mr Court: We cannot see him from this angle.
Mr RIPPER: As he said, perhaps members of the Opposition want to have it both ways.
They want to support die findings of die Royal Commission, but think die Royal
Commission should have made certain findings about someone who was a member of the
administrative committee of die ALP or a member of die Cabinet or someone who has held
die office of President of die ALP. Members cannot have it both ways. It is obvious that a
number of people have reason to say that the Royal Commission did not go far enough. A
number of other people have found reason to say that die Royal Commission went too far.
We place die member for Jandakot in the former category, along with the majority in the
upper House who sought to take allegations against die Leader of die Government in that
place much further than did the Royal Commission. Those members have contradicted the
findings of the Royal Commission on the Leader of the Government in the upper House.
It seems to me that the Opposition is saying that it supports die report, but on the other hand
ir is saying that it does not go far enough and should have made findings against this person
or that. In addition, people outside the Parliament have made those sorts of allegations; for
example, die leader of People for Fair and Open Government has made his own findings and
sought to place diem on the public record.
Mr Court: He accepted the findings and recommendations.
Mr RIPPER: HeI did not quite accept diem, because he said that Hon Joe Berinson should
take certain action, taking his views on my colleague's conduct well beyond the findings of
the Royal Commission. The Government accepts die findings of the Royal Commission in
their generality, but it must be acknowledged that a range of people on die other side in this
House, in the other place and outside Parliament have found reasons to disagree with one
finding or another. There are also people on this side of the House, particularly against
whom individual findings have been made, who have taken the appropriate action and who
have said in their case diat the Royal Commission got it wrong. The member for Cockburn
and the member for Armadale have taken die appropriate action following the rmndings of the
Royal Commission. They have also given convincing explanations which contradict the
events outlined in die Royal Commission report.
Mr Shave: Is this "discredit the Royal Commission day"?
Mr RIPPER: No, it is not. As someone has already said, one cannot elevate an institution to
Godlike status. One cannot invent a doctrine of Royal Commission infallibility. One cannot
say that every last "i" or "t" has been dotted or crossed correctly. The Government believes
that the appropriate course of action is to endorse die motion moved by the Premier which
notes the work of the Royal Commission and its findings and which thanks the Royal
Commissioners for the diligent way they have acted on behalf of the people of Western
Australia. It is not up to Parliament to make a judgment about whether the Royal
Commission's findings were right on this point or that. Parliament has not taken
independent evidence; it does not have the resources to second guess the Royal Commission.
We have spent $30 million of taxpayers' money on a vast inquiry of unprecedented scope
and power. It was carried out in the public arena and it is not necessary for this Parliament to
oppose or support it. The Government accepts the work of the Royal Commission, but it
does not commit itself - neither should any sensible person - to every last expression of
opinion. For example, some people -

Mr Court: We might be able to short circuit this if we change the word "support" to
"accept", would you agree with that?
Mr RIPPER: The Government has stated its position. We think that die correct course of
action is for the House to endorse the motion moved by the Premier, it is not proper for this
House to endorse Or oppose every finding. The Royal Commission is the body which has the
power, resources and time to conduct the investigation.
Mr Omodei: Does that mean your party supports the member for Eyre?
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Mr RIPPER: It has no relevance to any finding or any particular matter. Itris simply a matter
of a correct course of action for this House to cake.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Give us some examples of what you do not support.
Mr RIPPER: Even the Deputy Leader of the Opposition should be able to understand the
general point which has been made; that is, that the findings of the Royal Commission are
supported in general, but this House should not commit itself to the infallibility of the Royal
Commission or to accepting each and every expression of opinion. For example, some
people on this side of the H-ouse believe that the Royal Commission did not go far enough in
its judgment on the conduct of the member for Nedlands in withholding information.
Mr Court: Because we said no, are we supposed to have done something wrong?
Mr RIPPER: The member for Nedlands said char it was only a rumour, but -

Mr Court: We are told to say no and if we had said no the Government would not have gone
ahead with the deal! Don't talk nonsense.
Mr RIPPER: The member for Nedlands is very sensitive on the point because other people
might make a different judgment from that of the Opposition on the matter. Hie is proud of
withholding information which cost the taxpayers money.
Mr Court: We said no and we had the courage to come into this Parliament and say no.
Mr RIPPER: Other people might make a different judgment from the judgment by the Royal
Commission on that matter. Some people believe that the Royal Commission could have
taken the matter further.
Mr Coon: Are those empty benches what the Labor Party will look like after the next
election?
Mr RIPPER: It will certainly be on this side of the House. Perhaps the Leader of the
Opposition is having a premonition. A further point which must be made, beyond the points
I have already made at perhaps some unnecessary length, is: Many matters in the report of
the Royal Commission have been referred to the Director of Public Prosecutions for his
consideration. He will be considering whether matters should be put before the courts for
their consideration.
Mr Lewis: Do you support that?
Mr RIPPER: Of course I support referral of matters which may involve criminal behaviour
to the Director of Public Prosecutions. Who would not support that? It must be understood
that this Parliament should not make judgments on matters in advance of the consideration of
the Director of Public Prosecutions or the courts. This Parliament should not say that those
are matters to which it commits itself. If he considers that the merits of the cases demand
they go before the courts for their consideration, Parliament should not make that sort of
judgment in advance of their consideration. In other words, Parliament is being asked to
commit itself to a document in its entirety. However, many members of Parliament will not
have read it in its entirety. Many members of Parliament support it in generality, although
many individual members have disagreed on individual aspects of the document. We have
seen that disagreement not only on both sides of this House, but also on both sides of the
upper House and in the community.
People have expressed reservations about the findings of the commission as they relate to
members on this side of the House, and people have expressed reservations about the
findings of the Royal Commission on the behaviour of members on the other side of the
House. A reasonable, practical, sound judgment on this matter would demand, in my view,
that we reject the words which would be added to the Prnmier's motion. What we should do
is say, as we have said all along, that we support the work of the commission, we accept its
findings in the generality, we recognise it has had unprecedented powers and resources and
we should not place the Parliament in the position of second guessing the report. The report
does not require the endorsement of Parliament or this judgment to be made. It stands on its
own. It is there in the public arena for all of us to examine and to act on.
DR ALEXANDER (Penth) [3.42 pm]: The debate today reminds me a little of the mad
hatter's tea party and wordis meaning what one wants them to mean, It is staggering that,
although I have had explained to me the apparent logic of the Government's move, it is now
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opposing paragraph 1 having opposed paragraphs 2 and 3. I thought I heard the Leader of
the House say that while the Government may not support every finding and
recommendation, it accepts them. I therefore suggest that we look at an amendment which
replaces the word "supports" with "accepts".
Mr Court: He said the Government accepts the report.
Dr ALEXANDER; I think he said that several times. Therefore, I intend moving that
amendment in a moment.
The member for Morley argued this morning that the report may be deficient in certain
respects; he was referring to the casino inquiry. That may well be the case from what I heard
from him and front other people; the Royal Commission's report on the casino appears to be
incomplete. However, as far as I can see, the findings and recommendations as far as they go
are fairly reasonable. That does not mean they could not have gone further or that a further
inquiry in the future might not take them further or that the Director of Public Prosecutions
may not take up some of the matters referred to in that part of the report. I imagine that this
amendment, when first moved, was not meant to tie the House to every last dotted 'T' and
crossed 'T'. It was meant as an expression of support for the findings and recommendations
of the report.
I am not prepared to oppose a motion like that. What then would I say? Which
recommendation and finding am I opposed to? All of the ones I have read seem eminendly
reasonable to me. I might quibble about the odd word here or there or the odd value
judgment; who would not? However, that does not mean that I do not accept the findings
and recommendations of the commission. I think the Government is splitting hairs in this
matter. I therefore would lie to move that we replace the word "tsupports" appearing in
paragraph I with "accepts"
If the Government accepts the findings of the commission as the Leader of the House said
not once but two or three times, I cannot see how he can disagree with the amendment. I
realise this is takcing unnecessary time in some respects, but I believe it is worth testing the
feeling of the House on this issue because if we can get the different points of view accepted
behind one set of words, we have made some advance on a situation where one side is saying
they half agree but they cannot agree with this word or they support the findings in a general
way but they cannot support this amendment because it goes too far.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Thomas): Order! I draw the member's attention to Standing
Order No 186 which states -

No amendment shall be proposed in any part of a question after a later part has been
amended, or has been proposed to be amended, unless the proposed amendment has
been, by leave of the House withdrawn.

I do not believe it is open for the member to move the amendment.
Dr ALEXANDER: Because the motion has been amended?
The ACTING SPEAKER: Yes.
MR LEWIS (Applecross) [3.47 pm]: While I understand that the amendment cannot be
moved, I would like to speak in the same vein as the member for Perth. It should be clearly
placed on the record that this Government is not prepared to support the findings and
recommendations of' the Royal Commissioners. It must also be put firmly on the record that
the Premier came into this place and said she was outraged. What was she outraged about?
She was outraged about the report and does not accept anything in it. That is what she was
implying. The Government is telling us that it does not accept anything in the report. By
supporting the deletion of paragraph 1, it is saying that it does not support the findings and
recommendations of part I of the report of the Royal Commission. It is also suggesting that
it does not support paragraph 2, which refers to the underlying concept of Cabinet collective
responsibility because it voted against it. What does it support? It does not support
collective responsibility because it voted against that amendment. That is indicative of how
the members opposite feel about collective responsibility. There is one good reason why
they do not support that part of the amendment; it will catch them all and they are not
prepared to be caught by a motion which suggests they embrace collective responsibility.
The third thing that must be put on the record is that the Government does not accept that the
DaSM6-I1
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Royal Commission "was prohibited by the Bill of Rights article 9 from examining the
conduct of Ministers in Parliament". Let us consider the basics. The Premier is outraged
with the six volumes of the report of the Royal Commission. That was her word. Yet, today
the Government's true feelings about the Royal Commission's report have been clearly
placed on the record. It moved some wishy-washy motion that really says nothing about the
report. The member for Darling Range said that that motion has no substance. He said thar
motions have been brought into this House before that have had no substance. If ever I have
seen a motion that has no substance, it is the motion moved by the Premier; it says noting.
The Opposition has been trying to put a little body into the motion and to get the
Government to make a commitment. However, we have heard today that it does no! support
the findings of the Royal Commission's report. By voting against the amendment moved by
the member for South Perth, it indicated its opposition to the Royal Commissioners' report.
As I said, the second thing the Government does not accept is the collective responsibility of
Cabinet. The reason it does not accept it is because its members will be caught. If members
opposite accepted it, they would all have to resign today.
Mr Ripper: Is that the reason it was moved?
Mr LEWIS: No, it was an attempt to try to get members opposite to stand up far something
they should believe in rather than to support some wishy-washy motion that means nothing
and which says -

That the report of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government
and Related Matters be noted and the Commissioners and Commission Staff be
thanked for their diligent efforts ...

What does that mean? Does it mean the Minister has read it?
Mr Ripper: Not in its entirety.
Mr LEWIS: How can he note it then? Has he noted it has been tabled?
Mr Ripper: I have noted it.
Mr LEWIS: Let us put it clearly on the record: Government members do not support the
report, they do not accept collective responsibility, and they axe jolly glad the Royal
Commissioners could not use the Mansard to show what liars they were.

Withdrawal of Remark

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Thomas): I heard the word "liars" and the member will
withdraw.
Mr LEWIS: I withdraw.

Debate Resumed
MR PEARCE (Armadale ) [3.51 pm]: There is a lack of subtlety in the Opposition's
position which shows its incapacity to understand its own argument. My own circumstances
are a demonstration of the Government's position with regard to the Royal Commission
report. I will put it succinctly: I do not accept the finding which the Royal Commission
made against me and I made that clear in the House. The commissioners did their best effort
to find the truth but in my case I believe they got it wrong. I reject that finding but I accepted
the consequences of that finding, so I resigned as if I had done the things the commissioners
said I had done. That exemplifies the Government's attitude to the whole Royal Commission
report. Fundamentally, the Government does not argue with die report. It is there, and the
commissioners have done their best to arrive at the truth.
Mr Court: The member for Eyre said they were dishonest.
Mr PEARCE: That comment has not been supported by any other member of the
Government and it does not reflect the Government's position. The member for Applecross
and the Leader of the Opposition cannot say it is a question of either/or; that is, either one
must accept every dot, comma and word of the report or. one does not accept it at all. The
reverse is true. We can say that we do not accept that it is 100 per cent right. It is a simple
fact that some reporters after looking at the findings of the Royal Commission are taking the
view that these are not three gods who got it perfectly right in every last case, and perhaps
mistakes have been made. There are inconsistencies in the way in which the report is made.
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That does not mean anyone is arguing against either the competence or honesty of the
commissioners or against the accuracy of t broad thrust of the report brought down. The
Government feels it is an unreasonable proposition that, because we should all accept the
broad thrust of the report, seek to implement the things they recommend, draw conclusions
and take retribution against people such as me, we should be asked to say we agree with
every last word in the report. That is not a reasonable thing to expect. That is the
Opposition's trick; it wants to make everything absolute. It says we must agree with every
last comment or we must disagree with every last comment. Neither is true and the position
taken by the member for Morley is the accurate one; that is, there are inaccuracies and
deficiencies in the report. They may not be huge in the general scheme of things and they
are not enough to detract from the general impact that the report should have in the
Governiment and Parliament and among the community.
At the same time as we accept the importance of the report the Opposition should not ask us
to agree with every last word or finding, and neither should we take from the member for
Eyre and others their right to say that unfortunately the Royal Commission in their view is
not completely accurate in the area about which they know, That would be trying to deprive
people of the rights they should have in a democracy. Worse than that, there are findings in
the report which have been referred to the Director of Public Prosecutions and which will in
due course find their way to the courts. In this motion we are asked to decide in the
Parliament that those matters referred to the DPP are conclusive of the proof of guilt of the
people whose matters have been referred. That is not a reasonable position to ask the
Parliament to adopt. Many processes must be gone through to decide on the truth of those
allegations, and the DPP has clearly said that the fact that a matter has been referred does not
mean there is evidence on which a case might be mounted, and nor does it mean if a case is
mounted that it will automatically result in a verdict of guilty against those people. A
number of issues axe still to be discussed about the Royal Commission report. It is a cheap
trick for the Opposition to say that unless the Government guarantees today to accept every
last word or conclusion it is not supporting the Royal Commissioners or their report. That is
nonsense. Most people in this State will take a much more sophisticated and subtle approach
to this report than has the Opposition. The Government is not to be fooled by this type of
cheap stuff.
MR DONOVAN (Morley) [3.55 pm]: I start by giving the Opposition a conundrum.
Throughout today and yesterday in another place the Opposition has been calling for the
head of the Attorney General. In my view there are questions to be answered in that area, hut
my conundrum is as follows: In every single question of doubt in any term of reference
involving the Attorney General the commissioners found for the Attorney General. What
will the Opposition do, having unequivocally accepted the findings of the Royal
Commission? Will it send a message to the upper House to ask its members to stop its calls?
Mr Strickland: It does not exclude other things.
Mr DONOVAN: The Opposition runs the risk today of putting the Royal Commission above
the Parliament. The Liberal Party in this State and nationally has campaigned heavily
against the Labor Party's position on the question of a republic. One of the positions the
Opposition has argued that on is the possibility of the potiticisation of a presidential style
figure. The Opposition has cherished long and hard what it sees as the value of the
independence of the monarchy. I do not accept that argument. However, the Opposition is
about to substitute the monarchy with three judges. It is saying that it is not enough to do
what it set out to do yesterday afternoon; that is, have a full and thorough debate of the Royal
Commission's report It is going further notwithstanding that it cannot foresee what might
happen down the track, as the member for Armadale pointed out. It might be a challenge on
the part of the member for Eyre or by any number of people. I do not know, but the
Opposition is prepared to pre-empt any such challenge. The Opposition and the member for
Perth are prepared to say that the findings of the Royal Commission, not yet thoroughly
studied in terms of all their implications and what might eventuate down the track, are to be
accepted. The Opposition's preferred position is to support them and that is why it moved
the amendment. Yesterday the Opposition preferred that as the motion and I can understand
why. It was only because the Leader of the House rather than the Leader of the Opposition
caught the eye of the Speaker that yesterday's motion was introduced. The Opposition from
the outst wanted unequivocal support for all the findings and conclusions of the Royal
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Commission. That is totally unacceptable. It is the only court in this State from which there
is no right of appeal. If the Opposition's motion had succeeded yesterday and the
amendment in its pure form had succeeded today, the member for Eyre might as well give up
and go home. I am suggesting that the member for Eyre, as with any other person subject to
a finding of the Royal Commission, should have some right of appeal or challenge as they
would in a court of law. I cannot support a situ ation where the Opposition is prepared for the
political expediency of the moment to put above all of the processes in this State a Royal
Commission which this Parliament appointed.
I repeat the point I made this morning. The Royal Commission is a creation of and is the
servant of the Parliament, not the other way around. If the situation does turn around, we can
forget the continuation of the Westminster system in this State.
Mr Omodei: What a load of rubbish! This Parliament does not prosecute people.
Mr Ripper: Look at your motion which is coming up.
Mr DONOVAN: I suspect the Opposition is about to do that, if ever we get to private
members' business.
I cannot put strongly enough that the Royal Commission is valued for the job it has done; it
should not be valued for what it might not have done or for what, with its reluctance to
consider some information, it might have done. That is a dangerous precedent in this place.
We must take the Royal Commission's report for what it is. The most helpful thing that we
in this place can do is what we set out to do - to debate the Royal Commission's report in its
entirety until members have exhausted the debate; note the report; and, as is stated in the
Government's motion, express some thanks to the Royal Commission for the task it did. Let
us not celebrate what it might not have done. Let us not put the Royal Commission above
every other institution in this State. That is the thrust of the Opposition's original
amendment. Notwithstanding the sentiments of the member for Perth, some of which 1
share, I fear that is the effect of the amendment that we are discussing at the moment.

Division
Amendment, as amended, put and a divis ion taken with the following result -

Ayes (25)

Dr Alexander Mrs Edwardes Mr Minion Dr Turnhull
Mr C.i. BarnettL Mr Grayden Mr Omodel Mr Want
Mr Blaikie Mr House Mr Shave Mr Wiese
Mr Bloffwiich Mr Kierath Mr Strickland Mr Bradshaw (Teller)
Dr Constable Mr Lewis Mr Thompson
Mr Court Mr MacKinnon Mr Trenorden
Mr Cowan Mr McNee Mr Fred Tubby

Noes (26)
Mrs Beggs Mr Grill Mr McG inty Mr Taylor
Mr Bridge Mrs Henderson Mr Pearce Mr Thomas
Mr Catania Mr Gordon Hill Mr Read Mr Troy
Mr Cunningham Mr Kobelke Mr Riebeting Dr Watson
Mr Donovan Dr Lawrence Mr Ripper Mrs Watkcins (Teller)
Dr Edwards Mr Leahy Mr D.L. Smith
Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough Mr PJ. Smith

pairs
Mr Clarko Mr Graham
Mr Nicholls Mr Wilson

Amendment, as amended, thus negatived.
Debate (on motion) Resumed

MR NICHOLLS (Mandurah) [4.06 pm]: I refer to the Halls [Head development term of
reference of the Royal Commission and, in particular, the people involved in it.
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If members have read this section of the report, they will be aware of an agreement entered
into by the State Superannuation Board to acquire 50 per cent of that development. I will
focus on the change of the role of the board, particularly that of its chairman.
On 16 May 1984, Mr Yorg had a meeting with the then Premier and Treasurer, Mr Burke.
My conclusion from reading the Royal Commission report is that Mr Burke decided chat
Mr Yorg was not the person he wanted to be involved in a decision making mile within the
Superannuation Board.
I find it highly surprising - although members of the Government may openly support the
role of people involved - that on 21 May the then Minister for Budget Management, Hon Joe
Berinson, sent a memo to the then Premier, Mr Burke, following discussions with Mr Len
Brush indicating that there should be an announcement of Mr Brush's appointment as full
time chairman of the Superannuation Board.
As a new member of this Parliament, having been elected in the last election, I also find it
surprising that there is not a greater outcry in respect of the role of the people involved in
some of these dealings, such as those inisters who put mates into highly paid positions who
not only seemed to be incompetent, but also cost this State dearly. This is one such case
where the appointment of a Labor Party mate translated into losses to this State in the
vicinity of $12.5 million.
After Hon Joe Berinson sent a memorandum to the then Premier a Cabinet minute was
prepared. I understand that that minute was put to Cabinet on 31 May 1984, and it indicated
that Mr Brush - who was a mate of the Labor Party - should be appointed for five years to
take up what I would regard as an important and crucial role. He was to be appointed for
five years in order to ensure that he had some security of tenure in that position. I find it
surprising - although perhaps I should not - that Cabinet had some degree of conscience
about that decision, or it may simply have been the case that Cabinet thought that the people
of Western Australia would not accept the blatant appointment to such a position of one of
the Labor Party's mates, because Cabinet then asked that the position be advertised.
However, it is clear from evidence to the Royal Commission that when the interviews were
held to select a chairnan, it was made clear to the people on the selection panel that
Mr Brush was the candidate who was favoured by Mr Burke.
An article which appeared in the Sunday Times of 5 August 1984 raised some legitimate
questions about this matter, and stated that a document signed by the Chairman of the Public
Service Board -

.. said in part that Mr L. (Len) Brush had been "selected and appointed to the
vacancy" of Chairman of the Superannuation Board. It was dated the Monday prior
to my inquiry to the Public Service Board.

The article stated also that -

It seems strange that no announcement was made prior to my inquiries this week.
It appears even stranger that the Chairman of the Public Service Board would
announce that the appointment had been filled and give the name of t person before
it had been officially decided.
Did the Government baulk at announcing the appointment because Mr Brush is a
former endorsed Labor candidate or because he and his wife are now pulling a big
quid in the Government?

While this may have been the personal opinion of one of the journalists in Perth at that time,
it raises the question of the propriety of those people who were in Cabinet and Government
at the time, because they no doubt knew that Mr Beiinson and Mr Burke had decided chat
Mr Brush would be the new permanent Chairman of the then Superannuation Board. I feel
confident in saying that the reason that Mr Brush was appointed was that he was associated
with the Labor Party. That is yet another example of how the Government appointed its
mate to a position and had no intention of selecting the person with the best credentials or of
selecting a person according to fair, reasonable and unbiased criteria.
The reason that I touch on the appointment of Mr Brush as Chairman of the Superannuation
Board is that the donation from the Parry group to the Labor Party is a major issue in the
political climate and in the activities of the Labor Government over the past decade. in July
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1985, Mr Parry, who was then Chairman of Parry Corporation, gave to the Australian Labor
Parry a cheque for $150 000. That cheque was drawn from the joint venture account, which
effectively meant that $75 000 came from Parry Corporation and $75 000 came from the
Superannuation Board. It is evident from the report of the Royal Commission that Mr Parry
and Mr Brush were very comfortable with the idea that the State Superannuation Board
would contribute $75 000 to the Australian Labor Party. Mr Parry suggested in his evidence
that that donation was solicited by Terry Burke. There is also evidence to suggest that
significant pressure was put on Mr Parry to make that donation. I find it absolutely absurd
and somewhat hypocritical that the Premier and Ministers could stand in this place and in
front of the people of Western Australia and preach about how they would clean up their act
when they were part of the Cabinet that endorsed this deal.
Mr Omodei: They actually received money for their campaigns.
Mr NICHOLLS: I will touch on that. It would appear to be common knowledge that there
was a No 1 advertising account, and also that there was absolutely no reservation within the
Labor Parry, and definitely no reservation on the part of Mr Brush, who I am sure would
have had communication with the then Premier, Mr Burke, about where the funds were
coming from. The cover up that followed is appalling. I will not go too much further
because I know that the Royal Commission has sent to the Director of Public Prosecutions
the appendix to its report, but I find it appalling that a Premier had funds solicited on his
behalf and that those funds came from the State Government employees' superannuation
fund.
I understand that the $75 000 was repaid to the Superannuation Board, but the Government
has overlooked the fact that the people of Western Australia lost more than $75 000; they lost
the interest on that principal amount. Hon Phil Pendal introduced a Bill into the other House
on 3 June this year which required that not only the principal, but also the interest be repaid.
I understand that the interest is estimated to be in the vicinity of $90 000 as from 31 July
1985. 1 did not hear the Premier say that not only would the principal be repaid, but also the
Labor Party would make good the interest that should have accrued and that probably was
lost by the Superannuation Boatd. We did not hear a murmur. We have heard from the
Government a lot of noise about accountability and about how the Government will clean up
its act, yet the Government does not have the gumption or the decency to repay to the
Superannuation Board the interest that would have accrued on the money that the
Government obtained, as far as I am concerned, wrongfully and through deception.
Mr Kobelke: Is that what the report said?
Mr NICH-OLLS: The report said that the money was solicited and that a cover-up took
place. The report had an appendix -

Mr Kobelke: Did the report say "through deception"?
Mr NICHOLLS: They are my words; if the member reads Mansard tomorrow, he will find
that.
Mr Ripper: Like others, you too go beyond the findings.
Mr NICHOLLS: The Leader of the House argues that we should simply look at the findings
within the report, and take them no further. He suggests that we should not look at the
implications which flow from the findings. If the Leader of the House had taken a $75 000
loan on 31 July of that year, accrued interest plus principal would give him a total figure of
$165 000 if the money were owed today. The Government should put its money where its
mouth is and pay not only the principal - which I believe it has done - but also the interest
which would have accrued on that money.
I find it surprising that members of the Government in this place have no conscience and
have taken no action about their receiving funds from the number one leader's account. I
now refer to an article in the Sunday Times of 5 May 1991.
Mr Kobelke: Is the report not good enough?
Mr NICHOLLS: The Royal Commission clearly outlined how funds were solicited and
poured into this account; therefore, it is appropriate to consider how the funds were used.
The information in this article would appear to be correct.
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Mr Kobelke: We are debating a report; why must you go to a newspaper article and not use
the report?
Mr NICHOLLS: I understand that the member for Nollamara finds this issue painful, and I
realise that some Government members wish that they had got rid of Burke and Dowding,
and probably Lawrence, before 1982. However, Government members not only have been
beneficiaries of the wrongfully obtained funds, but also have been prepared to pretend that
they were without responsibility and accountability. Further, Government members preach
to the Opposition about bow the standards of this House and Government should be
improved! The member for Nollamara should bang his head in shame. He should look
closely in the mirror and his conscience should tell him to do the right thing.
Mr Kobelke: You are speaking nonsense! If the arguments are contained in the report, why
not refer to the report? I accept that the report contains some damaging stuff; why does the
member not refer to it? Has he not read it?
Mr NICHOLLS: I refer to the newspaper article because I cannot locate the names and
information regarding the beneficiaries of the No I advertising account within the report.
They may be contained within the report, but I cannot find them. The article indicates that
the Premier - as she has repeatedly and openly admitted - received $1 500 from that account
in 1986; the Minister for Transport, Mrs Beggs, received $ 10 000 in 1986 and a further
$10 000 in 1989; the Minister for Health, Mr Wilson, received $15 000 in 1989; and the
member for Rockinghanm, Mr Mike Barnett, received $5 000 in 1986, and $10 000 in 1989.
I now refer to some candidates who obviously did not receive sufficient funding, or failed to
be elected for other reasons. Mr Graham Burkett received $ 10 000 from the No 1 leader's
account; the former member for Collie, Mr Tom Jones, received $10 000; former Minister
Dave Evans received $10 000; and the former member for Mandurah, Mr John Read,
received $15 000. Members of this House who received funds from this account should be
extremeiy worried; I hope their consciences worry them daily. Thbese people were
beneficiaries from funds solicited from the State Superannuation Board.
Mr Kobelke: What about the drug money from Rakich? How much of that money have you
people used?
Mr NICHOLLS: What drug money?
Several members interjected.
Mr NICHOLLS: The Government used money straight from the taxpayers' pocket.
Mr P.1. Smith: It was not until the Royal Commission made its inquiries that it was known
from where the money came. What are you saying?
Mr NICHOLLS: I am not suggesting that the member for Bunbury should turn around and
pay back every cent. I suggest that $75 000 was received by the Labor Party from the State
Superannuation Board -
Mr P.J. Smith: Without knowing it.
Mr NICHOLLS: The member should read the commission report, which by my reading
clearly states that members knew about this. Definitely, the Premier of the day was aware
that the funds were coming from both Parry and the State Superannuation Board. Definitely,
Len Brush knew about the situations and his connection with former Premier Burke is well
cemented within the Royal Commission report.
Mr- P.J. Smith: You are saying that anybody who received that money, even if it was in good
faith, is guilty.
Mr NICHOLLS: The $75 000 from the State Government Employees Superannuation Board
was received by the ALP. It has been repaid, but the interest which would have accrued on
that money is stili outstanding.
Mr P.1. Smith: In fact, it was only a moral obligation to repay the money, not a legal
obligation.
Mr NICHOLLS: When we come to the crunch, that is what this debate is about! It is a
matter of morality and ethics regarding Governments and members of Parliament. When
members start to hold up documents and say, "Legally we were not found to be corrupt, but
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morally we were far from the acceptable standard", we are in trouble. That is where we are
at the moment. People are hiding behind the fact that they cannot be charged for their
actions.
Mr Read: Is there a moral obligation on a member of Parliament who is aware of a bank's
position to make the Parliament and the taxpayers aware of the situation before taxpayers'
funds are injected into that institution?
Mr NICHOLLS: When one has information about a commercial company or a bank, and
one is pan of the decision making process -

Mr Read: As is a member of Parliament.
Mr NICH-OLLS: If a member does not have evidence, very little can be done. If a member
comes into this Parliament and makes a statement about a bank's viability, people can then
say that parliamentary privilege has been abused.
Mr Read: Are you saying that a member needs concrete evidence before he makes a
statement in this place? It has never stopped you before.
Mr NICHOLLS: A member would not make a statement about the solvency of a bank unless
he had concrete evidence because it would be suggested that he was abusing his privilege.
Mr Read: What if that member had that evidence?
Mr Marlborough: He came and told all of you lot and you all kept quiet. Your collective
responsibility was zilch!
Mr NICHOLLS: There is now a chorus from the Government trying to suggest that the
decision that was made by the Government to bail out its mates and pour in millions of
taxpayers' dollars was, in fact, the responsibility of someone in Opposition. The reality is
that if members opposite and the Premier believed the words she was preaching to this
Chamber - the hollow rhetoric we heard over and over - there would have been action on the
Government's pant to make good obligations such as the interest which would have accrued
on die State Superannuation Board funds.
Mr P.J. Smith: Before you throw mud at us you should check your own side of the House.
Mr Read: Even the Royal Commission stared that it was unfortunate that the current Leader
of the Opposition did not disclose information. It was generous in saying that.
Mr NICHOLLS: It is interesting to hear members opposite talk about collective
responsibility, moral and ethical obligations, and accountability. I refer to a speech made by
the then Premier, Brian Burke, on 29 August 1985 which in pant stated -

As I have previously said, a member of the community who voluntarily seeks public
office must accept the responsibilities which go with that office. Part of those
responsibilities, and one of the results of public life, is that one's private affairs
become subject to greater public scrutiny than would otherwise be the case.

How many times have members in this House heard that preached? However, what was
occurring while Brian Burke made that statement to the House, and while the current Premier
and the Premier before her made their repeated statements? Deals were being made in secret
and millions of dollars were being lost. The Premier preached to this House today about
accountability and how die Government should be open to public scrutiny. One can refer to
the terms of reference of the Royal Commission, the involvement of the then Premier,
Mr Burke, and Mr Berinson in the appointment of Len Brush, and the donation which flowed
on to the Australian Labor Party after that appointment. However, members of the
Government are trying to suggest that the whole fiasco was the result of the Leader of the
Opposition or someone else in Opposition.
The Government is desperate to try to find a red herring and a scapegoat. All members of
the present Government should have a close look at their moral and ethical obligations to the
people of Western Australia. When one looks at the contents of the report and what
occurred, it is clear that the report contains nothing about public accountability which this
Government could tell anyone. Similarly, the repont contains nothing about moral and
ethical obligations which this Government would dare tell anyone because Government
members do not really understand the principle. The Government had no qualms then, and I
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doubt whether it has many now about appointing its mates to the positions where the
decisions are made. The Government has very little conscience about the sorts of
repercussions that could be inflicted on this State. It is simply a very good, slick, marketing
machine which definitely has the ability to con some of the people most of the rime.
The Royal Commission's report clearly indicates that the people of Western Australia were
deceived by the best con artists that this State has ever had. I believe many of those people
are still part of the ALP and the Government process today. The Royal Commission's
reference to Mr Len Brush's appointment and the donation from the State Superannuation
Roard highlights where this Government has broken down. It has broken all the traditions
and ignored the moral and ethical guidelines which have been established through the
Westminster process for hundreds of years. The members sitting on the Government side of
the House today are benefiting from the deception of the past Cabinet, the past remiers and
the Labor Government over the past 10 years.
MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [4.34 pm]: All I have heard over the past two days is a
pack of hounds chasing after the fox, wanting simply to tear it limb from limb. Opposition
members do not give a fig about the decisions brought down by the Royal Commission; they
are not interested. In fact, whenever the evidence of the Royal Commission has been at odds
with their own view about what should happen to individuals, they have carried out a
systematic attack on every one of the Royal Commissioners, their findings and the
individuals concerned.
Mr Bradshaw: What about the member for Eyre?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will be defending him; do not worry about that. Hon George
Cash's attack on the Attorney General yesterday in the upper House was probably one of the
most disgraceful personal attacks seen in this Parliamrent. It lowered the standard and
morality of Parliament and everything for which the Westminster system stands. Hon
George Cash stopped short of attacking Mr Berinson for no other reason than his race and
religion, If members read the words used in the other place about the Attorney General they
will see that he was accused of being cunning, that he was well known for keeping the first
dollar that he ever earned, and that he was known up and down the business sector by his
reputation for meanness, skulduggery and craftiness. Hon George Cash came within a
smidgin of simply saying that Joe Berinson should be attacked because the system had
looked after him because of his religion and race.
Mr Bradshaw: You are a disgrace.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member opposite should read the statements made yesterday,
because they are very similar to those that were used in the 1930s leading up to the Second
World War. Those words then were used within the parliamentary arena. The measure of
the honesty of the attack should be measured by Hon George Cash's going outside the House
and repeating those comments.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Orler!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I challenge Hon George Cash to go outside the House and attack the
Attorney General in that way. Why did Hon George Cash set out to attack the Attorney
General? He did so not through any evidence before him. Opposition members have no
morality, and certainly cannot be taught any.
Mr Omodei: Listen to who's talking.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will come to the level of the Opposition's morality in a moment.
The beautiful thing about members opposite is that most of them were in business before
they came to Parliament. The Government has a few runs on the board about how members
opposite applied their morality when they were in business and how they now want to apply
it when they are looking after the public purse strings, just as they did when they were
running companies and looking after their shareholders. They now want to apply a different
set of rules. I want to know where the Opposition's morality is because in the attack led in
the other place by Hon George Cash on the Attorney General there was no morality. It did
not call for justice or fairness and it did not refer to one single word the Royal Commission
report said about the Attorney General. Eight Opposition members spoke in the debate in the
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upper House last night and in their attack on the Attorney General each one of them
condemned the Royal Commission's findings.
Mr Bradshaw: That is not true.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: They set out to pass judgment on individuals involved in the Royal
Commission and in instances where the report does not suit their blood lust they are like a
pack of sharks in a feeding frenzy; they arm not interested in the final outcome. They want to
see people vilified and pilloried right here and now. The whole contribution to the debate in
the last 24 hours by the Opposition has been on the basis of wanting to sate their blood lust.
It is an amazing sight to see because in setting out to feed their blood lust, they have
forgotten about their past - it magically disappeared from their minds.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Did you read the reference on the North West Shelf gas project?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I read all of the references. I was one of the members of Parliament
who was of the view that a Royal Commission should not be established and I have had no
reason to change my view.
Mr Oniodei: We can understand that now that the evidence has come out.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That may be the member's interpretation.
Mr Omodei: It is the interpretation of the Royal Commissioners.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The calling of this Royal Commission by this Premier was a most
courageous decision.
Mr Minson: She was forced into it.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: She was not forced into it at all. She had the courage to call this
Royal Commission, which had the most wide ranging powers that any Royal Commission
has had in this State's history, irrespective of the views of some of her colleagues and people
in the community. No other Government in the history of this State has opened its cupboards
to such scrutiny. I suggest that no other Government in Australia has had a Royal
Commission with such wide ranging powers.
It is obvious that when one starts delving into the activities of a Government which has been
in office for 10 years he will find decisions which have affected individuals. In that process
the reputations of those individuals will be damaged, but we should allow that process to take
place. We should allow, without the baying of the hounds, those individuals to continue to
pursue their right to challenge the findings of the Royal Commission which affect them. The
difference between the member for Eyre's view and the Opposition's view of the Royal
Commission's findings is simply that the commission's decision affects the member for Eyre
personally. Of course he should have the right to defend himself and surely no-one would
disagree with me.
Mr Strickland: He will still get that right.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I know he will. Members opposite do not want him to have that
right and they will move a motion later today to have him kicked out of the Parliament.
They have already passed judgment on him and they are not interested in justice. They are
blinded by the blood and they believe that justice has nothing to do with it. They are carried
away by the greed of the feed.
The bringing down of the Royal Commission report will remain a momentous occasion in
this State's history. The people will be the judge of its findings when we go to a State
election next year. However, before we come to the election we must look at whether this
Opposition has the morality which it says it has in pushing forward its line of collective
responsibility and the need for accountability.
I refer to a statement made by the Leader of the Opposition earlier today. In answer to an
interjection from the Leader of the House about his lack of willingness to inform the
Parliament about Rothwells. he said that we could not expect him simply to operate on
rumrour. Let us consider what he said in evidence to the Royal Commission. We heard this
man say yesterday and again today that he will lead a new moral force which will be in
charge of this State and he will show new found credibility and accountability. When he was
questioned by the Royal Commission about why he did not inform the appropriate
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authorities, such as the National Companies and Securities Commission, about Rothwells he
said he was a member of dhe Parliament and it was not his job to run around looking after
thousands of companies or concern himself with how they carry out their business. He said
the answer was no. This statement is from a man who intends to lead the State at the next
election. Quite honestly, one must ask the question that, having obtained that crucial
evidence which was not a rumour -

Mr Shave: If he said anything you would have said that he was trying to cause trouble. You
deliberately misquote people.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member should not guess what I would say. The West
Australian on 2 May 1992 carried an article in which the now Leader of the Opposition said
that no-one could expect him to run on a rumour. The article was written by Grace Meertens
and it reads -

Deputy Opposition Leader Richard Court told the royal commission yesterday that he
knew six months before the Government's rescue of Rothwells that the financier
would collapse, but he did not think it was his business to tell anyone.

This is from a man who is trying to tell us what morality and collective responsibility is
about. With reference to the Leader of the Opposition having that knowledge, I have never
known him to have any knowledge which he could keep to himself for any more than two
minutes. One had only to walk up and down St George's Terrace in the 1980s to hear half
the rumours he started. This was not a rumour because the source of his information is
referred to in the same article. With due respect to The West Australian it would pay it to do
its own homework. The article continues -

Mr Court said an informer in the Rothwells treasury section told him that up to half
the financier's loans were made to its chief Laurie Connell, and that it would fall like
a house of cards.

I can tell members that one does not need any better information than somebody working
within Rothwells' treasury. The only better informant would have been Laurie Connell.
Unfortunately, we were dealing with Laurie Connell and he was not telling us those stories.
We should have been talking to the Leader of the Opposition's mate in treasury.
Several members interjected.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Is the Leader of the Opposition saying this evidence is not accurate?
Mr Court: Read the evidence of the Royal Commission and see why it came up with the
findings it did.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I have that here. The Leader of the Opposition is saying that the
report is not accurate. He did not cake an opportunity to discredit this report, but is he now
saying that it is inaccurate?
Mr Court: If you do your homework, you will find a submission was put to the Royal
Commissioners. You are working from a newspaper cutting because you did not do your
homework.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I have the Royal Commission report here. I quoted from it when
the Leader of the Opposition was sleeping in his office.
Mr Court: The member asked the question and perhaps he will understand why he is making
a fool of himself if I answer.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Leader of the Opposition told the Royal Commission he was a
member of Parliament in Opposition and it was not his job to run around and look after
thousands of companies and how they carried out their business and that the answer was no.
One cannot get any more of an answer than that; that is, that the answer was no. The Leader
of the Opposition did not take up his collective responsibility to tell. I could be nasty and
suggest that he may have had a vested interest in not telling people. He may have had mates
in business whom he wanted to have time to withdraw their money from Rothwells; or was it
family who had money in Rotbwells they needed to withdraw?
Mr Court: The last time your mate tried that grubby tactic he got egg on his face.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Leader of the Opposition should tell me why he did not do that;
I would like to know.
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Mr Court: Are you saying that my family -

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am not saying anything, 1 am asking a question.
Mr Court: What an outrageous allegation!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: We have heard dhe most outrageous attacks during the past 48 hours
on the Attorney General and everybody the Royal Commission has not hung on a crucifix for
this Opposition. I am asking the Leader of the Opposition two simple questions.
Mr Court: If my family had money in Rothwells, why should I say they should put the place
into receivership? We were asked to support the rescue and said no. Why would we say no?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: What is the member saying to mue?
Mr Court: You are so thick!
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Is the Leader of the Opposition saying that none of his business
mates and no key members of the Liberal Party had money linked to Rothwells that he was
aware of when he received that information?
Mr Court: How would I know? I can tell the member whether I had any money in there and
the answer is no. How would I know whether any of my friends had money in Rorhwells? I
am telling the member I did not know.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is what friends do, they tell their friends things like that.
Mr Court: Your argument is stupid. You say that if I had friends with money in there I
would have supported the rescue; but we did not support the rescue.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is one of the things the Leader of the Opposition may have
done. He may have kept the information to himself to give them time to withdraw their
money, having told them directly. The Leader of the Opposition's degree of morality is a
new found feeling on his part in probably the last week. Where does collective responsibility
start and end? I will draw a comparison. I will refer to the losses accrued by Court Marine
in November 1985. I do not suggest that Court Marine compares in any way with the Royal
Commission-
Mr Shave: Or Rothwelis.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Or Rothwells, although there are some comparisons. It is
appropriate to draw the parallel because the same level of morality should apply. It is a level
of morality which the Leader of the Opposition espouses today and which I would have
thought he carried with him at that time. I will turn to what happened in 1985 and look at
some comparisons. This was a public company 75 per cent of which was owned by the four
Court brothers. The other 25 per cent was owned by others. At a time when it had a 42 per
cent increase in turnover it accrued an unexplained loss of some $432 000.
Mr Shave: How can you say it is unexplained. Do you not think they had auditors?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will tell the member Why it was unexplained. On 2 November
1985 The Western Mail reported an interview with Barry Court as follows -

Court Marine Ltd, which reported a surprise $432 000 annual loss in September, has
launched an investigation into serious deficiencies in its accounting procedures.
The boating and sail-board retailer, controlled by the family of former Premier Sir
Charles Court and founded by one of his sons, Nedlands MLA Richard Court,
showed a profit of $38 000 in the first half of the year.

Mr Court: Can you tell us what this has to do with the motion we are debating?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It has a lot to do with it. It may not suit the Leader of the
Opposition, but it has a lot to do with morality and collective responsibility, and he knows it.
He is becoming very uncomfortable!
Mr Court: I am not at all uncomfortable.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Leader of the Opposition should be. I have not finished yet. I

6212 [ASSEMBLY]



(Wednesday, 4 November 1992] 21

am not suggesting that a $432 000 loss by Court Marine compares with the Royal
Commission or Rothwells, but the level of morality and the standards set by the Leader of
the Opposition then certainly apply now. I suggest that the Leader of the Opposition had no
morality then and has no morality now. I will explain why. The spots have not changed on
the leopard - they are still there, the same old Court family the article mentioned. That
article continued -

Chief executive Barry Court explained this week that the discovery of an imbalance
in the current account in April had led to a major upheaval in the accounts section.
"We changed the system and staff and that's where we got our two results ..

"I don't think the reporting was coming through correctly."
How does the member for Nedlands read that statement? Were criminal activities going on
in his company at that time?
Mr Court: What an outrgeous thing to say!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That was a statement by the brother of the Leader of the
Opposition -

I don't think the reporting was coming through correctly.
Mr Court: Does the member for Peel want to bring my family into this?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am looking at your morality, my friend - the Leader of the
Opposition has no morality!
Mr Court: This is a listed public company, so the member can find out what he likes.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The Leader of the Opposition should not stand here poncing around
in his tailor made, Savile Row suits in 1992 telling me he has changed from the boy he was
in 1985 when he went broke and was unable to tell his shareholders about his undisclosed
loss. I will tell members what happened within three weeks of that happening. This report
appeared in The West Australian.
Mrs Edwardes: How do you spell gutter?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: E dw a rd e s, that is how one spells it.
Mr Court: There axe five boys. How long will it take the member to go through all the
business dealings?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am talking about Court Marine; I will save the rest for later. I am
also talking about morality.
Mr Shave: What about the discrepancies.-
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Discrepancies! We are talking about amounts such as $433 000 and
$2.6 million.
Mr Shave: The member used the word!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Out of this newspaper clipping.
Mr Shave: What has happened as a result of the discrepancies? Tell us!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member should listen to what I say. The article reads -

Asked if legal action was being taken, he replied: "Not yet."
In the paragraph before, he said, "I don't think the reporting was coming through correctly."
He said that the accountants had been brought in to thoroughly reassess the company's
trading operations. That was on 2 November 1985. Turning now to the newspaper article on
27 November 1985, the same Barry Court of the same Court Marine made further statements.
That is, within 25 days there was an amazing turnaround by the company regarding what it
intended to do to inform the shareholders. On that date the article reads -

Asked whether there was stock not accounted for, Mr Court replied: "I don't know
yet."1
"When the Christmas rush is over I will be able to get back to the investigation and
.we will see what comes up then ...
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The investigation became an internal investigation. Further on, the article reads -

Though the investigation is incomplete, Mr Court said he had found profit margins in
the sale-boarding division were incorrect, the division was overtrading and had
insufficient security in the delivery of stock both to and from the company.

Mr Court: What has this to do with me?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is to do with the question of morality. It is a question of where
the member for Nedlands is willing to apply that morality.
Mr Court: We cannot be more open than when a chief executive officer publicly states what
is going on.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It was an internal investigation. The member knows as well as I do
that many rumours; were around at that time, and they continue to fly around today.
Mr Court: It is a listed public company, and it has done everything above board. The
member is trying to say that something is wrong. That is scandalous!
Ms MARLBOROUGH: The stories at the time were that this was an absolute cover up.
Several members interjected,
The SPEAKER: Order!
Ms MARLBOROUGH: The key figures were linked with the company and with the Liberal
Party. Those links remain.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It entailed the resignation of a manager, Mr Derrick Conway. He is
still linked closely to the Liberal Party today and he is still linked to the people who were
hurt by the loss. The company was covering up because people had been involved with
illegal activities. I suggest that the morality of the member for Nedlands has not changed at
all. He has applied very selective morality, so nothing has changed.
Mr Court: Would the member like it if I stood in this place and analysed some of his
family's dealings?
Ms MARLBOROUGH: Absolutely-
Ms Court: What about the member for Whitford?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I do not know about her.
Mr Court: Ask her!
The SPEAKER: Order!
Ms Court: The member can analyse my family as much as he likes.
The SPEAKER: Order!
MR MINSON (Greenough) [5.05 pml: If one were to debate this issue at length and allow
every member unlimited time we would end up with a complete parliamentary session of
debate on one issue. I wish to refer to one small section of the report. That section is
interesting because it does a number of things. First, it gives a skeleton of the reasons for the
push for a coal fired power station at Collie and the way in which the whole matter has been
handled. The report states in a veiled way, by implication, that Mr McCusker did not do his
job - or if he did, he did it in an incompetent way. The report calls for another inquiry, and it
alludes to the real reasons that Jeff Carr is no longer a member of this place. When
discussing the section that deals with Ms Canr's demise, I would like to see the Premier in her
seat because I want some of the answers to my questions placed on the record-
Mr Read: Put them on notice.
Ms MINSON: If I thought I would receive a direct answer I would, but at the end of my
speech I will give the Premier the opportunity to answer my questions. The member for
Murray should not make too much noise because the answers will be embarrassing for bin,
and for a couple of other members.
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Mr Read: You seem to know the answers.
Mr MINSON: I could supply the answers but I will give the Premier the opportunity to put
them on the record.
While I was reading some parts of the Royal Commission report it took me back a year or
two to the time when I was considering what could be done for industrial development in
Geraldmon and the mid-west. I had become concerned about the high rate of unemployment
in my electorate and I started to talk to companies about why they did not want to come to
Geraldton and about why people came to Western Australia and then went away again. The
further one goes north from Perth the less interested the companies become. During these
talks, I always ended up against the same brick wall - the cost of power.
Bearing in mind that I have only half an hour to speak, some of the issues I raise will appear
to be unrelated. However, I will tie them in later. They all tell a common story. The
Government - particularly the Deputy Premier - has talked at length about the establishment
of greenfield industrial sites in Western Australia. I applaud that because the preoccupation
with development at Kwinana and Perth is ridiculous. It does not bode well for the future
social or economic development of Western Australia. As I carried out my inquiries, it
became obvious that the cost of power was one of the crucial factors in development. The
mid-west in particular was going nowhere, and there would be no significant development in
that area. We fish for crayfish and grow some wheat and lupins, and that is about all we can
do in any meaningful way. I also noted the preoccupation of many people with a power
station in the south west of the State. I tried to equate that logic with the development of
greenfields sites. I could not find that it was a sensible or reasonable thing to do. It was
pretty obvious from quite early in the piece that there would be very little development of
any resources or industry that would be in any way energy intensive. I refer members to the
move by Tiwest to shift part of its processing operations to Queensland simply because the
percentage of energy costs for the downstream processing reached a point where it was not
worth staying in Western Australia. It became worthwhile to put the material on a ship or
train and cart it right around Australia to continue development. It also occurred to me in my
quest for some sort of common sense to be applied to development problems in the mid-west
region that the Hill River option might have been a sensible thing to try to achieve. My
colleague the member for Cottesloe mentioned last night some of his reservations about the
Government's reason for handling the energy question in the way it has. He was uneasy
about the whole operation, and about the fact that gas had never been commercially tested; I
shame that unease. Page 20 - 76. 77 volume 5 sets out the whole grubby story and begs the
Parliament to follow through to find out what happened. Paragraph 20.7.9 states -

Accordingly, it is the recommendation of the Commission that the transaction
whereby SECWA ordered additional coal from Western Collieries in April 1989 be
referred to a body with the power to fully and publicly investigate any allegations
arising from that transaction.

The Royal Commission is asking this Parliament to appoint another Royal Commission.
Mr C.J. Barnett: That is something they would not have done lightly.
Mr MINSON: The member for Cottesloe is tight, and if the Royal Commissioners had had
the time they would have fully investigated the matter. They make the comment in
paragraph 20.7.11 that the time constraints necessarily dictated that the commission's inquiry
into this aspect be limited. The terms of reference of the McCusker inquiry into the collapse
of Rodiwells Ltd would well and truly have included the enhancement of the value of
Western Collieries. Why did the McCusker inquiry not ask those questions?
Mr Lewis: It was a whitewash.
Mr MINSON: The member for Applecross is exactly right. Those questions begged to be
asked. The McCusker inquiry had the evidence - I have seen it.- but the obvious questions
were not asked. If McCusker had asked those questions, the answers would have been very
enlightening.
Mr Bradshaw: Julian Grill told the McCusker inquiry that the money for Petrochemical
Industries Co Ltd was purely for the purpose of saving Rothwells.
Mr MINSON: That is only half of the truth; it was meant to retire the $150 million guarantee
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that was given to the National Australia Bank, but everybody knows that now. Of Course, the
exposure of the State Government had to be minimised, and that is what the PICL deal was
all about.
Mr Bloffwitch: It is a scandal.
Mr MINSON: Exactly right. Members will remember without too much prompting that the
$150 million guarantee, and its retirement, is the specific reason Peter Dowding is no longer
sitting in this place. He inherited the mess and he covered it up. His crime was not that he
initiated it but that he covered it up. It was a mess and he created the whole PICL deal to
coverit up.
Paragraph 20.7.4 of the Royal Commission report outlines the whole grubby deal. Paragraph
20.7.6 states that Rothwells paid $131 million for Western Collieries. The provisional
liquidator said that at the time it was an awful lot of money, and he could not understand it. I
am not sure why Rothwells would purchase Western Collieries for that amount in the first
place; it seemed like a strange deal. However, the provisional liquidator tried to get
$145 million for it. Of course, there was no way that was realistic and therefore it could not
attract a buyer. It now begins to get a little interesting. To make Western Collieries a little
more valuable and to enhance the value of Rothwells in order to minimise the exposure of
the Government to that NAB guarantee - that was supposed not to exist - SECWA bought
more coal than it required. On 25 April 1989 - that is Anzac Day, and I do not know too
many public servants who get carried away on a holiday signing contracts - SECWA signed
a contract with Western Collieries for 1.1 million tonnes of coal.
Report No Cl 15 is an internal SECWA document dated March 1989 - 1 do not know whether
it is a public document but I have it. It states that SECWA's total new coal requirements
were estimated to be 600 000 tonnes. Bearing that in mind, about a month later SECWA
signed up for 1.1 million tonnes of coal when, by its own internal document, it needed only
600 000 tonnes. That SECWA report also stated that revised sales forecast included a
silicone smelter, stage 1, May 1989 and stage 2, 1992. It then states that sales to the
petrochemical project commencing January 1992 would form a large pant of the change in
forecast demand over the 1987 proposal and projections. In other words, in SECWA's
wildest dreams, including the PICL deal, only 600 000 tonnes were required but on Anzac
Day 1989 SECWA signed a contract for 1.1 million tonnes of coal. The value of Western
Collieries and therefore Rothwells was artificially enhanced. As far as I can gather, and the
dates are a little unsure but the months are right, the PICL deal fell over first in March and
finally in early May; however, SECWA knew that it had not succeeded in March 1989.
Members will recall that the Parliament was recalled specifically to reintroduce legislation
for the PICL deal. SECWA knew there was a pretty good chance that the whole deal would
fall over, yet it still went ahead and purchased 1.1 million tonnes of coal knowing that the
maximum amount it could handle in its wildest dreams was 600 000 tonnes. That included
what the PICL deal would use. Members should excuse me if I become a little angry; I do
not often do that, but this State has had its future and the future of my children put on the line
to cover up for the rotten deal the Australian Labor Party made.
Mr C.J. Barnett: They did it on ANZAC Day.
Mr MINSON: That is true. At that point, the Government knew it had more coal and more
gas than it could handle. It had signed up for the Tubridgi project. Can the member for
Armadale tell me how much gas is now in inventory that has not been used?
Mr Pearce: You had better ask Sir Charles Court who signed the contract.
Mr MINSON: Then why did the Government buy 1.1 million tonnes of coal when it had
more gas than it needed? It did that to cover up; to retire a guarantee. The member for
Armadale is a disgrace. I do not know why he resigned, but he should have resigned on this
matter.
Mr Pearce: Coal turbines don't run on gas and gas turbines don't run on coal. The State
buys petrol too. You should mention that while you are at it. The Opposition is just a lot of
hot air.
Mr MINSON: Why build a coal fired power station? The charade now starts. I would not
mind an hour or two in which to make this speech. I will relay the correct chronology of
events from a document by Frank Harman. I know that some members opposite do not like
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the Institute of Public Affairs, but this was written by the same man the Government
commissioned to undertake the energy options review. On 4 February 1989 the State
election was held - the return of the Dowding Government. On 23 March expressions of
interest were called for a private power station at Collie. On 25 April an announcement was
made about the contract to purchase 1.1 million tonnes of coal by the State Energy
Commission of Western Australia from Western Collieries, delivery of which was to
commence on I July 1990. On 11 May the sale of Western Collieries was made to
Wesfarmers Pty Ltd by the Rothwells liquidator at an enhanced value. On 10 May 1989 a
contract for the sale and purchase of all issued shares for Western Collieries was executed
between the provisional liquidators and Wesfarmers for $125 million plus a further sum
according to a formula based on future profits. I would like to know what was that formula.
On 23 October Cabinet appmoved the power options review committee proposal, having
already called for expressions of interest for a coal fired power station. That was six months
later and, owing to rather hot pressure from the Green movement, the Government decided it
would undertake an options review. However, it did not intend to take the slightest bit of
notice of it. On 6 November it announced publicly, with great flourish, that the review
committee would be established.
On 7 February 1990, despite the fact that the committee still had not reported, it announced
a short list of four tenderers for the coal fired power station. Members should bear in mind
that at about that time there was a change of Premier. On 30 May the report of the review
committee was presented to the Minister, Jeff Cant.
Mr Bloffwitch: Are you referring to the current Premier?
Mr MINSON: Yes. On 30 May 1990 the report was given to Jeff Can. By that time the
current Premier was in the chair.
Mr Bloffwitch: That did not last very long, did it?
Mr MINSON: No; I am getting to that. In September the Hill River project was dropped
from the list of tenderers for a number of reasons. As we examine this saga members will
realise that Hill River had to be dropped. Western Collieries also always had to be the option
because SECWA needed to get rid of some of the coal it had over-ordered from that
company.
In summary, tenders had been called for a coal fired power station. A review committee was
then appointed even though it had been decided to build a coal fired power station. The four
preferred tenderers were selected before the energy options paper was presented. Hill River
was dropped. On 29 October the SECWA board received a recommendation from its
management to continue gas turbine installation and forget coal. That is unbelievable.
Mr Bloffwitch: I wonder how much notice the board took of that.
Mr MINSON: Exactly. On 21 November the SECWA board endorsed the modified private
coal option and made an announcement about that on 11I December. The dates are becoming
interesting. At about that time we saw the demise of our friend Mr Can. On 5 February the
current Minister for Fuel and Energy replaced Jeff Canr as Minister.
Dr Gallop: Your deputy leader supports the coal option.
Mr MINSON: I want to put it clearly on the record that the judgment I am making is not
about coal versus gas, nor is it about Collie, but the manner in which the decision was made
and the real reasons for it. The Minister must have got a hell of a fright when he realised
why he became the Minister for Fuel and Energy.
Dr Gallop: Your comments are total fantasy.
Mr MINSON: Is it not strange that the Mitsubishi-Transfleld Collie power station joint
venture company had its contracts for coal with Western Collieries and that Asea Brown
Boveri's original quote involved Griffin Coal. Yet, when the Mitsubishi Transfield deal fell
over, guess whose coal ABB used? It used Western Collieries'. The matter is getting
interesting.
Dr Gallop: There is no basis for that; they have not chosen a coal contract yet.
Mr MINSON: We should examine this charade. It started with expressions of interest for a
coal fired station. Remember, we had to use coal because the Government had over ordered
by twice as much as SECWA said it would need in its wildest dreams.
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Mr C.J. Banett: To help Rothwells.
NIr MINSON: That is Tight. On 7 February 1990 a short list of tenderers was announced.
By that time the Premier had taken over and had woken up to the truth. By 30 May 1990 the
review committee had reported to Jeff Carr. On 9 September 1990 Hill River was dropped.
On 29 October 1990 the SECWA board received a recommendation from its management to
install gas. This is the point where Dr Harman and SECWA management recommended gas.
However, lo, and behold, the Government persisted with coal.
[Leave granted to continue speech at a later stage of the sitting.]
Debate thus adjourned.
[See page below.]

[Questions without notice taken.J
Sitting suspended from 6.02 to 730 pm

STATEMENT - BY THE SPEAKER
Hand be IIfor Division Advice

THE SPEAKER (MrT Michael Barnett): Before returning to business this evening I advise
that, while much work has been done on the bells during the dinner suspension, we are still
not absolutely certain that they are working. If there is a need for a division I propose to take
the following action until such time as I am advised that the bells are working properly. I
will call for the bells to be rung. I will send around a handbell to be rung. That will be done
for four, rather than two, minutes on the electronic timer.

MOTION - ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES
OF GOVERNMENT AND OTHER MATTERS REPORT
Debate and Thanks to Commissioners and Commission Staff

Motion, as amended

Debate resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.
MR MINSON (Greenough) [7.34 pm]: Prior to the dinner suspension I asserted that in this
sorry story the State Energy Commission of Western Australia has over-ordered huge
amounts of coal, 1.1 million tonnes, from Western Collienies.
Mr D.L. Smith: Did you check this hearsay material?
Mr MINSON: I am sorry I cannot take interjections; I do not have the time. As members
know, it was found that the PICL deal had fallen over, or there was a darned good chance
that it would, and even 600 000 tonnes of coal would not be needed. Yet twice as much coal
was ordered. I suggest the reason that the Collie coal fired power station deal was first
concocted had nothing to do with the energy needs of this State.
Mr D.L. Smith: Where is the member for Collie?
Mr MINSON: I am not saying the decision was wrong; I ami saying that the decision was
made for the wrong reason. The Minister should get that straight. The reason for the
decision was that the Government could hide gas, but it could not hide coal.
Mr D.L. Smith: You will not use gas. Be honest!
Mr MINSON: The Government cannot bide 1.1 million tonnes of coal. That is its problem.
Coal makes a big brown mountain, gas does not.
Mr Troy: Who hid the gas in the first place?
MrT MINSON: The Government did. It is in the ground. The Government ordered, and we
are now paying for, 1.1 million tonnes of coal a year that we do not need. It is an absolute
disgrace!
MrT D.L. Smith: The member for Collie is not here. This is another attack from the
Opposition on the member for Collie, and she is not here.
Mr MINSON: The reason for this whole saga is that the Government wants to entice
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Western Collieries to forgive the Government the 1.1 million Cannes of coal in exchange for
the Government building a coal fired power station that will use the coal. The Government
might as well admit that that is what the whole saga is about.
Mr D.L. Smith: That is rubbish, and you know it.
Mr MINSON: Hill River was always a charade. The Government cost the Hfill River
companies about $30 million in feasibility studies for projects that were never intended to go
ahead.
The Royal Commissioners have asked specifically for another inquiry into the whole matter.
The Premier should announce an inquiry into this matter, otherwise this House should take
action to have one established.
If the Pre-mier were in the House I would ask her a few questions about Hon Jeff Carr. I
would like to know whether he was a good member. I ask the question now, rhetorically. Of
course he was. He was here for nearly 20 years. I lived in Geraldton and I found him to be
an excellent member. Was he a good Minister? He was a good Mnister for some years.
1-ad he not been competent, he would have been sacked.
The Premier knew that he was the only person who could hold the seat of Geraldton for the
Australian Labor Party. So I ask: Why did she sack him?
Several members inteijected.
Mr MINSON: He was sacked because he would not sign the coal contract.
Dr Gallop: What rubbish!
Mr MINSON: It is true, and the Premier is not here to refute it.
Mr Pearce: I ant here to refute it. It is not true.
Mr MINSON: The member for Arniadale does not know the facts.
Mr Pearce: Jeff Carr is a very good friend of mine.
Mr MINSON: I can teli the member for Armadale that is what Jeff Canr's sacking was all
about. I want to know when the Government knew about the enhancement - we have silence
all of a sudden - of the value of Western Collieries to enhance the value of Rothwells?
Dr Gallop: Here is a man who purports to stand in this Parliament and talk about fairness.
He is just a little grub like all the rest of members opposite. Under this facade of
reasonableness he shows that he is just a little grub.
Mr MJNSON: If the Government has the guts to call an inquiry it will prove exactly what I
have been saying.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! When I call order, the inister for Fuel and Energy should come to
order.

Point of Order
Mrt BRADSHAW: The Minister for Fuel and Energy was rather unparliamentary and he
should withdraw his remarks.
Mr Pearce: What did he say?
The SPEAKER It is not very nice when day after day in this House we hear members from
both sides calling each other names. The inteijection to which the member refers was not
unparliamentary, but may well have been better not said. Perhaps we could do with a little
less of it from both sides. I suspect tonight's debate will get -

Mr Bradshaw: - worse.
The SPEAKER: Exactly. We will set the guidelines now and try to be nice to each other, at
least for a little while. If we listen very carefully we might find out who got the gas or who
hid it.

Debate Resumed
Mr MINSON: The Royal Commission has recommended that another inquiry look
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specifically into this allegation. I call on this Government to establish that inquiry. The
commission knows of the problem and I believe it spelt out very clearly the need for some
sort of independent inquiry. Had the commission sufficient time, it would have followed up
the matter.
Mr Pearce: For $30 million we are entitled to a full report from those people.
Mr MINSON: I ask whether the Government, particularly the Premier, knew about the deal
and when it was settled. I rather suspect she did. I suggest she knew all about it when she
wrote the letter which scuttled the coal fired station and which was reported in The West
Australian on 6 October this year.
In conclusion, the choice of coal at Collie is not what I am arguing about. I am saying that
that decision was made for the wrong reasons. It was made because the value of Rothwells
Ltd needed to be enhanced and consequently SECWA knowingly ordered more coal than it
required. I am suggesting that a Minister of this Crown almost certainly instructed it to do
so. The State Energy Commission of Western Australia's Chairman, Mr Norm White,
claims it was not instructed to do that, but I believe it was. The decision was all about
making sure that Western Collieries received the coal contract for a new power station so
that it would not insist on delivering the 1. 1 million tonnes which had been over ordered to
enhance the value of Rothwells. The Government wanted it to back off. We have seen a
perfectly honourable Minister sacked from this place; he should not have been. I believe the
Premier should be sacked.
MR SHAVE (Melville) [7.43 pm]: Mr Speaker -

Mr Blaikie interjected.
Mr Pearce interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Vasse and member for Arniadale.
Mr SHAVE: I would like to make a few comments in this debate -

Mr Blaikie interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Vasse, the member for Melville has the call and you
know full well how rarely he interjects on other people. I would appreciate your giving him
the same courtesy.
Mr SHAVE: Thank you Mr Speaker. The area about which I am concerned as a result of
this Royal Commission report is the deal known as the Anchorage deal in which the
Government and some of its appointees were involved. I will briefly outline some of my
concerns about that arrangement: For the benefit of members who are not aware of the
composition of the Anchorage deal, it involved 18 titles of freehold and Crown land in north
Fremantle bounded by the river, Tydeman Road and the two traffic bridges. In 1983 a
gentleman by the name of Gary Jones owned a company called Saland Pty Ltd which
decided to acquire an interest in that area and, therefore, proposed a development. As
matters transpired, in 1985 a Mr Robert Martin became involved with Mr Jones in the
development of that site.
Mr Bloffwitch: Would that be the same Mr Martin who was one of the major debtors of the
Teachers Credit Society? Is that not a coincidence?
Mr SHAVE: It is. I will get to that in due course. Mr Martin and Mr Jones came up with a
proposal for redevelopment of that site and proposed a series of options and purchases which
became known as the Anchorage deal. In 1986 they approached Len Brush who was
involved with the Government Employees Superannuation Board and proposed to him that
the site be purchased for $24 million. Initially, Mr Brush rejected the deal on the ground that
the price was too high. However, he told Brian Burke, the Premier at the time, about the
approach. In fact, Brian Burke told him to proceed with investigations into the viability of
that project. Mr Brush continued to negotiate and a decision was made on 9 April 1986 that
the board should enter into a heads of agreement with Mr Jones and Mr Martin. At the time
they also entered into a fee agreement with Anniversary Nominees which was owned by
Mr Martin. Mr Martin was to receive $2 million for arranging the deal. The board agreed to
pay Mr Jones and Mr Martin a commission based on 30 per cent of the profit if the project
was on sold. A number of other arrangements were entered into whereby if a loss occurred,
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Mr Martin, or companies associated with him, would be faced with recompensing the
Superannuation Board for some of those losses.
As a result of those negotiations an ongoing disaster occurred for the people involved in the
GESB. The first and most important mailer to understand is that an evaluation was carried
out by Ross Hughes and Co. The valuation said chat "subject to all the titles being tied up.
the site would be worth a projected $24 million". Ross Hughes and Co have a fine reputation
in this town as real estate agents and as very competent valuers. In evidence before the
commission they clearly stated that their valuation was based on the assumption that all the
titles would be available for use and that the necessary approvals would be given for the
development. It was a projected valuation, not a sworn valuation; that is, the company had
not investigated who had access to the titles and who had rights to the development. At that
time, as a result of this involvement, Mr Martin felt that he was entitled to his payment of the
success fee, if we can use that term.
Mr Catania: Is this all in the commission report?
Mr SHAVE: Most of it.
Mr Catania: Why are you reading it?
Mr SHAVE: I want to develop an argument of just how incompetent this Government has
been over this deal. I will get to that if the member will give me a little time.
Mr Catania: I am not criticising; I am staggered that people are repeating matters out of the
Royal Commission report.
Mr SUAVE: That reflects the incompetence of the members of the Government. Unless I
outline exactly what transpired and how it did, people such as the member opposite who
perhaps have not read this section will not understand just how badly the Government acted.
Mr Catania: With all due respect. I have read that section. 1 do not want to hear it 10 times.
Mr SHAVE: Is the member aware of what happened with this deal? He is not saying too
much. Mr Martin was rather anxious to receive his fee. He approached Mr Brush and said
that everything was in order. Mr Brush went to the Government Employees Superannuation
Board and said that all of the necessary approvals had been arranged and that Mr Martin
should be paid his money. The member for Balcatta should listen to this because it shows
the sorts of people his Government placed in positions of trust dining that period. When
Mr Brush went to the board he said that all the necessary approvals had been received and
that the necessary properties had been purchased, with the exception of one property which
was controlled by Mr Roly Tasker, and which had to be renegotiated. One of the main
problems was that a wool scourers' property was right in the middle of the area and was vital
to the proposal. Mr Brush and other people had not checked with the Environmental
Protection Authority and did not understand that as a result of a decision in 1912 the wool
scourers were allowed to let certain offal and by-products flow into the river. As a result of
current environmental concerns that would not be permitted now.
Mr Brush arranged with the board for Mr Martin to be paid his fee. The board entered into
the agreement and, in fact, agreed to purchase the property. Other properties were also
involved such as the Fremantle Steam Laundry Pty Ltd. The Western Australian
Development Corporation was also brought in and was paid a certain amount to amalgamate
properties. However, Mr Brush had not told the GESB that during 1986 Mr Robert Martin
had been making personal payments to him. On the one hand, the Government's appointee
was in charge of the GESB, negotiating on behalf of the board for the purchase of a property
for $24 million or $25 million, but on the other hand, he was receiving payments from
Mr Martin for his personal use. Those payments amounted to a total of $150 000; three
amounts of $50 000 were paid. However, Mr Brush did not disclose that to the board.
During early 1987 Mr Ross Lightfoot became aware that those payments had been made to
Mr Brush from Mr Martin, and he made a number of inquiries about that. Mr Brush and the
then Premier became particularly perturbed. Mr Brush and Mr Martin had arranged a series
of loan agreements which were backdated to 1986 to substantiate that the payments that were
made were bona tide loans, and that it could not be implied that Mr Martin would have been
stupid enough to make three separate payments of $50 000 to Mr Brush or his associated
companies while he was trying to sell to the GESB, of which Mr Brush was the chairman, a
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property for $24 million or $25 million. Of course, through all that a number of Government
people were involved.
Over a period the Government has tried to resolve the problem it had with this piece of land.
At June 1992 the board had outlaid in the vicinity of $25 million. When it became known to
the board that as a result of Mr Brush's dishonesty it did not have the title to the wool
scootrs' site, it had to re-evaluate the property. At June 1991 the value of that property in
the books of the Government Employees Superannuation Board was written down from
$25 million to $18.5 million. Subsequently, in June 1992 it was written down to $11 million.
As a result of the Government's incompetence with the Anchorage site the State lost money
on that property. For the past two or three years the Government has tried to resolve the
problem of how to get hold of the wool scourers' land, because without that land it is like
trying to develop an area and having a green belt in the middle of the development, because
the developers cannot do anything. The GESB is holding all the land around the wool
scourers' site, and to date, the Government is not in possession of that site.
The Government was so confident of getting control of this development that it paid
Mr Martin his commission, paid out money for the site, and even spent about $2.5 million on
equipment to relocate the wool scourers. That equipment was subsequently sold for about
$1 million. Everything the Government has done with this deal has cost people money. It is
interesting to note just how the Government agencies have behaved in this deal. Mr Len
Brush, with close affiliations with the Labor Government, lied and deceived the board about
what had occurred and knowingly took cash payments from Mr Martin. The Royal
Commission's report about this issue finally puts forward recommendations about
prosecutions. It said throughout all this that Mr Brush did not tell the board what he was
doing and it was improper for him to backdate security documents. The Royal
Commissioners found that the payment of $1 million would have been discussed between
Mr Brush and Mr Martin before the money was paid. The commissioners continually found
Brush and Martin had acted improperly. The worst aspect of this was how the whole deal
was done. The property was purchased, but no-one undertook a title search to ascertain who
had access to the tidle. An amount of $25 million was supposed to have been invested on
behalf of the superannuants who hoped to have sufficient funds to allow them to have a
reasonable retirement, but it was paid out for this development and there were no checks or
formal valuations. The commission found that with most other deals formal valuations were
undertaken.
This deal ended up before the courts and during the trial Mr Brush pleaded poverty. The
Australian Labor Party took around the hat and collected money for his legal fees, which is
unbelievable. I cannot believe that anyone in a position of prominence, such as a
Government member of Parliament, would participate in this activity. I will be interested to
find out the amount Premier Lawrence contributed to Len Brush's legal fees. The
Government knew that Mr Brush had clearly acted improperly throughout these negotiations.
yet the ALP continued to take around the hat to raise money to pay for his legal fees. The
party's actions effectively condoned what this man was doing; that is, taking cash payments
and backdating agreements to try to suggest that they were bona fide loans. Incidentally,
they have not been paid back to Mr Martin. During the time Mr Brush was dealing in cash
transactions he was having work done on his house and he was obtaining bank cheques in
false names and using false addresses. This has been substantiated in the Royal Commission
report. We had a progression of events in which this Government appointee treated with
disdain money which belonged to superannuants. What did the Labor Party do? It did not
disown Mr Brush and it did not refuse to help him.
The Royal Commission report details the mismanagement and improper dealings by this man
which the Labor Party endorsed. It is one thing to be loyal, but it is another thing to set an
example to the public. It should be clearly on the record that the ALP, knowing what this
man had done, continued to support him financially in court actions because of some
misdirected loyalty. What about the loyalty to the people who invested their money in the
State Superannuation Board? Some of them will need this money in their retirement and
they are expecting a certain payout.
As outlined in the Royal Commission report, the Anchorage deal is a classic example of the
incompetence and mismanagement of a Government agency which comprised people
appointed by this Government. There is evidence of the payment of secret commissions.
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One could call them bribes, inducements or encouragements, but clearly a man was
appointed to make a decision and at the same time as he was making the decision on behalf
of the people of Western Australia the man selling him the deal was flicking him cash
payments and no records were kept. In addition, no formal valuations of the property were
made. As a result, the Superannuation Board became involved in the deal and the sad thing
is that the problem is not over. We have spoken about the amount of money which has been
lost through WA Inc deals. We have a number of blocks of land in north Fremantle which
cannot be used for anything. The problem of the wool scourers cannot be resolved because
for this process to be operative it must get rid of the effluent. It cannot relocate further up the
river because the Environmental Protection Authority said it will not allow a wool scouring
process to establish on the banks of the river and pump effluent into it. Mr Brush had only to
pick up the telephone and speak to the authority to find that out.
I will be interested to know what the Premier has done to try to resolve this problem over the
past three years. This Parliament has been told nothing about what will happen to this site.
The Minister for Housing, who has sat on the Government Employees Superannuation Board
since 10 June 1988, has not come forward and told the Parliament how he proposes to
resolve the problem. In the meantime, the Opposition, the taxpayers and the superannuants
are waiting in limbo.
It is not good enough for the Government to say that this is Len Brush's fault. It all comes
down to responsibility. If an employee acts in an improper way and the employer is aware of
it and does not move to rectify the problem, he is responsible. We have heard a great deal
about collective responsibility. The real responsibility for what happened in this deal rests
with the Burke Government and this Government. What happened at the time is that
Mr Brush went to the then Premier, Brian Burke, and said that he thought the price was too
high, but the Premier told him to look into it because he wanted the deal to go ahead. As a
result, the taxpayers of Western Australia have been let down badly. I hope that the Premier
will tell the Parliament what will happen to this site at some stage during the remainder of
this session. Is it her intention to leave the mess for members on this side of the House to
clean up after next February - that really does appear to be the case - or will she make a
genuine effort to resolve the problem her Government created?
T1he Minister for Housing was a member of the Government Employees Superannuation
Board for four years. He gave a wonderful speech during question time tonight about how
the housing industry was going ahead, but we have heard nothing from him about this
development. HeI has been in the Parliament long enough - and was on that board from
1988 - to do something to resolve this problem. I am pleased that the Minister has come
back into the House.
Mr McGinty: What are you talking about?
Mr SHAVE: The Government's involvement in the Anchorage project and its nefarious
business dealings associated with that. I am also talking about the Minister's position on the
Government Employees Superannuation Board.
Mr McGinty: That was eight months representing blue collar workers in 1980.
Mr Taylor The member for Melville said four years.
Mr SHAVE: How long was the Minister on the board? I said I understood he had been on it
for four years?
Mr Mecinty: Eight months.
Mr SHAVE:, What action was taken to clean up the mess?
Mr McGinty: It is scandalous of you to tell people I was on that board for four years.
Mr SHAVE: I am happy to be corrected. I said I understood that was the case.
Mr McGinty: I am surprised you could have understood that.
Mr SHAVE: That was my understanding. What action did the inister take to clean up the
mess that one of his good supporters created at Anchorage?
Mr McGinty: Sorry?
Mr SHAVE: Does the minister not know about the Anchorage deal?

6223



Mr McGinty: It was not raised in any sense in my time on the Superannuation Board.
Mr SHAVE: Is the Minister telling me he was on that board for eight months and that
$25 million was spent on that deal -

Mr McGinty: You should have researched your position. If the member said I had been on
the board for four years, that would be fine.
Mr SHAVE: The Minister has just made a telling statement. He has said he was on that
board for eight months and this disaster, which was one of the worst business deals made by
that board -

Mr McGinty: Did not occur during that time.
Mr SHAVE: Yes, it did occur during that time.
Mr McGinty: No, ir did not.
Mr SHAVE: I amn sorry, it did. The board was buying equipment to relocate the wool
scourer site during that period.
Mr McGinty: During what period? The member for Melville had better get his facts
straight. He should be careful because he has got one thing wrong, very much to my
detriment and to his discredit.
Mr SHAVE: On 30 May 1988 -

Mr McGinty: I was not on the board.
Mr SHAVE: At that time $2.53 million of new wool scouring equipment was purchased to
go into the relocated wool scourers.
Mr McGinty: I was not on the board.
Mr SHAVE: Thai was in 1990 and the Minister was on the board during the period that that
equipment was flogged off for $1 050 000.
Mr McGinty: So what?
Mr SHAVE: The Minister was on the board for eight months during the time GESB had a
piece of land which involved a heavy financial commitment which was an unresolved
problem because the board needed to obtain access to a particular tidle as a matter of urgency,
yet the Minister is telling the Parliament that in the eight months he sat on that board that
subject did not arise for discussion. That is what he said. That is a disgrace! If chat subject
were not raised, what did the board do about the problem - stick it in the too hard basket and
say it would not worry about it?
Mr McGinty: To the best of my recollection, the whole question of the Anchorage site was
dealt with prior to my election to the board. A whole series of things may have occurred
outside chat eight month period that I was elected to go on that board to ensure that blue
colla workers had certain benefits extended to them. I did that superbly.
Mr SHAVE: No, the Minister did not.
Mr McGinty: The member for Melvil should be ashamed of himself and should sit down
Mr SHAVE: The Minister should be ashamed of himself.
MR OMODEI (Warren) [8.15 pm): In speaking to the report of the Royal Commission
into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters I first thank the commission
and its staff for their diligent efforts on behalf of the people of Western Australia. I believe
the preparation of this report was a mammoth task and is a credit to the people who put the
document together. I am also mindful of the fact that application of article 9 of the Bill of
Rights would have enabled it to be an even better report because the Royal Commissioners
would have had access to further information.
The SPEAKER: Order! I point out to the member that the Bill of Rights did not block
access to that information. Thlat is a misconception and people should understand that a little
better.
Mr OMODEI: So they could have had access to that information, could they?
The SPEAKER: They did have. We gave them access to it. How that information was used
relates to how article 9 is appliedL
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Mr OMODEI: I thank the Speaker for that information. I turn to the donations aspect
mentioned in the report I wonder how many members have looked at chapter 23 of the
report. For the edification of members and the benefit of the record, the report contains
approximately nine pages of donations and 93 specific donation amounts ranging from
$1 000 to $400 000. It was my intention to sit and listen to other speakers during this debate,
but as it developed I thought it incumbent upon me as a member of Parliament to make the
following comments. This is because members of the Government, in particular, have been
sitting back and stonewalling through the whole of the WA Inc saga and the Royal
Commission and getting away with murder.
Taxpayers' money has been used and abused for political purposes in Western Australia. I
refer particularly to an article which appeared in The West Australian by political writer Ann
Burns who I think is a good political correspondent. She commented that members of the
Government, Ministers in particular, had been outwitted by clever entrepreneurs. That is one
area where I disagree with Ann Burns because I believe that in the majority of cases relating
to WA Inc issues there were premeditated moves to receive money in an indirect way for the
benefit of the Australian Labor Party in its quest to win a number of elections including the
1985 Federal election and the 1986 and 1989 State elections. Not only did the ALP receive
those moneys, but also it remained mute about them.
Members who spoke previously referred to individual amounts allocated to various election
campaigns. The Premier was well and truly aware of many of the issues relating to WA Inc
and the money that went in the back door of the ALP and into the leader's account. I refer
members to the evidence given by Mr Grill at the Royal Commission on 23 October which
was reported in The Australian under the heading "Lawrence 'covered up WA Inc losses"' as
follows -

Mr Grill said Dr Lawrence who took over as Premier in February 1990 had refused
his repeated requests to publish a list of the government's losses associated with
Rothwells and the petrochemical deal-
The government paid former Rorhwells head, Laurie Con nell, and his partner, Dallas
Dempster, $175 million for a petrochemical project known as PICL in October 1988.
Bond Corporation paid another $225 million for the project bringing its total cost to
$400 million of which Connell received $350 million.

And further on -

He said he had urged both Mr Dowding and Dr Lawrence to release a list of the
Government's losses associated with PICL and Rothwells in a bid to clear up the
matter.
He said he had raised the issue in caucus on several occasions and Dr Lawrence had
once promised to compile such a list but it had never seen the light of day.

The argument by the Labor Party and Government members has been that they had no
knowledge of the details of those issues. Mr Grill stated to the Royal Commission that he
had asked Dr Lawrence on a number of occasions at a caucus meeting to come up with the
list and to publish it. So, when members opposite claim ignorance about the WA Inc deals,
they are being careless with the truth.
Mr Taylor: Tell us where your money for your advertising campaign comes from.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr OMODE]: We have recently seen $75 000 related to the Parry connection with the Halls
Head joint venture returned to the State Government. What is the difference between that
and the PICL deal and the Fremantle Gas and Coke deal where money was accumulated by
individuals through deals with the State Government, its Premier and its Ministers? This
money went in through the back door. Did the member for Bunbury get money from the
leader's account for the election?
Mr P.J. Smith: Yes, probably.
Mr OMODET: The member should give it back to the people of Western Australia.
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Mr P.J. Smith: I accepted it in the manner in which it was given.
Mr OMODEI: I do not know how the member can sleep at night. He should read the report
of the Royal Commission and see how that money went in the back door of the Labor Party
and directly to his campaign.
Mr P3J. Smith: You are scurrilous! You are telling lies!
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr P.3. Smith: My apologies, Nfr Speaker. The member is not telling the truth.
Mr OMODEI: Both the member for Bunbury and the member for Victoria Park should read
the Royal Commission report.
I refer now to the leader's account. We all know that the leader's fund coincided with the
large dollops of money given to the ALP at the time of the State election. Around the time of
the Federal election in 1987, $2.4 million was donated, and in 1985 the amount was
$3 million. The Rothwells' $300 000 came from Mr Connell, and $200 000 came from
Yosse Goldberg's Western Continental Corporation. We know also that Terry Burke
received a substantial donation by way of a commission for raising funds for the proposed
leader's account in 1987. We are awart of a litany of donations to the Labor Party, and it is
good to see that the Royal Commission has brought these things into the open.
The matters I anm most concerned about are those where, as a result of the Fremantle Gas and
Coke deal, amounts of $200 000 went to Brian Burke's personal secretary, Brenda Brush,
including $100 000 in cash. We did not hear about that. She presumed that the amount went
to the Labor Party campaign across Western Australia. It gripes me a little - and this is partly
the reason that I make these comments - that when I stood for election in 1986 it was with a
meagre amount of money, and with a lot of footwork, because I distrusted the Premier of the
State -

Mr P.3. Smith: Where did you get your campaign money from?
Mr OMODEI: From hard work. The majority of it came from my pocket, and all receipts
went to the Royal Commission.
Mr P.3. Smith: Did you do the fundraising personally?
Mr OMODEI: No, it was my fundraising committee. It was not through any shonicy WA Inc
deals.
A number of donations were made to the leader's account which finished up in a number of
Labor campaigns. I remember in the last week of the campaign in 1986 seeing my opponent,
the then Minister for Agriculture, Mr Evans, for whom I have great respect, appear in a huge
television advertisement. Every day on the television we saw advertisements with the
Minister walking through the forest with a friend, telling everyone to vote for Mr Evans.
Mr Blaikie: Did the Government receive a discount from Bondy?
Mr OMODEI: [ know that this money came from the leader's account. History shows that I
lost that election by 197 votes; in other words, if another 98 people had voted for me I would
have become the member for Warren then:. We achieved a remarkable swing in that election.
When I analyse the situation I am not bitter about it because I am now the member for
Warren. I won my seat at the 1989 election. However, it annoys me that the television

-campaign in the previous election cost me the seat. That result was achieved through
innocent taxpayers' money via the leader's account to the then member's campaign.
Mr P.J. Smith: You are drawing a longbow.
Mr OMODE!: I do not think so, because if the member considers the Fremantle Gas and
Coke scenario he will realise that Burke and Parker had approached Mr Connell as a white
knight, to buy up Fremantle Gas and Coke and then, of course, Yosse Goldberg made good
money at $26 million. It was then on-sold for $39 million. It was not worth it, and we all
know why Yosse Goldberg and Laurie Connell made huge donations to the Labor Party. Is
that not taxpayers' money? The member for Bunbury would have to be a slow learner if he
cannot add up two plus two.
The successful candidates who received money were Mrs Beggs, Tom Jones, and Dave
Evans, who all received $10 000. The ALP candidates Graham Burkett and Mike Barnett
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received $5 000. The unsuccessful candidates, Ken Withers in Mt Lawley and [an Noack
from Karrinyup, and the late Ken Mclver received $3 000. My considered opinion is that the
money went from the taxpayers' pockets directly to the campaign funds. The taxpayers
should be paid back. Every member who received funds should repay the public. I will stick
to that point of view as long as I have a breath in my body. All members opposite should
look at themselves in the mirror. From this day until the day they die. they and their families
will bear the ignominy of the WA Inc era.
Several members interjected.
Mr OMODET: The Labor Party is the guilty party.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I want the member to be very careful when he talks about members
of this House and then links the comments with their families. I dislike that intensely. It is
highly improper and it will lead to something in this House that none of us wants to see. I
suggest the member not do it again.
Mr OMODET: I apologise, Mr Speaker.
Dr Gallop interjected.
Mr OMODEE: Only a few minutes ago when listening to his colleague, the member for Peel,
the member for Victoria Park pilloried someone on this side of the House and his family, but
that is all right.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr OMODEI: I refer now to the Royal Commission's comments on the State Secretary of
the ALP, Mr Chris Evans. He and Senator Beahan were involved in the ALP but could not
recall or were not aware of the donations that appeared. On 19 March 1991 an article in The
West Australian stated -

ALP state secretary Chris Evans answered a summons to present to the commission
documents on party fundraising between June 1982 and 1989.
He provided the commission with details of al the party's accounts, including some
relating to a leader's fund administered by former premier Peter Dowding.
Asked by counsel assisting the commission, Michael Barker, if he knew of
Mr Burke's leader's funds account, Mr Evans said he had become aware of it through
media reports.

1 find that absolutely remarkable when tens of thousands of dollars were going back into
individual campaigns. This Labor Party secretary tells us that he found out from media
reports - break it up! [ cannot believe it. The article continues -

Mr Burke caused a political row earlier this month when he told reporters that
convicted telephone tapper Robert Smith had gathered information on Liberal MIPs in
1987 not for him but for the Labor Party..

Mr Troy: Did the commissioners believe Senator Beahan's evidence?
Mr OMODEI: Yes. While I have the greatest respect for the member for Swan Hills, he too
benefited from some of the WA Inc deals and he knows exactly what I am talking about.
Mr Ellett made donations of $16 074 which helped the member in his election campaign in
1989. The member for Helena received an amount of $26 567.
Mr Troy: Would the member for Warren explain how my opponent was able to buy twice
the newspaper space in the same election, yet had only minimal donations from "unnamed
sources'? It leaves some shortcomings in the report.
Mr OMODEI: These donations are directly linked to the deals done between the
Government and private individuals. The member for Swan Hills knows that $450 000 was
not enough for the purchase of the Midland Abattoir site, People in this State do not realise
when they see the Midland saleyard site, the administration block, the three houses, the
saleyards and lainage that Mr Ellett paid only $450 000 for the lot. We know Mr Ellett sold
plant and equipment from the site which alone was worth $400 000. It is all too convenient
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that Mr Ellett then becomes a benefactor to the Labor Party. One does not have to be too
smart to work out that the people who benefited from the Labor Party's deals passed on some
of that benefit to members electorally. Members have heard about donations to the Balga
Soccer Club out of the leader's account. At one stage the Premier of this State had funds in
that account amounting to $6 million. It is interesting too that the same leader's fund
provided funds for Federal campaigns. An article in the Sunday Times dated 7 April 1991
stated that the Labor Party company in the Eastern States was Legacies And Gifts Ltd and
that a donation of $ 1.946 million went into that fund between 28 May and 4 June 1987. If
ever a company were appropriately named that would be one. Certainly a lot of gifts went to
the Labor Party. I do not mind people giving to political parties if that is their will, but when
it is directly associated with a shonky deal to buy back public assets, I get a little perturbed. I
want the people of Western Australia to know that the moneys that went into the Labor Party
in those WA Inc years will go down in history as the greatest scandal ever. The Royal
Commission report shows nine pages of donations and in excess of 90 individual donations
amounting to millions of dollars. That is a disgrace, and the people of Western Australia
should know about it.
DR TURNBULL (Collie) [8.34 pm]: I will address the Royal Commission report in a
slightly different way from other members. I am the representative of the people of the
Collie electorate, in particular, the people of the town of Collie and those who are employed
by the State Energy Commission of Western Australia and Western Collieries Ltd. Those
people suffered at the hands of WA Inc. I will tell members of this House what (hey feel
about the activities of the Labor Party which has been in power in Western Australia since
1983 and is still on the Government benches. I will tell members what they think about the
politicians running our Government today. Unfortunately, that poor image has spun off on
all politicians. When I walk down the main street in Collie I get many comments about
politicians and the way they have behaved in this Government from 1983 until now. Such
comments as, "Well, you can't trust them. If one of us behaved like that we would land in
gaol. If my wife spent the housekeeping money in the way they have spent the taxpayers1
money there would be a split and we would have some accountability. If we went to my
bank manager and I took my credit card and started to deal with him in the way the Ministers
of this Government did, I would be in trouble and would land up in gaol."
One of the great problems of the Government in the 1980s and in particular with the
Ministers of this Labor Government was that they had the arrogance to presume that the
ordinary person does not have any handle on how to manage money. That is entirely untrue.
In Collie the coalminers and the workers in the power station knew very soon after the first
Rothwells rescue that things were not going very well. They knew that when Rothwells
decided to buy Western Collieries Ltd in May. Why would a company like Western
Collieries, which had been working quite well producing a nice cash flow suddenly be sold
to a merchant bank, and why did nobody from Rothwells come to Collie to inspect the coal
mine that it had purchased? It was very obvious within three or four weeks when people
began to understand how Rothwells had purchased Western Collieries, how it had made a
payment of $28 million, and as soon as it had control of the company, took out of the
company that $28 million that was needed for the replacement of equipment. The ordinary
person knows that is not how to run a company, and it does not matter whether one is a
boilermaker in the workshops or an underground miner, one knows that is not how business
is conducted. In October 1988 the forward selling of 1.1 million tonnes of coal for
$15 million took place. Volume 5 of the report of the Royal Commission has a section with
many pages about what happened with the forward selling of Western Collieries' coal. The
relevance of all this is not who said what or how it was done, but that it was not done in the
interests of Western Collieries. The Royal Commissioners said that it was not Gone with any
consideration of benefit to Western Collieries, but solely as an arrangement to transfer
money into Rodiwells. What was even worse than that was that no-one actually knew where
the money had gone. Only one person knew that that money had been deposited in
Spedley's bank account and not in the Rorhwells' bank account. Therefore, there were four
weeks in which there was great uncertainty in the company about what would happen. That
$15 million was necessary for the ongoing management of the company.
The first speech I made in this place after my maiden speech was about the accountability of
the Government and, in particular, the accountability of the then Premier, Mr Peter Dowding,
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and Julian Grill who was a Minister in the Government at the time. I said in that speech that
the transfer, loss or misplacement of that $15 million was of great detriment to the people of
Collie. They asked me how it could be if it was an advance payment. However, everyone
knew that that $15 million which was three months of prepayment for coal had gone missing.
It introduced a great deal of anxiety into the Collie community, a community in which 800
miners work at Western Collieries and 700 people work at the power station. Therefore, the
ordinary person of Collie was very concerned.
The commissioners do not pay as much attention to the $6 million that also went missing on
or about 28 or 29 October. The commissioners admitted that they could not determine from
the witnesses who were prepared to talk to them about this matter and find out who
authorised what. However, the most crucial factor about the $6 million was that it was a
working account; it was money that was needed to pay the employees. Who could put in
jeopardy the salaries and wages of 800 people by transferring that $6 million? An unnamed
person put pressure on the R & I Bank Ltd and the directors in Perth to transfer that money.
Mr Lewis interjected.
Dr TURNBULL. Yes, that transfer did not take place at the bank in Collie; it took place in
the bank's head office in Perth. That was the really criminally negligent part associated with
the using of that $6 million. People can say that it was just a book transfer over a day.
However, everyone who did transfers knew that Rothwells was in a precarious position and
they knew that the possibility of damage to Western Collieries existed with the loss of that
$6 million. They knew also that there was a possibility of losing the $15 million at the same
time.
Mr Lewis: But the $6 million was underwritten by the Government. That was one of the
conditions that commissioners Fisher and Gordon placed on Mr Lloyd. They suggested that
it be underwritten before they were prepared to transfer it.
Dr TURNBULL: Yes, the Government said it would carry the penalty for that. I suspect
that, if Rothwells had collapsed at that time and the $6 million and $15 million were lost, we
would be still having problems getting that money. The real problem was the culpability and
the lack of accountability of Ministers involved at that time. The Ministers blatantly
disregarded the wellbeing of the 800 employees in Collie. As the member for Collie, I have
to express the great anger and outrage felt by all of the people who live in Collie and in the
surrounding area at this Labor Government and the Ministers who sit here still today and at
the Premier who was in Cabinet at the time for placing the livelihoods of 800 people in
jeopardy.
The SPEAKER: Order! I can hear a member who is not in the Chamber at the moment,
although I cannot see him. I am having difficulty hearing the member for Collie. I ask the
member to help me.
Dr TLJRNBULL: I commend the Royal Commissioners for the very thorough work they did
in attempting to sort out the trail of mismanagement by those responsible. The responsibility
for what happened to Western Collieries cannot be shed by the Ministers to the advisers or
by the Ministers to Lloyd and Edwards. As far as I and the people of Collie are concerned,
the Ministers were as culpable as were any of their advisers. The Royal Commissioners
referred to the activities at that time as "improper conduct'. Unfortunately, a technicality of
law does not permit us to call it corruption or illegal conduct because no permanent harn
camne to Western Collieries as a result of that transfer of funds. That may be a legal
technicality, but the Ministers of the day abdicated their responsibilities and their duty of
care to the workers of Collie, and every taxpayer in Collie will agree with the Royal
Commissioners' definition of improper conduct. They stated that they believed that such a
definition must be wider. They said it certainly is to be expected that in most cases of
improper conduct, "the conduct will be accompanied by an awareness that it is not right, or
less than proper, or not the appropriate action in the circumstances".
I am sure that they knew that. They were gambling with the future of Western Collieries, a
well run, well staffed, well producing company which they used for a cash flow situation.
One of the great tragedies of the period between 1983 and now is that all politicians - you,
Mr Speaker, I and everyone else in here including members of the Government - are being
judged very harshly by the public. The commissioners stated that one of the tests of the
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impropriety of any professional person is the normal behaviour that might be expected of
other members of his group so that a particular behaviour can be measured against that same
group.
One of the great tragedies is that I am being judged by this Government's performances over
the past 10 years. Politicians in both Western Australia and Victoria are being judged by
their respective Governments' activities. It will cake a very long time for public confidence
to be restored in politicians. It does not matter what actions we take in this place, how many
Bills the Premier introduces or how many times the Leader of the Opposition says he agrees
with the Government. It will take years before the general public will have any respect for
politicians. The only way politicians in Western Australia can gain that respect is by a
credible performance. Mr Speaker, I do nor know whether you and I will be in this place
long enough to experience that.
It is also a tragedy that the ordinary voter is fully aware that the collective responsibility of
Cabinet is being treated with so much disdain. The fact that Premier Lawrence was a
member of the Cabinet which made many of the decisions pertaining to WA Inc deals has
not escaped the attention of the ordinary voter. He has a long memory and he will not take
any notice of the Governiment saying that all these events occurred in the past and that there
are now different people in Government. Obviously, the collective responsibility of Cabinet
is a very important function of Government.
Some Ministers might say that they have an excuse for not knowing what was going on
because the Premiers of the day were withholding information from them. However, we
should recall the evidence ex-Minister Barry Hodge gave to the Royal Commission. He said
he expressed his concern about Government activities and he walked out of a Cabinet
meeting. There would have been many occasions on which there was an uncomfortable
atmosphere at Cabinet meetings and Ministers would have been aware that some of the
activities of Government were improper. I do not believe chat the Ministers and members of
this Government were so dumb or ignorant that they did not know what was happening.
Surely they would have had some business experience before they became members of
Parliament which would have given them some understanding of business deals. I know the
people in Collie knew by 1988 that the Government's conduct was unacceptable.
I refer to a comment made by the member for Warren and I agree with him that it could have
been a different scenario if $10 000 had not been made available from the leader's account to
the previous member for Collie, Tom Jones, for one of his election campaigns. I know the
member said that he lost by only 176 votes when he stood for that seat, but I lost by 127
votes. If this donation had not been made to the Labor candidate I might have been the
member for Collie a few years before I was actually elected.
MR WIESE (Wagin) [8.55 pm]: This debate is briefly summarising the business deals of
this Government and this State over the last eight or 10 years. What has come out of the
report of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other
Matters is a horrifying story of corruption in the processes of government and business in this
State during the 1980s. I do not take the findings of the Royal Commission report lightly - I
believe them without any doubt. The story chat has come out is one of gross negligence and
incompetence by this Government. The report also reflects on the business community of
Western Australia and it is this aspect which I will dwell on.
The entrepreneurs, the four on the floor brigade, abandoned all ethics and standards,
including accountability, which had been adopted by the business community prior to the
1980s. The concept of accountability to shareholders was completely ignored by most
companies and chat is evident from the Royal Commission's findings.
The report also deals with the behaviour of some of the members of the most respected
professional organisahions in this State. During the period of the WA Inc deals, many
members of these professional organisations were grossly negligent in their dealings. I will
start with the legal profession because it really has a lot to answer for. A large number of
lawyers have virtually prostituted their profession. The reason they participated in the WA
Inc deals is that they were paid to do so-, in other words, their services were bought. They
used their training, which they obtained from our university law schools at taxpayers'
expense, to find loopholes in all the laws applying to business. In doing so, they allowed the
entrepreneurs to legally take millions of dollars from individuals, from the business
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community and from the public purse. A great amount of money from the public purse was
lost during the time of this WA Inc saga. They went further than chat; they also set up the
mechanisms and the company structures which allowed the entrepreneurs to behave as they
did. They were there right at the forefront in helping all those people who were part of WA
Inc and, without the involvement of those members of the legal profession it is quite
probable that many of the WA Inc matters reported on by the Royal Commission would
never have occurred. When it all came to the surface and the public started to cry out for
some action to punish the. people responsible for these enormous losses, the legal profession
was at the forefront in defending those people who bad breached all the ethics and legal
aspects of the business world, and in doing so had caused enormous losses to individuals and
the community overall. To top it off, the legal profession was once again to the forefront
during the Royal Commission hearings. I believe members of that profession milked the
public purse and took every dollar they could get from it. The legal profession as a whole
took $10.6 million from the public purse during the Royal Commission hearings. I suspect a
great deal more was taken from the purses of individuals whose legal fees were not paid by
the public purse. The legal profession as a whole stands condemned for its role in the whole
WA Inc saga. The profession should examine its actions and draw some conclusions about
its role in the fabric 'of society and the business community in which we operate. Will it be
the role of the legal profession to play a major part in the community's being ripped off by
these shady and shonky operators who will always be part of the business community but, let
us hope, will never again play the sort of role they played in the past 10 years? Will the legal
profession play a major role in taking the savings of totally defenceless people and aged
people, who do not know what is going on in the world? Will it play a role in assisting in the
money being taken from those people to be used by the ruthless and corrupt in the
community? The legal profession should also closely examine the structure of charges and
fees for its services.
Mr Bloffwicch: Are they any dearer than doctors and other specialists?
Mr WIESE: I think they are right up there with the doctors and with some other
professionals. Fees of $3 000 to $5 000 a day indicate that the legal profession is on a par
with the best of the surgeons when setting costs. The profession should examine the fee
structure under which it operates because we all know that many people in the community
are totally denied access to the justice system because they cannot afford the legal fees
charged by the profession. If the profession by its high fee structure plays a major part in
denying the people of this State access to justice, it should take a close look at itself. If it
does not do so from within the profession it will not be long before pressure will be brought
to bear from outside the profession arnd it is not desirable for it to happen in that way.
I now refer to the accountancy profession. Once again, it is my belief that this profession
played a major role in setting up the framework within which the WA Inc deals were carried
out. It played a major role throughout the whole saga. Without the involvement of
accountants I do not believe it would ever have happened. The accountancy profession was
in there from the start, advising entrpreneurs how to set up their company structures which
allowed so many of those business activities which wer part of WA Inc to take place and
thrive. For many years they gave advice which enabled operators to juggle the books and
move vast sums of money within company structures. In miost cases, it was all quite legal
and above board but they were utilising the system to the utmost; firstly, to minimise tax
liabilities and, secondly, to minimise the personal liabilities of the entrepreneurs and the
directors who were involved in those activities to ensure that they would never be held
personally responsible for the business activities within their organisations. The accountants
also played a major part in ensuring that shareholders and depositors of money within those
companies were totally unaware of what was going on behind the screens which had been set
up by the accountancy profession and the legal profession. Their activities become very
clear when one reads some of the specific items in the Royal Commission report. Many of
these individual accountants were part of those company structures which were designed to
disguise the activities going on behind the veils they had put up.
Another section of the accountancy profession must be brought to the forefront with regard
to the role it played in allowing these activities to occur- that is, the auditing profession.
While accountants were crying to disguise and hide the activities of the entrepreneurs
involved in WA Inc activities, the auditing profession had a very specific role to ensure that

6231



the activities were brought to the public notice. If that profession had been carrying our its
duties as it should, with all due regard for reporting, uncovering and bringing matters to
public notice, the things that happened behind the veil - many of these WA Inc activities -
would not have advanced beyond that very early and initial stage. Had they done their job
properly, what was endeavoured to be done with shareholders' money and with the deposits
that were lodged with those companies would have been brought out into the open and many
of those WA Inc deals would have been uncovered before they got off the ground. Many of
the blatant transfers of moneys which were highlighted in several of the matters within the
Royal Commission's terms of reference would have been revealed for what they were had
the auditors gone in there and found out what was really going on. Therefore, the
accountancy profession in general and the auditing profession in particular played a major
role in the activities of WA Inc because they did not perform properly their role as public
watchdogs.
The banking profession was also instrumental in allowing the WA Inc activities to take
place. The banking profession will stand condemned forever for its activity, or in many
cases lack of activity, over the past five to eight years during which the WA Inc saga
unfolded. Not only did the banking profession suffer losses amounting to millions of dollars,
and as a direct result cause the community to suffer some of the excessively high charges
from which it is now suffering, but also through its incompetence, negligence and total
disregard for what I and the community believe are accepted and recognised banking
practices, it allowed the activities of those entrepreneurs to take place. Had those
entrepreneurs who were highlighted in the report of the Royal Commission not been able to
use the banking system in the way that they did, they would never have been able to get off
the ground and to behave with such reckless abandon with money that was not theirs. The
result would have been a saving of millions of dollars for the ordinary men and women and
for the users of the banking system.
Other prominent and respected professional groups within our community also played a role
in the WA Inc saga. The Stock Exchange failed totally to perform irs role of examining the
transactions that took place and of reporting those transactions to the general public and to
the shareholders of those companies. The brokers and advisers who operate within the Stock
Exchange failed the community dismally. We then have the company directors who were on
the periphery of a great number of the deals and transactions that took place. Those
company directors on the periphery, as well as those who were right in the middle of the WA
Inc saga, failed in their duty of care to their shareholders. Had they performed their role of
looking after shareholders' interests - and that is what they are there for - a great number of
these transactions would not have been able to take place.
The National Companies and Securities Commission and the various companies' watchdogs
around Australia also played a part by not performing the role which they were established to
perform. Had the NCSC or its predecessor acted on the reports and the questions that were
being asked in the media, in the Parliament and the community, and had it examined the
dealings that were going on, many of the WA Inc dealings would not have been able to take
place and there would have been an enormous saving to the community of Western
Australia.
The picture that I am painting is one not just of problems in the Government area but also of
problems in the community and business area of Western Australia. The WA Inc saga and
everything that is reported upon in the report of the Royal Commission is a condemnation
not only of individuals, but also of the era which we went through when there was a total
lack of responsibility and accountability within some of the most respected organisations and
professions in this community. All of those professional organisations and groups must bear
a great deal of responsibility for what happened.
I cannot finish my remarks without coming to the role of the Government and the Parliament
in this saga. Thbat was spelt out thoroughly in the report and also at length by many speakers
before me, who spoke about it a lot better than I am able to. This Government stands totally
condemned for its role in the WA Inc saga and in the matters reported upon by the Royal
Commission. The role of former Premiers Burke and Dowding is well outlined in the report
and I will not dwell further on it because we will hear a lot more about it. They brought the
whole parliamentary system into enormous disrepute. The role of Mr Parker, Mr Grill and
some of the other more prominent Ministers and former Ministers of that Government also
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ensures chat they stand condemned for what they did to this State and to the process of
government. Members of the Government attempted to gloss over the role of the current
Premier, who was part of this picture throughout that rime, but we as a Parliament and the
community as a whole must ask ourselves how could someone be part of that process and not
be aware of what was going on. I do not believe that the Premier or any of those other
Ministers were unaware of what was happening; therefore, they all stand condemned by the
six volumes of this report.
The responsibility does not stop with the Cabinet; die backbenchers of the Government were
part of the process through that period and are seriously open to question. I have asked
myself many times, as I am sure have other members, what I would have done as a
backbencher in similar circumstances. I cannot answer that question, and I hope I never have
to. However, I cannot believe that the alarm bells were not ringing. The members of Caucus
were part of the Government which rammed motions of defence through the Parliament
against Opposition attempts to bring these matters to the surface, Those backbenchers must
have asked themselves many times what on earth was going on. Having asked that question,
I cannot believe that they did not gain some grasp of what was going on. In those
circumstances it is unfortunate that some of those backbenchers did not blow the whistle, ask
questions or take some action to bring the process to a halt.
The former member for Cottesloe, Mr Bill Hassell, the current member for Jandakot and
many people on this side of the House continually asked questions of this Government
during the past five or six years. These questions related to the material now within the
Royal Commission report. They did not get answers, which in itself is a condemnation of
this Government, its Ministers and, to a lesser degree, its backbenchers. It is a sad and sorry
story and I hope that we as a community have learnt something from it. We must take a
great deal of notice of the second Royal Commission report which will offer suggestions to
ensure that such things never happen again in the history of this State. We must all look
closely and seriously at that part of the report as we will all play a role to ensure that we put
in place a mechanism to ensure that the WA Inc saga, as outlined in the report, never
happens again.
MR AINSWORTHI (Roe) [9.24 pmn]: If one could summnarise the theme of the speech just
given by the member for Wagin - which by chance leads into the theme 1 wish to develop - it
was the failure of duty in many areas by professions, groups and individuals. Also, in many
cases, unfortunately, excessive greed was evident during that time, the like of which this
State has never before seen, and [ certainly hope will never see again. The combination of
the failure of duty and the greed of the 1980s led to the events we have witnessed in this
Parliament during tihe past few weeks.
The Royal Commission report confirms all the fears and complaints made over several years
by a succession of Opposition members regarding the dealings of this and former Labor
Governments in this State. This report is viewed by the majority of the population as being
costly but necessary. The report is not good news as it verifies all the claims made in this
place and others over recent years, but at least it expresses these occurrences in a way that
allows people to come to grips with the problem- Most people I speak to in my electorate
and elsewhere say it was worth the cost - albeit a large cost - if it eliminates these practises.
Also, people are grateful for the dogged persistence of the member for Jandakot, the former
Leader of the Opposition, in the face of a great deal of opposition from various sectors. This
applies also to other Opposition members from both parties who supported the call for the
Royal Commission. The member for Jandakot's quest for the Royal Commission a: times
must have been lonely; to use a fairly common phrase, he was probably regarded by many
people as sounding like a cracked record. Nevertheless, he carried on regardless. After a
great deal of time making requests and demands the Royal Commission was finally called,
and his persistence has been vindicated 100 per cent.
The public required from the Royal Commission a full and frank report of all the dealings.
However, now that the Royal Commission report has been released, people require an
outcome; in other words, they want to see those people who have indulged in activities
outside the law or outside the responsibilities placed on them in public office to be brought to
book. If people have indulged in criminal activities which have cost the taxpayer, they
should pay the price. The public now expect and hope that the report passed to the Director
ON8-1i
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of Public Prosecutions containing names of persons involved in criminal activities will
ensure that these people go through the due legal process and be charged appropriately.
Anything less would be a failure of the whale process; the public would feel cheated. They
do not want this just as a pound of flesh; they believe that people placed in a position of trust
who abused that trust, and in some cases committed criminal offences, should not be able to
get away with it purely because of the high office they held or hold.
Also, the public now require higher standards from parliamentarians and all other people
mentioned by the member for Wagin. These standards should be raised dramatically, and it
behaves all of us to recognise that we are placed in a position of trust, and we must meet the
responsibilities inherent in that situation. When that trust is broken - as has been the case in
the past - the public become wary of parliamentarians and cynical about the political process.
In fact, when looking at the future and considering the steps required to prevent the excesses
outlined in the Royal Commission report, many people doubt the capacity of
parliamentarians to solve the problem. Unfortunately, a common view - perhaps cynical - is
that all politicians assume the same reputation as the culprits, the minority, when these things
occur. The public look at parliamentarians as a privileged class of people who have higher
incomes and privileges than the average person in the stet. The public see privileged
members of Parliament, as some people put it, having their snouts in public troughs. In other
words, they have access to a bin of money not shared by the general public and the
perception is they have misused and abused the public's trust over a long period.
Unfortunately, the public do not believe that is about to change. Some members may
disagree with that perception, but it is an important fact of life. Although members must live
with it, they must work very hard to turn it around. That will be a difficult task. One of the
ways we can do that is by restoring the integrity, courtesy and behaviour of members in the
Parliament itself. That is the first and most public way to gain more confidence from the
community in this place and in people who manage the affairs of the State.
Over the past few months several visitors have come into this place during question time to
see how the House operates. In almost every case they have been quite appalled by what
they class as rude behaviour. They have seen people talking while others were trying to
speak. They have also heard the personal abuse which sometimes flies across this Chamber;
not merely heated and vigorous debate, which I would be quite happy to see continue, but
personal abuse which does nothing but lower the tone of this Parliament. Although I do not
want to lower myself to the level of picking on individual members, a recent example of
abuse in this place was the outburst by the member for Peel tonight when he spoke about the
family of a member on this side of the House. It is not unreasonable to talk about an
individual member, but when one goes beyond that and brings in other factors such as family
members or associates who have no chance to defend themselves under the privilege of this
place as do you, Mr Speaker or I, that behaviour descends below that which should be
expected of members of Parliament. It should be roundly condemned.
It is also very important that all members realise that the Parliament is the supreme body in
this State. The Government is put in a position of trust to govern as the party or group of
parties which happen to hold the majority in this place. Although that may be the case, as a
Government, it still has the greater responsibility to the overall body; that is, the supreme
body of Parliament. If that had been adhered to over the past 10 years of the Labor
Government, we would not be debating the report of the Royal Commission tonight. The
Government would have been responsible to the Parliament to report in a frank and open
manner about business dealings in which it was involved or in which it was considering
becoming involved. The Parliament would have, at the right moment, made decisions on
those matters and put some pressure on the Government to desist if members felt, as a group,
that those decisions were not in the best interests of the people of Western Australia.
However, we have seen a drift away from parliamentary responsibilities by Government and
a rapid move into Government by Executive rather than by the governing party and
Parliament. We must return to that basis of operation if we are to return integrity to this
place and restore the confidence of the population in the process of government.
Another classic example of failings of the system, or the disregard by members of Parliament
for this place, occurs during question time. Some Ministers have developed a real art form of
answering by providing the minimum possible information in the maximum possible time.
To take that a step further, I refer to questions on notice which are a legitimate method by
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which members from all parts of the House seek information and/or explanations for their
constituents from Ministers of the Government. In many cases, but not all, questions on
notice are characterised by lengthy delays and obfuscation when the answer is finally
provided. They do not seem to be designed to give anything like the information requested
by the member. I many cases, the failure of the member to phrase the question precisely,
causes the Minister or the Minister's staff, although quite clearly understanding what is
required, to deliberately misrepresent the answer by interpreting the question strictly as it is
worded. Although they understand the meaning, they provide answers which, in many cases,
have nothing to do with what the member wants. In some cases, that procedure cakes several
months. It is a disgrace that both questions on notice and questions without notice are treated
in that way by many, if not all, Ministers. Unless the parliamentary process is restored to
engender a greater level of public confidence in the system, we will not improve the way in
which the State is governed.
Integrity must be restored in the long held tradition in this parliamentary system under which
we work - that version of the Westminster system, where ministerial responsibility is
automatic. In previous Governments if a Minister or a senior person in a Minister's
department was accused of a misdemneanour or of misappropriating funds or taking some
inappropriate action that Minister immediately stepped aside or resigned if the charges were
serious enough. If it involved a person within the Minister's department, the Minister would
step aside from that portfolio and become a temporary backbencher until the matter was
resolved. In most instances, that action has been singularly lacking in this place during my
time. I am sure, Mr Speaker, having been here longer than me you will recall times in the
past when that was not so. The sooner we return to that level of responsibility, which is
inherent in the Westminster system, the better will be the people in this place and in this
State.
Members of Parliament must assess their responsibilities to the electorate and to the people
who elect them. I hope members will agree that I am correct when I say that the first
responsibility of any elected member of Parliament is to his electorate. After all, they are the
people whom members are charged with the responsibility of representing. Members are
given a privileged position to represent those people. Those privileges must not be abused.
Our clear responsibility must be to the people in our electorates. I do not mean to the people
who voted for us; I mean to the people we collectively represent, irrespective of their
political association. TMe second responsibility members have is to the State as a whole.
Their third responsibility is to their political party if they belong to one. Independents do not
have any such association. Members sometimes get the system around the wrong way and
individuals put their political party first. With this current Government we have probably
seen many cases where individuals had concerns about some of the rumours or information
made available to them about Government dealings involving WA Inc and other associated
business dealings. If those people had had the moral responsibility to put the people of
Western Australia first rather than their party or their future, many of those involvements
would not have happened.
However, it is not good to look at the past and wish things had happened differently. We
must look to the future because we have the power to change the future of this place and to
improve parliamentary integrity. It is the responsibility of every elected member of this
place to look very closely at what are their responsibilities and to take them to heart. If they
do not, they will ultimately reap the rewards in the ballot box when people show they are
sick of parliamentary misbehaviour and throw them out. I do not wish to say any more on
this issue. However, while [ have the floor I will refer to an incident which arose before the
dinner break tonight. Two divisions were called in the afternoon and apparently the bells
were not operating. It appears that the hand bell did not ring on the top floor corridor outside
my office. Unfortunately, [ missed two divisions. I have squared this off with the
Opposition and talked to the Clerks about it. However, I place on the record the fact that,
because I missed two divisions and did not vote on those two issues, that in no way reflects
my voting intentions. Had the bells operated normally, I would have voted with the
Opposition on both occasions.
MR BLAIKIE (Vasse) [9.41 pm]: I believe that future historians who look at the history of
legislative procedures and the Parliament of Western Australia will consider 1992 as one of
the most critical year, in the history of this State. That has been evidenced in this debate
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which follows die release of the Royal Commission's report into Commercial Activities of
Government and Other Matters. I am of the firm view that, as time goes by, the Royal
Commissioners' report on this very sorry saga will find its way to many Commonwealth
Parliaments around the world, which will have an opportunity to reflect on these sordid
events.
This all came about because of the Government's involvement in business activities and its
loss of approximately $1.5 billion of taxpayers' funds. However, the losses may not stop
there. They could be considerably higher depending on court actions that may take place in
the next two or three years. At this stage, the cost to the State is $1.5 billion but we are not
sure what the end costs will be. We are aware that it has cost three former Premiers, Ray
O'Connor, Peter Dowding and Brian Burke, their integrity because all have been referred to
in what I call a derogatory way by the Royal Commissioners in their report. A host of other
people have also been named.
I want to place on the record my appreciation for the diligent work done by a number of
people, at *heir own personal cost, to bring about this Royal Commission that will be
regarded as this State's most historic event. The member for Jandakot and former Leader of
the Opposition, Mr Barry MacKinnon, should be given credit for forcing the Government to
set up this Royal Commission. It was his dogged persistence that won out in the end.
Another former Leader of the Opposition, Bill Hassell, now retired, the former member for
Cottesloe, also doggedly pursued the Government to set up an investigation into the
workings of the Government and its involvement in business activities. Both of those people
and other members going back over a number of years to whom I will refer persistently
brought to the Parliament motions seeking inquiries into the Government's activities. The
Leader of the Opposition and member for Nedlands, Richard Court, and a member in the
upper House, Hon Max Evans, were among those people. I pay special tribute to Hon Max
Evans. He possesses the necessary accounting skills to be able to understand these matters
and, with the member for Jandakot, they unravelled much of this web of deception, intrigue
and deceit which led finally to the report of the Royal Commission. It is also interesting that
Hon Max Evans took cartons and cartons of his own Personal files to the Royal Commission
to assist it in its inquiries. A newer member of the Parliament, one with wide legal expertise,
Hon Peter Foss, a member of the upper House, also worked hard in that House to have this
investigation set up.
[Quorum formed.]
Mr BLAIKIE: I also give credit to Bevan Lawrence and his organisation, People for Fair
and Open Government.
In 1990, following an investigation into the blue file and the Stirling City Council by the
police, which had reportedly taken 18 months but on which no action was taken, the then
Leader of the Opposition and member for Jandakot wrote to the Ombudsman asking for the
matter to be investigated I was in the Parliament on the day that the Ombudsman,
Mr Freeman, gave evidence before the Parliament's finance committee. Mr Freeman left the
committee, and made a statement saying that some of the matters that he had inquired into
appeared to be of such great consequence that he was not prepared to inquire further and
recommended to the Government that a Royal Commission with wide and substantial powers
be established.
That is the history of how this came about. It does not do Government members any good to
say that they agreed to a Royal Commission, because they did not. They were dragged into it
rejecting it every inch of the way. At the end of the day it was the Parliamentary
Commissioner for Administrative Investigations who was the catalyst for bringing about the
Royal Commission. The Government does not have a feather to fly with following the
presentation of his report, because he said to the Government that the matters he had
investigated were of such grave consequence that he was not prepared to investigate further
and that they should be investigated by a Royal Commission with very wide powers. What
poetic justice that was!
I was also a member in 1971 when one of the first triumphant pieces of legislation was
introduced by the Tonkin Government; that is, the Office of Administrative Investigations.
Here we are, 20 years later, with that very office the Labor Party started in 1971 being so
important - as I believe it was and is - and coming back to haunt it. That is poetic justice.
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A number of matters have been investigated and I will not go into them in depth. However I
turn to the Swan Building Society which the Government believed would incur a liability of
$2 million but which cost $18 million. The Teachers Credit Society Ministers told the
Parliament that its liability would be $19 million and that finished up at $128 million. We
also saw Midland Saleyard, Fremantle Gas and Coke, the Swan Brewery. Rothwells and the
Bell shares which were all part of the investigation. Along with them was the Petrochemical
Industries Co Ltd deal and the other deal at Fremantle. Some other matters were not
investigated. The Royal Commission has been quite damaging in what it has said about the
matters it has investigated except for the North West Shelf gas project and Bunbury Foods, to
which it gave a clean bill of health. It did not investigate the circumstances surrounding the
La Rosa affair in Albany, Western Women, the Notre Dame University saga, or Barrack
Silicon. The Deputy Premier said today that be made a mistake and forgot to tell the
Parliament about a $2.5 million assistance package to Simcoa. That is a matter of selective
amnesia. This Government from time to time has forgotten to advise the public about what it
was doing. That was why the Royal Commission was established. It said that the
Government had not been advising the Parliament properly and had not given correct
information.
Another matter was the Emanuel lease for land in the north of the State. In that case the
State Government was involved with purchasing leases and subleases for $12 million. I am
looking forward to the time when the Government changes and we are able to look into those
leases and the circumstances surrounding the Government's involvement in that matter.
Another matter which was not investigated and which was not part of the terms of reference
of the Royal Commission was the leases formerly held by the present Minister for
Agriculture for Koongie Park and Elvire Downs which were sold by him to the Aboriginal
Development Corporation. The Parliament was told that all those matters were above board
and we are not in a position to say they were not. They should be subject to investigation.
The Royal Commission has reported on the matters referred to it but a series of other matters
will make fascinating reading when the Government changes provided the paper shredders
have not worked overtime as the Royal Commission has found to be the case in some matters
to date. One part of the report I found disappointing is on the Rothwells debacle which was
the watershed of all these happenings. It occurred five years ago. At 2.35 pmn on Tuesday,
27 October 1987 the following motion was moved by Mr Parker, the member for Fremantle
and Minister for Economic Development -

That in the opinion of this House, the State Government should Provide financial
guarantees to private sector organisations, other than those provided for under
legislation designed to assist small business, only in exceptional circumstances.
However, this House notes the exceptional circumstances currently prevailing
internationally in financial markets and in particular:

the sudden and substantial decline in the value of shames;
the pressure placed on other sectors in the financial market by the fall in share
markets;
the severe uncertainty and consequent crisis of confidence among investors
because of the events of the last fortnight;
the worrying vulnerability of financial markets and institutions and through
them the national economy to panic decision-making by investors in the
current atmosphere, and
the consequent need for all responsible people in the public and private
sectors to do whatever they can to maintain confidence and restore stability.

In the light of these factors, this House endorses the State Government's participation
in the efforts of leading Australian business people to strengthen the Western
Australian-based Rothwells Limited, noting that:

any difficulties encountered by Rothwells in meeting its obligations would
exacerbate uncertainty in financial markets and create difficulties for other
financial institutions;
there has never before been such a distinguished group of Australian business
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people prepared to assist a financial organisation and that the funds subscribed
by these people and all other funds available to Rothwells must be exhausted
before the State Government's guarantee is called upon;
the reputation of the Western Australian financial community must be
protected in the interests of the State's continued development, and
a substantial number of businesses operating in Western Australia, most of
which are medium to small businesses, are dependent on Rothwells for
finance to remain in business.

That was the motion moved for the rescue of Rothwells. I was part of the shadow Cabinet at
the time. Although that motion came before the Parliament on the Tuesday, I became aware
on the previous Sunday afternoon that there had been moves to rescue the Rothwells banking
organisation. At 7.00 pm or 8.00 pmn I telephoned the Leader of the Opposition and my first
words to him were that I understood there was some sort of move to rescue Rothwells and
under no circumstances should we have any part of it because it was morally wrong and
wrong in principle and there was no way that the bank could be helped irrespective of how
big the operation was. The principles that were wrong then are wrong today.
There are several other matters which I will be relating to that saga. While the debate ensued
within the Parliament one of the matters concerning me then to which I referred tonight and
which needs to be on the record was the people who voted against the Rothwells rescue at
the time. I am disappointed to say now, as I was then, that the National Party supported the
Government's motion to bail out Rothwells. The circumstances at the time made it
worthwhile, in the opinion of the National Party, to agree to that. However, it was wrong in
principle. When I made that point one of the things I emphasised and agonised over was that
if ever there was an opportunity to get rid of a Government that was morally and financially
corrupt, as indicated in the report of the Royal Commission, it was then.
A need existed for a cohesive working coalition at the time to meet those forces. This is the
examnple to end all examples of where that was needed. Had there been a working
arrangement or some degree of cooperation at the time I do not believe that the course of
action taken by some of the people who supported the Government would have been taken.
That action was wrong then and is wrong now. I am not saying this in hindsight; nor is Barry
Maclinnon or Richard Court. All the people who voted that night against assistance are not
saying these things in hindsight - they were able at the time to see what such a move would
lead to. There was a strong need at the time for forces to be marshalled against a corrupt
Government. I hope that in the end such efforts for a coalition are successful.
My next point relates to the conduct of the media at the time of Rothwells rescue. I found
the media in the whole exercise to be quite negligent because it had a responsibility to the
people of Western Australia to report major events. People in the know indicated that on the
Thursday Rothwells was having problems meeting its funding obligations, yet there was not
one word in The West Australian newspaper. On the Friday Rothwells was still having
problems meeting its obligations. It closed up shop on Friday night. There was not one word
in The West Australian. The Eastern States newspapers were reporting the matter on the
Friday afternoon, the Saturday and the Sunday - but there was not one word in The West
Australian.
While I can stand here now and castigate the members of Parliament, I ask: Where was the
watchdog of the Parliament? Why were the events not being reported?
Mr Minson: They would not believe us.
Mr BLAIKIE: The Press did not have to believe us. An unbelievable story could have been
written.
Mr Minson: They did not even investigate it.
Mr BLAIKIE: Notwithstanding the problems associated with Rothwells, one thing we can
be sure of is that there are two principles in politics: reality and perception. We had a
Government that worked on perception; reality did not count.
In relation to the absence of the media reports about Rothwells the perception was that the
State Government owned part of The West Australian so that newspaper was muzzled. The
editorial staff say that never happened, but why were reports being published in the Eastern
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States newspapers and not in those in Western Australia? By the following Monday it was
big news that the State Government had gone out to look at this struggling merchant banker,
the friend of the Western Australian public. The whole rescue operation depended on the
support of the State Opposition in the Parliament and if the State Opposition did not support
this struggling merchant bank, the whole deal would be called off.
People talk about stress and pressure. Can members imagine the stress and pressure that was
put on the Opposition leadership group by one or two heavies in the finance industry? I was
not there, but it was not too hard to see from the body language of the member for Nedlands,
the member for Cottesloe and the member for Jandakot the pressures and strain they were
under. Can we imagine Alan Bond, being a reasonable bloke, saying, "Come on boys, give
us a bit of a hand. Laurie, give us a bit of a hand." We had all the financial institutions
backing a dead horse.
Mr Court: "And if you accept the deal, we will ensure it is handled well in the media for
YOU."
Mr BLAIKIE: That is right. My first comments to the then Leader of the Opposition were
that I did not believe that the action proposed to be taken was right. I did not know the
details. Having had the opportunity to look at them, I see that this State owes those three
people in the Liberal Party's leadership team a debt of gratitude. I doubt whether Western
Australians will fully understand that or will repay that debt fully. It is only through the
persistence of those three members that this matter eventually came to a head. When we
look at all the heavies that were around, we can understand the pressure that must have been
exerted. Thank God we had people of calibre, of fibre, of integrity and of purpose and I take
my hat off to them and I salute them.
I have given the media fair serve about matters that gave me some concern. The media is
free to print what it does and I am free to make my comments which will be recorded in the
parliamentary record for posterity. I am concerned that members of Parliament did not act
on another matter. In 1990 it became quite evident that the Government was running a pretty
crooked ship. If ever there was a time when the constitutional powers of this State should
have been used, it was then. If ever there was a time when Supply should have been blocked
in cider to force a Royal Commission, it should have been then. The constitutional powers
were given to the Parliament to do just that. Had that been done, much of what we are
dealing with today may have been discovered 12 to 18 months earlier.
While these problems may have been traumatic for members of Parliament - some were
worried about being re-elected - their obligation was to the Parliament to ensure that scrutiny
was properly given and that a Royal Commission was brought into effect. Supply should
have been blocked two and half years ago. Members of Parliament were not prepared to take
that action when they had the opportunity to do so. There must be a far wider understanding
of members' responsibilities and conduct in this Parliament. They are here to look at
legislation. They must understand that their role is not simply to attend Country Women's
Association meetings and enjoy the lovely cream scones or to open flower shows. Members
of Parliament are legislators. They are here to understand legislation, to support legislation
they believe is in the interests of the State and to reject legislation which they believe is not
in the interests of the State, without fear or favour.
The Royal Commission has pointed out that the members of Parliament have let the
Parliament down. In many instances Government members of Parliament have acted with
favour and in too many instances they have put personal interests above everybody else.
Time will tell whether any action will be taken against those who have been named in the
Royal Commission report.
We find the State in a very sordid set of circumstances. Thank goodness the Royal
Commission commenced. It was not put into operation by any kind gesture of the
Government. Government members knew they were guilty. They know now they are the
guilty party. They are clearly identified by the Royal Commission as the guilty party. That
will hang around their necks for a long time.
If ever a lesson came home to me, it was this morning. I was invited to the Cowaramnup
Primary School which has just finished building an activities room. It was a proud morning.
It is a very good school in a very small community, but one which has a lot of pride. The
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parents have built this room which cost $24 000. It was built through a self-help program
which included bricklayers, concreters, welders and even mothers scrubbing the bricks that
were used.
The president of the P & C association, Ian Earl, complimented all the people who gave their
time and labour and said to me and the assembled audience, "I hope Barry, you will take
back to Parliament our complete disappointment in the Government and the Parliament that
we never received any financial help whatsoever." I undertook Co take that comment to
Parliament and report it to the House during this debate. When one considers the $1 billion
lost, a Royal Commission costing $30 million and a $10 million legal fees bill, is it any
wonder that the community believes it is hard done by because the Government has
squandered money? However, this Government will not get away with it.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Watt): I remind members that some of the speeches are
drawing a fairly long bow regarding how they relate to the motion. This is not an Address-
in-Reply debate, and I ask members to confine themselves to the motion.
MR McNI E (Moore) [10.12 pm]: My remarks will be brief because I realise we have
other important business with which to deal. I did not intend to speak, but I thought I must
say something about the deplorable, weak people opposite who cannot come into the
Chamber to fight back - to coin a phrase - and stand up for that in which they believe. Five
members sit opposite, yet how many members does the Government have? One member
was here earlier.
Mir Court: At one stage there was none.
Mir McNEE: Indeed, these people who claim to have been in charge of this State and its
finances for the last 10 years are not prepared to accept what they have coming to them for
the absolutely scandalous mismanagement they have displayed.
Between 1959 and 1983 we had four Premiers in this State; between 1983 and 1992 there
have been three! That is not because the Premiers have retired but because they could not
stand the damn heat in the kitchen; they had to get out. One went to Ireland where he got in
with some good mates, one went to Sydney, and another is still shin-fronting it out, but that
will not be for much longer.
Members opposite could not run a free raffle let alone a State! How many members can
remember Khemlani, the bloke with Whitlam who borrowed the money behind the fish
shop?
Mr Minson: I remember him.
Mr McNEE: Whitlam was tossed out by such a majority that it took Labor years to get back!
Then, of course, along came the author of the recession we did not have to have. Our current
Federal Treasurer happened to forget the approximately $1 billion which Premier Kirner
happened to borrow. This lot do not know how to handle money, yet they wonder why they
get trawled into Royal Commissions in the way they do!
Were the earlier 1980s not heady days? Members must realise that it did not just happen that
the Government got into bed with all its smart mates. Government members were following
a predetermined course. Make no mistake; it was planned even before they came to
Government. Can members remember the Curtin Foundation and all those people standing
in a line beaming? How little did we know then. How lonely it was to be a member of the
Opposition at that time because the Liberal Party was regarded as having no idea about
business. We had the heroes from the Claytons merchant bank, but Rorhwells should not
have rated as a merchant bank.
Mir Minson: It was not a bank; it was a black hole.
Mr McNEE: Into which they tipped millions of taxpayers' dollars.
Mr Minson: During the day they were putting money in through the front door, and at night
Connell was shovelling it out the back.
Mr McNEE: Indeed, it was huge amounts; they were moving $1 million a day, yet members
opposite stood by and supported it along with their Curtin Foundation mates.
Do members remember the fear this Government put into the Public Service? I spent
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16 years in local government before coming here and I know many of those fellows. They
would walk around me because they were afraid to speak to a member of the terrible Liberal
Opposition.
Mr Minson: Did you see the part of the report where public servants were asked to donate
10 per cent of their salary to the ALP?
Mr McNEE: What a fraudulent thing t0 do!
Mr Minson: I call it blackmail. They said, "You can have a job but you must be tied to the
Labor Government."
Mr McNEE: I have heard of people being tied to their church, but never to a Labor
Government.
Mr Troy interjected.
Mr McNEE: We will come to the member for Swan Hills - I have not forgotten about him.
Why are his mates not in the Chamber? They probably have had enough - as we all have -
but members opposite must be reminded that the buck stops with them all, collectively and
individually.
Mr Minson: Did the former Leader of the Opposition, Mr MacKinnon, ever tell you about
the senior public servant who broke down in his office telling him the story of how the
Government said that he could have a job only on the condition that he joined the ALP?
Have a chat with him; it's an interesting story.
Mr McNEE:- Is that right? People say that when they applied for Promotion within the
Public Service, a letter turned up in the mail containing an application to join the Labor
Party. A fellow who told me about this threw his in the rubbish bin - he did not get a job as
he was moved sideways, or whatever they call it. These were the principles of this
Government - they are certainly not mine. Government members have clearly laid on the
line where they stand, and they have no principles whatsoever. They should sit in stunned
silence.
Mr Gordon Hill interjected.
Mr McNEE: The inister should rip down to the beach and put a few shrimps on the barbie
to decide his next policy! If the Minister sits in his seat, he can join the debate; he is not
worth worrying about if he interjects from the back of the Chamber!
Members opposite shirked their responsibilities - make no mistake about that! Who can
remember the days when Premier Burke stood in this Chamber and said, "We are a four on
the floor Government"?
Mr Court: I can remember the days when he sat there fiddling with his stamp album all
night.
Mr McNEE: He did, yes.
Mr Court: He did not know whose stamp album it was.
Mr McNEE: I wondered why a Government would want to be four on the floor. It was like
a kid in a lolly shop; it did not know whether to take red ones, the black ones or a handful of
both. It is still like that because it is still at it. Who can remember when the Government
went into the Argyle diamond deal with the same fellow advising both sides? [ thought that
was a stroke of genius!
Mr CiJ. Bamnett: It is a good way to finish the deal.
Mr McNEE: Yes. The Government said it knew how to do the deal. Premier Burke said the
Government needed a window into industry. Can anybody tell me why a Government would
need a window into industry? It was more to put the hand in the wallet, and that has been
proved, If members read the report of the Royal Commission they will see evidence of the
hand in the wallet mentality of this Government. Now it is clear.
Mrs Beggs: Who is paying your party's "Guilt' advertising campaign?
Mr McNEE: The Minister for Transport should not talk about campaigns, she is an old
sausage sizzler.
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Mrs Beggs: The member can laugh, but costs were awarded against the Liberal Party. I
thank the member very much for paying for our legal fees. We enjoyed every minute of it.
We won the court case and you lost.
Mr McNEE: Do not worry about that.
Several members inteijecred.
Mr McNEE: This place is a bit like an auction - calls are coming from everywhere. That is
another story and we could talk about auctions if the Minister wants.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Watt): The member for Moore should follow his own advice
and get on to that other business.
Mr McNEE: Thank you for your advice, Mr Acting Speaker, I appreciate it.
The Government is still at it. I want to remind the Minister for Transport that when the
Premier took office she appeared on the television as a little Aussie battler in her apron and
powdered face. I thought to myself, "Here's a change. She has honesty and sincerity and she
says she believes in open Government, and accountability." I remind members this is the
same Premier who sat on the inquiry into the Midland saleyard debacle. I would not call it
the sale of saleyards, I would call it the gift of a saleyard. She is the same person who signs
her letters and cannot remember, who says that she has never heard of Western Women; who
says she is fully accountable and believes in open Government. The Premier does not
believe in any of those things. She believes in saving her hide and in shirt-fronting it
through, trying to get through to the next election. That is all that interests the Premnier;
everything else will go to the side if she can achieve that aim. The Premier had the temerity,
when presenting the report of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of
Government and Other Matters to come into this House and say that she was "appalled". So
she should be, because she sat in that Cabinet room, and it was her party which made those
decisions.
Mr Shave: The Government does not endorse the report now.
Mr McNEE: The inister for Local Government wants to make local authorities more
accountable. In my days in local government, I can remember sending back to a ratepayer a
cheque for 850 because we overcharged him on a licence. It cost the local authority as much
as the cheque to process the cheque and return the 85o. Members opposite come into this
House and talk about local government being accountable, but they do not know the meaning
of the word. As a member of a local authority I can remember being advised that we were
jointly responsible if we did anything wrong even in simple things like the State electricity
extension scheme. A group of local authorities could borrow X amount, but we were jointly
and severally responsible to repay that loan. That meant that if one's mate fell over, one
picked up his bill and paid it. Members opposite have no regard for that and no sense of
responsibility; it is anything goes. They say they should continue to run the State. What an
appalling mess they have made of that. The Premier comes into this place to pontificate and
tell us what she and her colleagues did on the Midland salyard inquiry. It was not an
inquiry. If Government member on the inquiry had their way, and they got it most of the
time, they would have had an inquisition into Midland Brick Co Pty Ltd. Why was that so?
Mr Bloffwitch: It was a scandal.
Mr McNEE: Yes. The Government hated Midland Brick because the late Ric New was a
man who gave a few unionists a bit of a heave ho; he was a great success story. The Minister
for no business - better known as the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations - and
the Premier did their level best to tear down Ric New, to tear him to pieces. The Premier
comes into this place and says, "I'm accountable."
Mr Donovan: It seems Mr New's daughter has some sympathy for Denis Horgan. She is a
Liberal candidate and she has bought the Esplanade Hotel.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I suggest the member for Moore address his remarks to
the Chair.
Mr McNEE: How can the member for Morley justify his position? He sat on the
Government benches and did not even raise his voice against those things. The Government
members do not have the guts to stand up and say anything.
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Mr Cunningham: You know it was official that your parry got drug money.
Mrs Edwardes: Nobody is going to believe you.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! When I stand to call order, I do not want people to
continue interiecting. There are far too many interjections and the member on his feet is
contributing to that by responding to them. It would be far better if the member made his
remarks to the Chair and we could get on with the debate.
Mr McNEE: 'Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. What would have happened if the Liberal
leadership of the day had succumbed when it was offered that rotten deal? Just imagine the
pressure they must have been under with the local Terrace millionaires hamnmering the
daylights out of them.
Dr Lawrence: Poor little sausages. Are they the ones to whom they had been talking for six
months?
Mr McNEE: If I were the Premier I would not talk about sausages.
Dr Lawrence: The Leader of the Opposition had all the information; it is unfortunate that he
sat on it.
Mr Court: That is absolutely untrue.
Dr Lawrence: The commission found that the Leader of the Opposition sat on the
information.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Mr McNEE: Just imagine the pressure they were under from those millionaires who said,
"We'll help you to handle the Press." I did not realise that until it was mentioned a while
ago. What a deal! Fontunately our fellows had enough guts to say no. How hard it is to say
no. What would have happened if they had been weak people and accepted that rotten
proposition?
Mr Bloffwitch: As the backbenchers and the other members of the Governmnent did.
Mr McNEE:- To a man and to a lady they accepted it. Unfortunately, they cardied on the
deception. The further they went the worse it got. The Premier then said that she brought in
the Royal Commission.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Watt): Order! It is apparent that the Hansard reporter is
having trouble hearing because of the cross-Chamber conversations between the front
benches. I ask them to desist from that and I ask the member for Moore to continue his
comments through the Chair.
Mr McNEE: I apologise if I do not always do that. The Premier tried to claim that she had
been responsible for bringing in the Royal Commission. It is well known that Opposition
members were the people responsible in this House for dragging the Premier over the line;
however, the Premier has tried to recover ground and save face by saying that she agreed to
it.

Mr Bloffwitch: Her own brother said that she had been dragged to it.
Mr McNEE: Of course he did. After the disgusting performances, the whole thing was
contrived before members opposite ever got into Government. It must have been, because
they could not have put that sort of machine into action so promptly and so efficiently as they
did if it was not. They are still at it. The member for the brewery is still on the go. I wonder
who will fund the Government's next election. I would not give them $2 for getting the right
answer. Can members imagine them in that idland saleyard deal, not even thinking about
at least putting it up for tender?
Mr Bloffwitch: The wrong person may have bought it if they had done that.
Mr McNEE: That is right. They had to get the right person. There is a saying that if one
wants to test the market, one should try it by auction. I do not have a quarrel with that at all.
One certainly does not test the market by deciding on some figure. The Premier was very
involved. She was part of the inquiry; she was part of the cover-up. There is no doubt about
that. Even worse, the Government then decided that it should get rid of the evidence
Mr Bloffwitch: Is that the one they sold for about $500 000?

6243



Mr McNEE: Less. They were the sorts of absolutely appalling things the Government did. I
am appalled that people could take on a public position and act in such an irresponsible
fashion, and then expect to come out of it squeaky clean. Of course, the Government cannot.
I am appalled at the way Government members endeavour to cover their tracks.
Mr Cunningham interjected.
Mr McNEE: The member far Marangaroc would have been well advised to have spoken out
before and not interject now. If he had had enough courage he would have stood in his party
room and told the Premier of the day where the Government was wrong. However, that is
what he and his colleagues failed to do. They are completely and absolutely responsible for
the appalling position that this State is in. Does it not pay something like $3 million a day in
interest? They ame the people who are responsible for the 100 000 people in the dole queue
in Western Australia, which is increasing every day, and who acted with impropriety and
dishonesty. If other people had done that they would have been in jail and the key would
have been thrown away. However, members opposite claim that they had some sont of
licence to do it. If they had any decency at all they would resign and give the people the
opportunity at an election to express their view on the stewardship of the Government over
the past nine years.
The Government stands condemned. The report is a credit to the Royal Commissioners. I
read that there were truckloads of evidence. The commissioners have done a wonderful job
of sorting out the mess. I sincerely hope that the Director of Public Prosecutions will be able
to carry out his job in the way that he sees fit. I sincerely hope, and I know, that the people
of Western Australia will pass judgment at the first opportunity on the bunch opposite who
were so incompetent. If I said they were crooks they would say that that was
unparliamentary, and I would have to withdraw it. I am not saying that, but there is probably
a very close comparison. The Government stands condemned. I am sure the Western
Australian public will clearly indicate that at the first possible opportunity.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Premier) [10.36 pm]: I will speak very briefly on this
matter, not because the matter is one of importance but because the Opposition gave a very
clear indication, particularly to the media, to which it is fond of talking ahead of the
Parliament, that it would attempt to bring on a serious motion relating to the member for
Eyre at a time when this Parliament would have a proper opportunity to debate it.
Opposition members have failed absolutely in that. I am disgusted by the attitude that has
been adopted by members opposite. They have run to the media at various points during the
day and said they would bring on the motion at 12 noon. They then said it would be brought
on in the middle of the afternoon and then that they would bring it on at 7.30 pm.
Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: What is the time now? It is 10.30 pmo. Opposition members stand
condemned.
Several members interJected.
Dr LAWRENCE: If it had not been for the urgings of the Whip and the Leader of the House
on this side members opposite would still be rabbiting on. If there had been serious speeches
and discussions in this House, all members would say that was fine and that was using the
Parliament's time well. That is as it should be. The House has just heard a contribution from
the member for Moore which, franly, was a disgrace. Everybody sat here and laughed and
giggled.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: All members in their various ways were amused, but this is not an
amusing matter. Members opposite stand condemned for the way in which they have
conducted themselves. It may be that we have come to a point in the operation of this
Parliament that the Opposition believes that the way to run it is to talk to the media and not
to the members of the House.
Several members interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: However, this evening various media outlets ran the story that the
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member for Eyre was in the process of being censured. From where did those outlets get that
information? Every half an hour Opposition members or their lackeys were running around
telling the media, "Any minute now." The Government has a member whom the Opposition
wouild seek to expel from this Parliament who waited until the late hours of the evening to
hear what the Opposition had to say about him. In criticism of the Leader of the Opposition
he has not provided that member with the opportunity he deserves to put his case before the
House, and to have others argue on his behalf.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: What we have seen from the Opposition, after providing it with the most
considerable latitude in this debate, knowing it has other opportunities to raise these issues
and keeping Government speakers to a reasonable minimum, is frankly a contempt of this
House. The Opposition has shown its attitude towards this House in such a way that it stands
judged.
Yesterday we heard from the Opposition some new found concern about the parliamentary
procedures and what has it shown today? Absolute and utter contempt for the House and, in
this case, for the position of a member who has been duly elected by his electors. I have no
doubt the member for Eyre will be criticised in most severe terms by members opposite.
What will we have? A Kennett-style debate - a 4.00 am debate? The Opposition wants to
bring on this debate when the member has no opportunity to get the public exposure which
his reply deserves; to bring it on when the media has been encouraged to the view that the
Opposition will be bringing on this motion in its time. Instead, we have seen the same lack
of discipline that has characterised the Liberal Party for 10 years.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I apologise to the member on her feet for interrupting, but the level
of interjections is totally unacceptable. I know the hour is late. However, it does not matter
how late it is the level of parliamentary behaviour should be better than it is. The person on
his or her feet is entitled to be heard.
Dr LAWRENCE: I draw attention to that matter because it is serious. In the course of the
last two days some members opposite have attempted to dissect, analyse and come to terms
with the findings of the Royal Commission. Admittedly, this has been interspersed with
political point scoring and a variable amount of vituperation against individuals on this side
of the House. I do not think any of us expected less than that. Many speakers have flat
attempted to address these issues and they have simply thrown mud and tried to link events
which did not deserve to be linked. They have in a highly selective and often distorted way
drawn material from the Royal Commission report in a manner which can only be described
as self-serving.
I intend now to let the member for Eyre have an opportunity to put his position before this
Parliament and I will not cake up any more time of the House except to say that it has suited
members opposite to portray the Government's position as not fully accepting every ward of
the Royal Commission report. I have indicated very clearly the Government's support for
the report, its processes and procedures, but I have defended, and will continue to defend, the
right of individual members to dissent from it, as I do members of the public.
By way of interjection the Leader of the Opposition indicated to me that he did not agree
with the findings of the Royal Commission in relation to himself.
Mr Court: I did not say that at all.
Dr LAWRENCE: Despite the fact that he went to the Royal Commission and told it quite
unequivocally that he had information from sources inside Rothwells some months before
the question of a rescue was raised, he conveyed that information to the Leader of the Liberal
Party at that time, the member for Jandakot, and that made it easy for the Opposition to make
a decision not to support the rescue. I point out to the Leader of the Opposition that the
commission indicated it was unfortunate he had not thought to convey that information either
to the Government or to Mr Oates. On the first day this issue was raised in this Parliament
the Leader of the Opposition grabbed me outside the Chamber and said, "You cannot say that
sort of thing about me and now you are saying it again in relation to the Royal Commission."
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If the shoe fits, wear it. If the Opposition wants to include all the Royal Commission's
findings and its recommendations and agree that every word in the report is absolutely
correct, it has to accept the words on page 13 - 56. We will not have any quibbling - if the
Opposition wants the lot, it will have it. The Leader of the Opposition failed to inform the
people of Western Australia what happened in relation to Rothwells. I hope the Leader of
the Opposition, when the member for Eyre belatedly has an opportunity to defend his
position, will remember his own and will not seek to confirm the commission's report when
it suits him and when it does not to say, "Not me; I am not like that; I did not say that and I
did not mean that." He can run a million miles, but when it comes to the crunch, the
performance of the Opposition, particularly the Leader of the Opposition, in debating this
very important matter is a disgrace.
Mr Court: How come you missed out on the family on this occasion?
The SPEAKER: Order!
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I advise the Leader of the Opposition that I have spoken to the
member concerned. He did have a point when he raised the matter with me and I have taken
the necessary action. I hope members in this House refrain from linking other members'
families in debates, unless there is absolutely very good reason for doing so. It is a course of
action I have suggested on several occasions should not be taken by anybody, and I will nor
say it again. It is highly improper to do it and I request members, I hope for the last time, not
to do it.

Question put and passed.
MISUSE OF DRUGS AMENDMENT BILL 1991

Second Reading
DR ALEXANDER (Perth)[ [10.48 pm]: I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.
Although it is late and the House has other important matters to consider I will deal with this
matter because it has been on the Notice Paper for about 12 months and it has proved very
difficult to reach the stage of presenting this second reading speech to the Parliament.
The Misuse of Drugs Amendment Bill 1991 with amendments attached is, contrary to some
reports, not designed to legalise the sale and use of marijuana, but to reduce penalties for the
possession of small amounts for personal use. The people affected by this legislation will be
those who use marijuana for recreational purposes. Penalties for growing and trafficking on
a large scale will remain unchanged to discourage the participation of organised crime.
This Bill represents a reform which, in 1992, should be classed as sensible housekeeping.
However, I have been amazed that politicians on all sides have run as fast as they can away
from this idea despite the very significant support in the community for this reform.
The use of marijuana is remarkably stable in the community and has shown little change
whether there is prohibition or decriminalisation, as is the case in South Australia.
Prohibition did not work with alcohol and does not work with marijuana. It is also simply
ridiculous that the private use of marijuana should attract a criminal conviction, with the
same social penalties and barriers to employment and travel that are applied to violent or
destructive crime.
How did a simple, hardy little weed, which has been used throughout the world by many
societies for a long time as a medicine and for social merriment, come to be a social menace
on the scale of the Yellow Peril, and available only at an exorbitant price on the black
market? As far back as the 1930s, the Federal Bureau of Investigation in America, under
J. Edgar Hoover, began a propaganda campaign about marijuana. It was called the "killer
weed', and movies like "Reefer Madness" were produced which showed the debauchery to
which the use of this drug was alleged to lead. The objective of this propaganda was to
increase the FBI's powers of search and seizure, and although this was achieved, the myths
about marijuana were never corrected, and nearly 60 years later we are living according to
the pattern of an FBI power play without ever having considered how it fits into our own
community.

6246



[Wednesday, 4 November 1992]124

Judge Hal Jackson, an outspoken commentator on community issues and justice in Western
Australia, has described our social drug control policies as being "forged by economic self-
interest, moral and ideological righteousness, political pragmatism, ignorance and lethargy".
He and many others in the legal system have advocated decrimiinalisation of marijuana.
This Bill is based on the cannabis expiation notice system - the South Australian
Government's model - which was introduced in 1987 and has been fine-tuned since then.
Recently, the Australian Capital Territory adopted a similar model. It is designed to remove
some of the nastier aspects of prohibition and to cut the costs to the community of ineffective
enforcement. Studies on the system have shown that the level of cannabis use in South
Australia has remained steady, despite the shift in and the lowering of those penalties. The
difference is just that the authorities do not behave like medieval witch burners and drag
marijuana users through the courts at great public expense, or give people criminal records
early in their lives. Most societies value imagination, curiosity and independence in their
young, and our schools allegedly encourage these qualities, but woe betide them if they
exercise them and try marijuana in Western Australia! We may well blight their lives with a
criminal record, and experience shows that we have done exactly that in many cases.
In South Australia, offenders are given an on the spot fine - which may incidentally raise
some revenue - on a sliding scale for possession of up to 100 grams of marijuana. If they
choose not to pay the fine or go to court, as in the case presently with traffic fines, they will
enter the court system deliberately to contest their case. This Bill incorporates these aspects
by seeking to amend the Misuse of Drugs Act and to cause the issue of expiation notices -
that is, notice of an offence and fine - to anyone caught in possession of small amounts - up
to 100 grams - or caught growing small numbers - five or less - of plants. Two further
amendments, which were written since the Bill was printed and are circulated with the Bill,
will, firstly, allow the system to apply to all ages of offenders, and not just to those over the
age of 18. and, secondly, reduce the number of plants in the minimum range of penalty to be
more consistent with dried amounts nominated.
The Bill is not of relevance only to hippies and yuppies, and were the Government serious
about tackling juvenile crime, then cannabis reform would be an important step. The
juvenile justice committee which reported earlier this year came to the same conclusion.
At the moment, under the current Misuse of Drugs Act, magistrates in Western Australia can
choose not to record a criminal conviction only if the case involves a first offence. If the
defendant has any other conviction, be it for a traffic offence or fishing without a licence, he
will be given a mandatory criminal record. Therefore, magistrates, who these days rarely
invoke maximum possible penalties in cannabis possession cases, are also Prevented from
dealing with the case in a manner which may be more appropriate to the situation.
A 1986 Government survey showed that 77 per cent of Australians supported
decriminalisation and 30 per cent admitted that they had tried marijuana at some time in their
lives. I imagine that most members in this Chamber have had experience of drugs - that is,
alcohol, perhaps tobacco, and possibly prescribed tranquillisers - and some members,
although I am sure they would not admit it, might even have tried marijuana at some stage in
their innocent lives.
Most of the youths charged with possession are searched because the police have an attitude
of suspicion toward that group in the community. Many people in the community who use
marijuana regularly have no reason to come into contact with the law. A fonmer academic,
with a doctorate in psychology, stated about marijuana that -

Unadulterated and taken under suitable conditions by normal well adjusted persons,
marijuana is a harmless inducer of a pleasant and relaxed state .. . the law must either
allow the freedom to alter one's state of consciousness or it must stop pretending it is
just.

One can only speculate on what has led that psychologist, Dr Carmen Lawrence, to change
her mind.
Since my proposed Bill was announced, I have been struck by the lack of hysteria in the
community over the issue. Objections comprised a few phone calls and letters, and many of
those were simply arguing for more public discussion of the issue. The overwhelming
response I have had from a broad cross-section of the community is in favour of reform, and
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many telephone calls and letters have come to me from citizens whose husband, wife,
brother, sister, son or daughter had incurred a criminal record or what is considered to be far
too heavy a fine for an offence that is regarded increasingly in the community as a
misdemeanour rather than a criminal offence. A letter which is typical of those that I
received is from a father whose son was placed on six month's probation for possession of
three quarters of a gram of cannabis. He wrote -

This harsh treatment of a first offence was a failure to give my son the full benefit of
the law - there am benefits in law as well as penalties, yet we seem to react only with
the latter to transgressors.
Since I don't smoke or drink, I am not a supporter of marijuana for health reasons but
I recognise the right of the individual to choose. We allow prostitution, drunkenness.
abortion, millions of dollars of taxpayers' money to be squandered and see very few
of the 'Mr Bigs" of drugs brought to trial - yet the law and the police seem bent on
prosecuting the defenceless youth where the future of our state and country, must lie.

The current drug laws, with their failure to match the punishment to the crime, bring the law
into disrespect. Is it any wonder that today's youth are cynical? The prohibition of
marijuana provides a shining example of the double standards supported by our current laws.
I remind the House that the Australian Labor Party recently recognised this in its platform.
Only last year. the ALP conference voted for a system of "on the spot fines", as proposed in
this Bill. The current Minister for Police is on record in the other House as supporting such a
system - see Hansard of 25 September 1990 at page 5607. 1 am await that considerable
support at both Cabinet and caucus level exists for this reform. However, I am aware also
that the Government is most unlikely, regrettably, to support this Bill. The Minister for
Police announced at the time of his comment about on the spot fines that he intended to set
up an informal, bipartisan committee of both Houses to review the issue, but this has yet to
be done over two years later.
The effects of prohibition are far more damaging to the community than is the actual offence,
and global drug management strategies have moved away from prohibition toward "least
harm'. Professor Jan Van Dijk. Director of the Crime Prevention Department in the Dutch
Ministry of Justice, which has a rather more progressive policy than we do, recently
addressed an international conference in Victoria and stated that the Netherlands had
virtually eliminated its illegal drug problem by decriminalising soft drugs such as marijuana,
and that the aim of the reform was to widen the gap between the use and sale of soft and hard
drugs. As a result, the number of drug addicts in the Netherlands has fallen steadily since
marijuana was decriminalised 15 years ago. Fifteen years! In comparison, we are still
learning how to bang the rocks together! Does anyone suggest that society in Holland has
disintegrated? On the contrary; the Dutch are renowned for their progressive social policies,
and Professor Van Dijk said that, "It's perhaps strange for you to hear, but the drugs problem
is no longer very much on the agenda in the Netherlands, it's a problem that has almost been
solved." We have the opportunity here to make the same progress, or to allow the present
system of corruption, organised crime and costly prosecution to continue.
A critical issue to be considered in drug policy is the spread of AIDS through the use of
injectable drugs. Recent conferences on the subject have moved towards the idea of drugs of
least harm; that is, that it is better to have people use non-injectable drugs, such as marijuana,
than to use heroin or amphetamines and to share needles.
At the 1991 annual general meeting of the Australian Academy of Sciences on the subject of
"HIV Infection and AIDS", Dr Alex Wodaic from St Vincent's Hospital in Sydney presented
a paper on the effect of drug policy on AIDS. He said -

The availability of a non-injectable, relatively innocuous drug (cannabis) has
decreased while the availability of a more toxic and potentially injectable drug
(amphetamines) has increased. It is likely that the increase in amphetamine
availability and the decrease in cannabis availability are related.

The consequences for the community are fairly obvious - more profit to drug dealers, more
addiction to toxic drugs and a much greater risk of AIDS infection.
The danger that marijuana may lead to contact with harder drugs will persist as long as
people have to buy from the same source; if we can eliminate the need to buy from drug
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dealers only those who particularly want hard drugs will obtan them. The Dutch experience
has demonstrated this. Reducing the penalty for growing a small number of plants at least
gives people the choice of not having contact with potentially corrupting hard drug dealers.
It should also be pointed out that the Dutch way of dealing with drugs can lead to lower
incidence of deadly diseases such as AIDS. Since marijuana is a non-injectable drug it is not
an AIDS risk: In the Netherlands in 1989 only eight per cent of AIDS sufferers were drug
users, compared with 23 per cent in the rest of Europe where marijuana penalties are
comparable with those for harder injectable drugs such as heroin.
Since youth is a time of experimentation and rebellion, banning marijuana only increases its
mystique and desirability. As the young are also often the poor, money becomes a major
issue. As long as dealers control supply of a drug which can easily and cheaply be grown at
home, without expensive chemicals and processing, its price will be drastically inflated. The
amounts of money involved can lead to theft by the users - one estimate is that 80 per cent of
property crime is drug-related - and enormous profits for organised crime or corrupt police.
The Government must get serious about eliminating both opportunities for corruption and
reasons for theft - and this will happen if people have access to soft drugs cheaply, though I
doubt we are enlightened enough for that and my Bill will not ensure it.
Although one might think alcohol is a cheap drug, the costs of alcohol abuse are massive
because the whole community pays. The cost in 1988 was estimated at $6 billion per annum,
and alcohol is the main factor in 25 per cent of hospital admissions, 70 per cent of violent
crime, 40 per cent of marital breakdown and 30 per cent of child abuse and incest. It is toxic
to all organs and even its withdrawal symptoms can be fatal, in dramatic contrast to the
effects of cannabis. Despite the fact that there may be some health risks with overuse of
cannabis it is certainly the case from objective scientific studies that its long-term hannrful
effects are no greater than those of alcohol, a drug which has been legally available for
hundreds of years. A former Government chief forensic pathologist told me that in 25 years
as a practising pathologist, often dealing with drug deaths, he had never seen a death as a
result of marijuana. By contrast, there are a huge number of deaths associated with alcohol
use and abuse.
A 1988 estimate put the costs of cannabis prohibition in Australia at $113.3 million for
prisons, $43.5 million for courts. $64.3 million for State police and $5.9 for legal aid in the
prosecution of cannabis offenders. Four years later one could probably double those figures
and arrive at about half a billion dollars. Can we afford to carry these costs just to punish
people who smoke marijuana? More recent figures are hard to come by, as it appears our
local courts and prisons do not think it important enough to keep specific statistics, and all
drug offences and operations are lumped together in spite of the fact cannabis is not a
narcotic.
People often neglected in this debate are those for whom marijuana represents a cheap and
effective alternative to synthetic drugs, which can produce distressing side effects. I have
been contacted by sufferers of glaucoma, asthma and cancer with the information that
cannabis has been legalised in California for medical use. A survey in the July 1991 United
States Journal of Clinical Oncology found that 48 per cent of oncologists would prescribe
cannabis if it were legal for patients, to relieve nausea and stimulate appetite, and 44 per cent
had already recommended it to them. In the opinion of the WA branch of die Doctors
Reform Society present laws correspond to neither medical nor social realities and serve to
perpetuate widely-held misconceptions regarding the relationship between drug use, drug
abuse, and antisocial behaviour.
The basis for the prohibition of marijuana seems to be a mixture of superstfionl, fear and
mythology and all the usual arguments, when exposed to the light of reason, disappear like
the phantoms they are. Wider availability of cannabis would actually allow some long-term
studies to be conducted to enhance our understanding of its possibilities, rather than
sweeping it under the carpet and pretending it does not exist, knowing that a high proportion
of the population may use it regularly. There is no logic which can explain the harshness of
penalties reserved for the cannabis user, when it is clearly a relatively benign drug. Through
prohibition, the Government actually boosts the enormous profits made by organised crime
and corruption and costs the community a fortune through prosecution and incarceration
when courts and police obviously have more important tasks.
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I was recently sent a photograph of a cannabis plant 11I inches in height and which, I amr told,
is valued by the police at $1 000. 1 am also told by a reliable source that the actual street
value would be closer to $20 or $50, if top quality. It does not look as if it is. This is the sort
of value which police attribute to the crop. It was grown in a location relatively close to the
metropolitan area, slightly to the south. However, the police estimated that a thousand of the
plants, 12 inches tall, would have a street value of $1 million; in fact the swreet value would
be closer to $20 000.
Mr Donovan: It looks like a weed I have in my backyard.
Dr ALEXANDER: That is what another member said. The member should be careful.
The argument that this Bill represents a trivial reform when the Government has "more
important things to do", according to the Premier, ignores the growing level of annoyance
with cannabis possession laws in the community and the costs of such pointless prosecution.
Until these laws are changed, much police and court time will be wasted when they could be
concentrating on the "more important things". The last time the Legislative Assembly
considered the misuse of drugs question the Labor Party argued very strongly over several
days in favour of lighter penalties for cannabis use. What has changed between 1981 and
1992 that now causes the Government to be nervous of this reform, and to say that under no
circumstances will the Government back it? I leave that to the judgment of the wider public.
Moving to a point where marijuana possession attracts an on-the-spot fine, rather than a
criminal record, can only benefit the community, save money, and the future prospects of
many young people and encourage some rational debate on the whole subject. In this
country, South Australia and the ACT' have already taken this wise initiative. Western
Australia should decide, without further time-wasting, whether to follow an enlightened and
established model or perpetuate an ignorant backward attitude which earns continuing social
contempt for an unjust law.
I thank the many members of the community who have written in support of this law reform,
and the members of my staff who have helped me assemble what I believe to be a very
convincing case for long-overdue social reform.
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr D.L. Smith (Minister for Justice).

MOTION - MEMBER FOR EYRE, EXPULSION FROM LEGISLATIVE
ASSEMBLY

MR COURT (Nedlands - Leader of the Opposition) [ 11.09 pm]: I move -

(1) That the member for Eyre's conduct has been found by the Royal
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters to
be grossly improper in respect of the total course of conduct in which the
member for Eyre has engaged, in respect of Petrochemical Industries
Company Ltd and to be highly improper in respect of Western Collieries, and
that this House determines that this makes him unfit to remain as a member of
this House, and the member for Eyre is hereby expelled.

(2) That the seat for the electoral district of Eyre is hereby declared vacant by
reason of the expulsion from the Legislative Assembly of Julian Fletcher
Grill.

A decade of Labor in this State has severely damaged the institution of Parliament and in
many ways has threatened our democratic system. The motion we are debating is a very
serious one and goes to the core of restoring confidence in our system of democracy. It is
required as a result of a Premier being either too scared or too cowardly to discipline one of
her senior members. It is required as a result of the Labor Party failing to take disciplinary
action against the member for Eyre. We have heard much about the guilty parties, and as
each day passes it confirms more and more that members opposite will run away from
accepting their responsibilities in the running of this State, this democracy.
Can this Parliament expel one of its members? The answer is yes. The House has the power
to expel members if they are unfit for membership, but it is not as a punishment. It is what is
known as a protective power and if a person is expelled from this Parliament it does not
prevent that person from standing again at the next election. There have been a number of
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cases in Australian Parliaments where members have been expelled, In 1986 a member of
the New South Wales Parliament was expelled. That member appealed to the court against
that expulsion. The result of that court action was char there is an inherent power in the
House of a State Parliament to expel a member if such action is necessary to protect the
orderly exercise of its legislative functions; but there is no inherent power to expel as a
punishment. In that case, after a series of appeals, it was determined that the person had been
validly expelled. Other speakers will comment further on the legal situation. Why has the
Liberal Parry taken the very serious course of action of moving this motion today? I
mentioned yesterday that a democracy depends on decency; it cannot function without it.
Democracy is a process by which people agree to be governed, and they accept other people
governing them. Today in the United States we saw the American people making a choice as
to who would be their leader.
Mr Taylor: That is a stunt and you know it.
Mr COURT: It is no stunt. No free and decent people should have to obey people who fail
to meet the srandards of propriety the community requires. Would the Deputy Premier agree
with me? The Government appointed a Royal Commission which set some standards of
propriety. The Government appointed three learned people to the Royal Commission, and
they set the standards of propriety, which the Government accepted, but from which it is now
backing away.
Mr Ripper: Did they recommend an expulsion from Parliament?
Mr COURT: The Royal Commission has defined the standards.
Mr Ripper: Do you think they didn't go far enough?
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: The Royal Commission has defined and listed the improprieties that the
member for Eyre has committed. If one reads the definition that the Royal Commissioners
have put on impropriety - and we are talking impropriety not about illegality - they point out
that in many cases they are including illegalities with impropriety when they talk of improper
conduct.
Dr Gallop: Illegalities!
Mr COURT: I am talking about improprieties.
Dr Gallop: You said "illegalities".
Mr COURT: I said that in the definition of improper conduct the Royal Commissioners said
it can include illegalities. They explained why they used the word "improper".
Dr Gallop: In a very genera] way.
Mr D.L Smith: To avoid any finding of illegality.
Mr COURT: The member for Bunbury has got it right. Why was it good enough for the
member for Armadale to accept their findings and rake the proper action? Paragraph 20.4.25
of the report of the Royal Commission in relation to Western Collieries Ltd says -

All the difficulties that were experienced in connection with rhese transactions served
to emphasise the highly improper nature of the arrangements that were concluded.

Paragraph 20.4.25 states -
.-.we are satisfied that, in reality, Mr Dowding and Mr Grill were not concerned to

ensure that the arrangements were in the best interests of the public. Their one
concern was to prevent a collapse of Rothwe Us. There were many reasons -

This is after it has already been through the hoops a few times.
- why Mr Dowding and Mr Grill should not have proceeded as they did, including the
following:

(a) the injection of hundreds of millions of dollars into Rothwells,
including the proceeds from the PICL settlement, had failed to rectify
the problem.

(b) Advice bad been received that a total of $75 million or more would be
needed in the long-term.
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(c) No-one in Government was able to verify that the figure of
$75 million was accurate, nor did they have advice that there was not
some other problem more fundamental to the viability of Rothwells of
which the Government was not aware. In this regard, Mr Lloyd had
not proved reliable and Mr Dowding believed that, from the beginning
in October 1987, the Government had been seriously misled about the
problem in Rothwells.

(d) The agreement for a further rescue package had fallen through. There
were no positive signs to indicate that it was likely to be resurrected.

The Royal Commissioners said that they were satisfied there was a conscious decision by
Dowding and Grill to avoid discussing the use of funds from Western Collieries. That they
made no attempt to communicate with the Managing Director of Western Collieries because
they appreciated that he would not approve of the proposal. The Royal Commissioners also
said that Mr Dowding and Mr Grill were aware that this procedure would place Mr Lloyd in
a very difficult position because he had a clear conflict of interest in all the circumstances
discussed, particularly those referred to in paragraphs 20.4.25 and 20.4.26. The
commissioners state at paragraph 20.4.27 that -

. .. the actions of Mr Dowding and Mr Grill were highly improper. The implications
of our findings in this paragraph are discussed in a confidential appendix to the
report.

I now refer to the commission's findings on Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd. Paragraph
21. 1.111 of the Royal Commission report states -

We must emphasise that before the Government provided its support to PICL the
project was possibly wonth no more than $20 million-$30 Million. The only reason it
could possibly be valued at $400 million was because of the Government's support
mechanisms. In effect, the Government undentook a contingent liability in order to
enhance the value of PICL and agreed to pay that enhanced value to Mr Connell and
Mr Dempster.
We are satisfied that Mr Dowding, Mr Grill and Mr Parker all approved of those new
arrangements. It was highly improper of them to do so.

Members must understand that we are talking of hundreds of millions of dollars of taxpayers'
funds being thrown into a deal which action those three gentlemen described as highly
improper. On page 21 - 30 at 21-1-113 it states -

It was correctly Perceived by Mr Dowding, Mr Parker and Mr Grill that the
arrangements would attract trenchant criticism if they became public.

On page 21 -32 it states -

.. the binding effect of the memorandum af understanding. Despite the clause which
denied legal effect to the document, the Ministers involved meekly surrendered under
the threat by Bond Corporation that it would walk away from the deal. They did not
pause to reflect on what the public interest required.

Further on page 21 - 36 it states -

Mr Dowding's decision to further risk the public purse in a final attempt to be rid of
the political disaster that was Rothwells, was one of the high points in a sustained
course of improper conduct involving himself, Mr Parker and Mr Grill.

It states further in relation to the Western Collieries deal -

Mr Whice, the Commissioner of SEC WA, was not prepared to do the Government's
bidding without a lawful direction. We have no doubt, that the Course adopted was
taken over Mr White's objections and was improper. SECWA, as the SCIC and
GESB before it, was again treated as if it were a department of Governiment subject to
day-to-day political control.

The repont continues -

The essential scheme had, however, been agreed in principle when he was in Western
Australia and actively involved, with Mr Grill, in agreeing to the proposals on behalf
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of the Government. The total course of conduct in which Mr Dowding, Mr Parker
and Mr Grill engaged with respect to PICL was grossly improper.

I have read out a number of findings which show that what the member for Eyre said was
either highly improper or grossly improper. They are very strong findings by the Royal
Commission. As if those findings were not bad enough, when the Royal Commission
brought down its findings, even though the member had quite rightly been given legal
representation at a cost to the State of $700 000, he took it upon himself to publicly state on
the 7.30 Report on 20 October -

... I know I might be criticised for this, but I don't see the Royal Commission as
having acted independently. Or if I could go so far I don't believe they have acted
honestly,

Mr D.L. Smith: I suggest you read some of the comments of Hon Peter Foss in the other
place as well.
Mr COURT: Is the Minister suggesting Hon Peter Foss said that they did not act honestly?
Mr D.L. Smith: He said to Hon Joe Berinson in the other place that you were too servile to
them and we know the reason.
Mr COURT: I do not think that says that someone has not acted independently or
dishonestly.
Mr D.L. Smith: It implied that the Royal Commission treated people differently.
Mr Taylor inteijec ted.
Mr COURT: It was an outrageous allegation. The Minister should tell the Parliament what
it means. If I were to go outside this Parliament and cell the Deputy Premier that he was
dishonest -

Mr Taylor inteijected.
Mr COURT: I am giving the speech; the Deputy Premier can get up when I have finished. I
know that the Deputy Premier has been very quick to defend allegations. However, if!I were
to approach him outside this Parliament and publicly say he was dishonest -

Mr Taylor: You have probably said it plenty of times.
Mr COURT: I have never said it about the Deputy Premier. What would the Deputy
Premier do?
Mr Taylor: I would not be very pleased.
Mr COURT: He would believe that I had defamed him.
Mr Taylor: I would have a word with you.
Mr COURT: Having copped a couple of writs from members opposite, I know he would
have a writ on my front doorstep within three minutes. After the Premier handed down the
Royal Commission report and said that it was the cornerstone of restoring confidence back to
this State, it is outrageous that one of her senior members can accuse the Royal
Commissioners of being less than honest. How does the Government think the
commissioners feel when they are told they did not act honestly? They were asked to report
and they presented their findings. A senior Government member was found to have acted
highly improperly and grossly improperly. He then declared publicly that the commissioners
did not act independently or honestly. Members must get one thing straight. The member
for Eyre has every right to defend himself and to be critical. However, he does not have a
right to accuse those people of being dishonest or of not having acted independently. Those
remarks are defamatory and contemptuous of that Royal Commission.
It is interesting that no-one on the Government side has been prepared to take action to
discipline the member for Eyre on the matter. The situation is similar to the years of the WA
Inc deals. Not a single Minister was prepared to say in Cabinet that he did not like what was
taking place. That is why they are all in this together. Year after year the members -

Mr D.L. Smith interjected
Mr COURT: The Minister for Lands should stop that nonsense. I will debate the Rothwells
Ltd rescue in this Parliament any day he likes.
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The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: If the member for Mitchell warnts to talk about dishonesty I am quite prepared
to spend some of my time telling him about the dishonesty that occurred. He seems to forget
that his people made it unequivocal that if we did not support the Rothwells rescue the
Government would not have gone ahead with it. The Royal Commission spells out quite
clearly why the Government went ahead with it. It then camne into this Parliament -

Mr DL. Smith inteijected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr McGinty interjected.
Mr COURT: Not at all, Mr Swan Brewery. When it comes to WA Inc the Minister is a
newcomer in this Parliament. The Opposition spent year after year listening to lie after lie in
this Parliament.
Mr D.L. Smith: interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: Govenment members can yell and scream all they like. Where is the Premier
in this debate? She has allowed one of her senior members, a former Minister, to publicly
state that the Royal Commission acted dishonestly. That person was found by the three
Royal Commissioners to have acted improperly and to have shown gross, improper conduct.
Yet she has not whispered one word of discipline to that member. Those are the actions of
the great Australian Labor Party which has promised to be more accountable and to be more
open. In fact, the Premier is now saying that perhaps some of the findings of the Royal
Commission are wrong. Unbelievably, the Government would not support the findings and
the recommendations of the Royal Commission. It would not even suppont the convention of
collective Cabinet responsibility. It would not even support a motion supporting ministerial
responsibility. Talk about a guilty party! It would not suppont those basic concepts in this
Parliament. Why is that? The reason is that all Government members are in it together, that
is the problem Government members now face.
I want to conclude -

Dr Gallop:- Give us something of substance. We are desperate for an argument from you lot.
Mr COURT: The Minister should be quiet a minute and listen. Lawyers on the ocher side of
the House know that impropriety does not have a legal meaning. Propriety is what a decent
society is all about. If we do not have propriety, we do not have a democracy. The Royal
Commission, as I spelt out earlier, used the word 'impropriety" but then made it very clear
that in sonic cases in its report it also means "illegality". We are talking about impropriety.
What happens when a member of Parliament is shown by a body to have acted highly
improperly and grossly improperly? What does a Parliament do? How should we act? One
of the few things left open for us is for the Premier to take action. However, if she is not
prepared to take action, we must take action as we have in this motion tonight. The other
step that can be taken is for the electorate to act. The member for Eyre said today that the
electorate should be allowed to make a decision on whether it wants him to represent it. The
Opposition has an obligation to take action. We cannot sit here as a responsible Parliament
and allow those findings to be brought down and have no action taken on them. We cannot
allow a member to publicly accuse the three Royal Commissioners of being dishonest
without doing something about it.
Some members opposite have said that they will stand by the member for Eyre and some
have said they should hack off. However, the Premier, their leader Who is not here tonight,
has condoned the actions of this member. The member's behaviour is not acceptable and we
must do our duty to ensure that the people of this State do not have to put up with that sort of
behaviour. As unpleasant as it is, we must do something about what has happened because
this State has gone through enough pain as a result of a decade of Labor Governments.
Members opposite were not prepared to do anything while the deals were being done and
they are not prepared to take action now that the report has been handed down. Again, today,
the Government made it clear that Cabinet will not accept collective responsibility for what
happened; it is another sad day for Western Australia. The Premier yesterday again made it
clear that she will not accept responsibility for what has occurred. She was in the Cabinet
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when many of these deals were taking place and all I can say is chat the party sitting opposite
is a very guilty party.
MR SHAVE (Melville) (11.34 pmJ: I second the motion.

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

Mr Ainsworthi
Mr CJ. Barneu
Mr Blaikie
Mr Bloffwitch
Mr Clarko
Mr Court

Dr Alexander
Mrs Beggs
Mr Bridge
Mr Catania
Dr Constbe
Mr Cunningham
Mr Donovdn
Dr Edwards

Mr Cowan
Mrs Edwardes
Mr Grayden
Mr House
Mr Kieradi
Mir Lewis

Dr Gallop
Mr Grill
Mrs Henderson
Mr Gordon Hil1l
Mr Kobelke
Dr Lawrence
Mr eahy
Mr Marlborough

Ayes (24)
Mr MacKinnion
Mr McNee
M~r Minson
Mr Omodei
Mr Shave
Mr Strickland

Noes (30)
Mr McGinty
Mr Pearce
Mr Read
Mr Riebelixig
Mr Ripper
Mr D.L. Smith
Mr PJ. Smith
Mr Taylor

Mr Trenorden
Mr Fred Tubby
Dr Turnbull
Mr Watt
Mr Wiese
Mr Bradshaw (Tellier)

Mr Thomas
Mr Thompson
MrTroy
Dr Watson
Mr Wilson
Mrs Watkins (Teller)

Pair
Mr Nicholls

Question thus negative&-

House adjourned at 11.41 pm

Mr Graham
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

HOSPITALS - PATIENT INFORMATION CARDS ISSUED TO PATIENTS
Waiting Lists for Ear, Nose and Throat Operations, Joint Replacement Operations,

Cataract Extraction Operations
1163. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister for Health:

(1) How many patient information cards have been issued in each year since
inception?

(2) What are the current waiting list numbers for -
(a) ear, nose and throat operations;
(b) joint replacement operations;
(c) cataract extraction operations?

(3) What were the waiting list numbers for each of the operations indicated in (2),
for each of the previous five years?

Mr WILSON replied:
(1) The use of patient information cards by the public teaching hospitals has been

variable over the past four years. Two hospitals continue to use the original
patient information card produced in 1989. The other three hospitals have
developed alternative forms for such use. None of the hospitals maintains a
record of the number of cards issued to patients.

(2) As at 30 September 1992, there were the following numbers of waiting list
patients -

ENT cases 2 442
Joint replacements 339
Cataract extractions '743

(3) Details of the waiting list numbers for each of the operations indicated in (2)
for each of the previous five years are not available as waiting lists by
procedure are a recent innovation. Figures for this year and the previous five
years in relevant specialities were as follows -

ENT Orthopaedics Ophthalmology
(including joint (including
replacements) cataracts)

Sept 1987 1 200 1 237 1 316
July 1988 1 298 1 571 969
June 1989 1 395 1 532 696
June 1990 1638 2223 702
July 1991 2118 2193 1092
Sept 1992 2442 2369 1 148

EDUCATION - FOUR YEAR OLDS
Cohort, Enrolments and Places

1317. Dr CONSTABLE to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:
(1) With reference to education programs for four year olds in 1993, what is the

cohort of four year olds in regard to Government educational programs?
(2) How many four year old children arc currently attending each type of facility

(preprimary centres, community kindergartens, family centres etc)?
(3) How many places in each type of program will be available to four year olds

in 1993?
Dr GALLOP replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -
(1) The estimated four year old population in WA in 1993 is 26 759.
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Source: Population projections, Department of Planning and Urban
Development, November 1990, medium series.

(2) Ministry of Education: 6 917 were enrolled in preprimary centres;
3 733 were enrolled in preschool centres. These figures are based on
semester 2, 1991. The census for semester 2, 1992 is currently in
progress.
Department for Community Development: The following figures have
been provided by the Department for Community Development -
2 346 were in family centres; 2 592 were in family centre
supplementary programs; 3 800 were in a range of other facilities,
including family day care, long day care and occasional care.

(3) Ministry of Education: Pour year old places in ministry programs are
determined in February once all five year olds seeking placement are
accommodated.
Department for Community Development: The following figures
provided by the Department for Community Development are
projections for the end of 1993 - 4 938 in family centres; 4 092 in
family centre supplementary programs; 5 373 in a range of other
facilities including family day care, long day care and occasional care.

CONSUMER PRICE INDEX - COST OF LIVING PERCENTAGE INCREASE OR
DECREASE

1331. Mr NICHOLLS to the Treasurer:
What was the percentage increase or decrease in the cost of living in Western
Australia during the period 1 January 1992 to 30 June 1992?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
The cost of living, as measured by the CPI, in Western Australia decreased by
0.5 per cent between 1 January 1992 and 30 June 1992.

PREMIER AND CABINET, MINISTRY OF - PARMELIA HILTON HOTEL
Chief Exrecutive's Expenditure on Breakfasts, Teas and Lunches

1349. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:
(1) Can the Premier advise the total expenditure incurred by the Chief Executive,

Department of the Cabinet, on breakfasts, morning teas and lunches for
delivery and consumption within the department, from the Parmelia Hilton
Hotel from I January 1992 to 30 June 1992?

(2) Has expenditure incurred in this manner been for official purposes, i.e. the
entertaining of official visitors?

(3) If not, for what other purposes are the orders being made?
(4) Who authorised this expenditure?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) 1 am advised that there was no expenditure incurred by the Chief Executive,

Department of the Cabinet on breakfasts, morning teas and lunches for
delivery and consumption within the department from the Parmelia Hilton
Hotel from 1 January to 30 June 1992.

(2)-(4)
Not applicable.

ROYAL AGRICULTURAL SHOW - PREMIER'S INVITATION TO OPENING
CEREMONY

1353. Mr COWAN to the Premier:
(1) Did the Premier accept an invitation from the Royal Agricultural Society to

attend the opening of the Royal Show on 26 September 1992?
(2) (a) Will the Premier be honouring that commitment;
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(b) if not, why not?
(3) Will the Premier be sending somebody to represent her at the opening of the

Royal Show?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) As the member will be aware I subsequently received an invitation from the

West Coast Eagles to be present for their historic grand final encounter with
Geelong. In view of the importance to Western Australia of that march and
the fact that the invitation from the Royal Agricultural Show did not require
me to play any formal part in the opening ceremony, I regretfully declined its
invitation.

(3) 1 was more than ably represented by the Minister for Agriculture.
REDUNDANCY PACKAGES - PUBLIC SECTOR EMPLOYMENT LEVELS

Net Reduction 9.18 Reason
1358. Mr COURT to the Premier:

As in the Premier's question without notice 240 of 1992, the Premier said that
there would be a net reduction in the public sector of 1 600 as a result of the
redundancy scheme implemented in the last financial year, why was the net
reduction only 918?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
Public sector employment levels are measured according to full time
equivalents- An Fit is defined as one full time job for one year. The net
reduction of 918 is the difference between 30 June 1991 and 1992 public
sector employment levels expressed as FTEs. The net reduction of 1 600
people, referred to in my response to question without notice 240 of 1992,
relates to actual staff, and includes full rime, part time, seasonal and casual
salaried employees and wages employees who ceased employment during the
1991-92 financial year. Because those people who left the public sector last
year worked for part of the year the net FTE reduction is less than the actual
number of people who ceased employment.

FISCHER, MR DAVID - AGENT GENERAL, LONDON, REPLACEMENT
1382. Mrs EDWAROES to the Premier:

(1) Did Mr David Fischer cease duties as Agent General in London on 31 July
1992?

(2) (a) Who has replaced Mr Fischer in this position;
(b) is this appointment temporary or permanent?

(3) If a temporary appointment, does the Premier plan to fill this position with a
pernanent appointment prior to the next State election?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) (a) Mr Gary Stokes has been appointed as Acting Agent General.

(b) Mr Stokes is a permanent public servant and has a contract for his term
in London.

(3) No.
"STATE BUDGET 1992-93" - PAMPHLETS POSTED TO RESIDENTS

1384. Mr BRADSHAW to the Treasurer:
(1) Did the Treasurer post a pamphlet titled "State Budget 1992-93" to any

residents of Western Australia?
(2) If so, how many of these pamphlets were posted?
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(3) To which electorates were they posted?
(4) Which other members of Parliament co-signed the pamphlet?
(5) What was the cost to print the pamphlets?
(6) What was the cost to mail the pamphlets?
(7) Who paid the cost of printing and postage?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:

No pamphlet titled 'State Budget 1992-93" was produced. There were two
Budget pamphlets produced, one size A4 titled "The 1992-93 WA Budget,
Small Business", of which 10 000 copies were printed at a cost of $526 for
distribution to small businesses. The second pamphlet size A3 titled "The
1992-93 Budget for Western Australians" with 2 000 copies printed a: a cost
of $750 was sent to CEOs and made available to interested members of the
public. The small business pamphlet is repeated in the back page of this
pamphlet. No other members of Parliament co-signed the pamphlets and as
with all Budget papers. Treasury paid the above costs.

SOCIAL JUSTICE AND THE BUDGET STATEMENT - DISADVANTAGED
EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAMS, $1 19 million GRANTS

1390. Mr NMacKINNON to the Treasurer:
Will the Treasurer provide a list of grants totalling $1.19 million which was
spend on "disadvantaged education training for special groups such as
disabled, ex-offenders, women, migrants and the illiterate" during the year
ending 30 June 1992 and as referred to in question on notice 1235 of 1992?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
As outlined in the response to question 1235, the $1.19 million is not
allocated in the form of grants to special groups. The funding is administered
by the Disability Services Bureau and the Women's Employment and
Training Bureau, and applied to the delivery of services and programs for the
specific target groups.

SOCIAL.JUSTICE AND THE BUDGET STATEMENT - POST SCHOOL OPTIONS,
$380 000 ALLOCATION

139 1. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:
Will the Treasurer derail to whom and for what purpose the $380 000 as
referred to in question on notice 1216 of 1992 as being allocated for post
school options in the year ending 30 June 1992, was paid?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
$380 000 was paid to the agencies as listed below to provide conmpetitive'
employment opportunities for school leavens with disabilities -

Incework Inc $250 000
Forrest Personnel $7 000
Great Southern Personnel $10 000
Geraldton Personnel $8 000
Kimberley Personnel $10 000
Career Network $8 000
Career Contact $7 000
Alli Country Services for individual options

where no non-Government services exist $80 000
SCHOOLS - MANDURAH PRIMARY

Painting Work
1407. Mr NICHOLLS to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:

(1) Further to question on notice 1057 of 1992, what painting was carried out at
Mandurah Primary School costing $88 000?
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(2) When was it carried out?
(3) By whom?
Dr GALLOP replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) Due to a typographical error the information provided in relation to
question 1057 was incorrect. The $88 000 was approved for painting
at Mandurab Senior High School and not Mandurab Primary School.

(2)-(3)
Not applicable.

DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS - EXAMINED ON ENVIRONMENTAL AND
HERITAGE GROUNDS

1417. Mr COWAN to the Minister for State Development:
(1) Which development projects are currently being examined -

(a) on environmenWa grounds by the Environmental Protection Authority
or any other State agency:

(b) on heritage grounds under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 or other
heritage law?

(2) In each case referred to in (1), on what date was the application submitted to
the State agency concerned?

The Answer was tabledl.
[See paper No 516.]

CABINET - RESHUFFLE
Premier's Takeover of Deputy Premier's Funcions

1420- Mr COWAN to the Premier:
Will the Premier list which specific functions the Premier has taken from the
Deputy Premier as a result of the recent Cabinet reshuffle?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
As Minister for Trade and Investment I have assumed with assistance from
Minister Hill responsibility for trade issues,, and with the very valuable
support and advice from the Deputy Premier, responsibility for major
investment attraction issues. As announced, the Department of Stare
Development provides departmental support for these functions. In addition,
as Premier and Chair of the Ministerial Council for Development Policy I
retain responsibility for designated strategic State projects coordinated by the
Office of Strategic State Projects.

TOWED AGRICULTURAL IMPLEMENTS - TOWED TRAILER TRANSPORTING
DISTILLATE FUEL FROM FARM STORAGE TANK TO DIESEL POWERED

FARM MACHINE
Police Department's Ruling

1422. Mr COWAN to the Minister representing the Minister for Police:
(1) Further to question on notice 1015, of 1992 relating to fuel trailers on farms

where the trailer -

(a) is used solely for the purpose of transporting distillate from a farm
storage tank to a diesel powered farm machine operating on a farn;

(b) was bought or made for that specific purpose and no other purpose and
is used solely for the purpose of primary production,

does the Police Department still maintain that it is not a towed agricultural
implement for the purposes of the cowed agricultural implement regulations?

(2) If yes,
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(a) has the Police Department's ruling always applied in the past;
(b) if not, when and under what authority did it change?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:
(1) Yet.
(2) (a) Yes.

(b) Not applicable.
The Police Department is able to confirm this ruling has applied since
approximately 1968; however1 it cannot be confirmed prior to that date.

INDUSTRIAL AWARDS - PREFERENCE TO UNIONIST CLAUSES INSERTION,
MINISTERIAL COMMITMENT WITHDRAWAL

1430. Mr COWAN to the Premier:
(1) Has the Premier withdrawn the commitment given by the Minister for

Productivity and Labour Relations to the Trades and Labour Council that the
Government will move to enable preference to unionist clauses to be inserted
into industrial awards?

(2) If not, why not?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1)-(2)

No. Such a move would have been inappropriate, given that the issue remains
within the portfolio responsibility of the Minister for Productivity and Labour
Relations and that the Minister has referred the matter to an independent
inquiry to be conducted by a senior and widely respected industrial relations
practitioner, the former Chief Commissioner of the Western Australian
Industrial Relations Commission, Mr Bruce Collier.

GOVERNOR OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - APPOINTMENT PROGRESS
1438. Mr STRICKLAND to the Premier

(1) What actions has the Premier taken with respect to the appointment of a new
Governor to date?

(2) When is is anticipated that the new Governor will be named?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Persons have been approached regarding appointment as Governor and I am

pursuing the matter, with due care and diligence, one person at a time, out of
politeness and courtesy.

(2) The new Governor will be appointed as soon as a person of substance, who
can be respected by the community of Western Australia, agrees to take on the
position.

SOUTH WEST MINISTRY - EXPENDITURE
Employee Positions; Salaries, Wages and Allowances Payments; Communications Payment

1442. Mr MacKINNON to the Treasurer:
(1) What people and what position do they hold in the South West Ministry, and

to whom arc salaries, wages and allowances paid, as detailed in question on
notice 1223 of 1992?

(2) What is the $20,942, listed as communications in the same question, payment
for?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Salaries and allowances detailed in question 1223 are paid to -

Mr John O'Brien, Executive Officer (July 1991-March 1992)
Ms Vanessa Lewis, A/Executive Officer (March-June 1992)
Mr Anthony Snellinig, Media Officer
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Ms Colette Fitzgerald, Personal Secretary
Ms Sheree Wenn, Officer

(2) The $20 942 listed for communications was payment for telephones, postage
and courier costs associated with the South West ministry.

SHOIJGANG CORPORATION, BEIJING - IRON ORE MINE INTEREST
1444. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister for Trade and Investment:

(1) Is there an interest by the Shougang Corporation of Beijing in buying a large
equity slice of a new iron ore mine in Western Australia?

(2) Does the Government support the Shougang Corporation in this endeavour?
(3) At what stage are negotiations for this project?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Yes, there has been an expression of interest.
(2) Yes, in line with its policy of supporting overseas investment in joint ventures

in productive industries in Western Australia.
(3) Negotiations are at a very preliminary stage.

ABSEILING - INSTRUCTOR'S QUALIFICATIONS, GOVERNMENT
RECOGNITION

1446. Mr MacKINNON to the Minister representing the Minister for Sport and Recreation:
(1) Does the Government ensure that abseiling instructors for all Government

agencies using those instructors, are properly qualified?
(2) If so -

(a) what is the basis of that qualification;
(b) by whom is it pranted?

(3) On what basis is this qualification recognized as appropriate by the
Government?

Mr GORDON HILL replied:

No. However, the Government is moving in that direction through land
owners and managers. An abseiling instructor's certificate which is awarded
through an industry based panel supported by the Minister for Sport and
Recreation is currently available. Insurance requirements of land owners and
a general recognition by the outdoor recreation industry of the need for
standards, especially safety, through self-regulation have led to the need for
such certification.

WATER AUTHORITY OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - MUST SEWERAGE
CONNECTION PROGRAM

1455. Mr SHAVE to the Minister for Water Resources:
(1) How many properties have been connected to mains sewerage under the

MUST program of the Water Authority of Western Australia?
(2) Is this in line with the projections set down by the WAWA at the rime the

scheme was launched?

(3) Are the owners of properties in Len tona Road, Alfred Cove encountering
difficulties participating in the scheme because of high water levels in the area
where the connection work has to be undertaken?

(4) Is it the policy of the WAWA not to assist with the cost of draining the water
so that the sewerage connection work can proceed even where property
owners are not able to meet the additional costs of the drainage?
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Mr BRIDGE replied:
(1) An estimated 1 775.
(2) There were no specific projections set down by the Water Authority. Owners

had five years to connect.
(3) The Water Authority has had onte inquiry from a property owner in Lentona

Road, Alfred Cove. This was regarding the high water cable and the
requirement to de-water before a connection to the sewer can be carried out.

(4) The Water Authority does not contribute to the costs incurred by property
owners when connecting their property to the sewer. However, the authority
does offer loans under the MUST program to owners of residential properties
to cover all costs incurred in connecting their property.

EDWARDS, KEVIN - GOVERNMENT SERVICES, VIETNAM
1457. Mr KIERATh to t Premier

(1) Is Kevin Edwards performing any services on behalf of the Western
Australian Government, in relation to his activities in Vietnam?

(2) If so, what are these services, and what amount of funding is being paid by the
Western Australian Government?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1) Not to my knowledge.
(2) Not applicable.

ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES OF GOVERNMENT
AND OTHER MATTERS - PREMIER'S STATEMENTS IN TELEVISION

ADVERTISEMENT
Payment Responsibility

1458. Mr KJERATH to the Premier:
Who is paying for the recent television advertisement in which the Premier
makes statements about the Royal Commission, and which is authorised by
"C. Lawrence on behalf of the Australian Labor Partyt'?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
The Australian Labor Party.

SCHOOLS - DEVELOPMENT GRANT
Primary School Allocations

1459. Mr HOUSE to the Minister representing the Minister for Education:
(1) What is the purpose of school development grants?
(2) On what basis is each school's development grant allocated?
(3) For the years 1990-93, can the Minister detail the total amount allocated for

school development grants in primary schools Statewide?
(4) Can the Minister outline for the years 1990-93 (inclusive) the amount

received by the following schools in the form of school development grants -

(a) Hinders Park Primary School;
(b) Yakamia Primary School;
(c) Mt Lockyer Primary School;
(d) Mount Barker Primary School;
(e) Denmark Primary School;

(f) Walpole Primary School;
(g) Rocky Gully Primary School;
(h) Albany Primary School;
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(i) Franicland Primary School;
(0) Tarnbellup Primary School;
(k) Kendenup, Primary School;

(1) South Srirlings Primary School;
(mn) Cranbrook Primary School?

Dr GALLOP replied:
The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) The school development grant is provided to schools to meet their
requirements for school development planning and the professional
development of the staff in line with the school development plan.
The grant includes allowances for Secondary Education Authority
moderation requirements and the special needs of graduate and re-
entry teachers. The grant includes a component for salaries for staff
relief payments as well as a component for contingency costs,
including travel and accommodation where necessary.

(2) The school development grant is provided to schools using a base
amount to all schools, an element calculated on the total teaching staff
of the school - head count - plus an allowance for isolation.

(3) 1990 $2 707 950.00
1991 $2 991414.18
1992 $3 214 718.10
1993 Yet to be finalised.

(4) School $ $ $
1990 1991 1992

Flinders Park (5607) 6 324 6 658.34 7 221.77
Yakamia (5528) 8 740 9 585.07 10458.40
Mt Lockyer (5326) 7 048 7 190.48 7 516.01
Mt Barker (5318) 7922 7452.30 8883.29
Denmark DHS (4072)(Prim) 5 289 6 614.08 7 193.20
Walpole (5449) 3 424 3 465.54 3 985.16
Rocky Gully (5399) 2458 2 401.28 2219.73
Albany (5002) 6 745 6 658.34 6 633.31
Frankland (5176) 2216 2136.21 2808.21
Tainnbellup (5430) 3 092 3 835.00 3 578.55
Kendenup (5244) 3 702 3 558.93 4 102.08
South Stirling (5423) 1 754 2 447.97 2 565.94
Cranbnook (5126) 4 246 3 362.91 4071.55
The 1993 school development grant is still being negotiated but will
include allowances for system growth and the impact of the full time
five year old program.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

SLN4COA SILICON SMELTER, KENIERTON - GOVERNMENT SUPPORT
PACKAGE

426. Mr C.J.BARNELT to the Minister for Scare Development:
(1) Has Cabinet given approval to a total support package for the Simcoa silicon

smelter of $8.5 million, rather than the $1.5 million support reported in
today's media?

(2) Was a specific decision made within Government on or before 30 June 1992
that there would be no media release or public announcement on the support
package?
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(3) Does the Minister agree thac the failure to make derals of the support package
public represents a serious breach of Government accountability?

(4) Will the Minister table the relevant documents which give full details of the
support package?

Mr Lewis: Misleading the Parliament again.
Mr TAYLOR replied:

Why would the member for Applecross say that?
Mr Lewis: Answer the question.
Mr TAYLOR: The answers to the questions are as follows -

(l)-(3)
No.

(4) 1 want to make a few points about this matter and will have a great deal of
pleasure in doing so.

Mr C.J. Barnett: Are you saying the support package approved by Cabinet was not
$8.5 million?

Mr TAYLOR: The member heard me. On 30 June I wrote to Mr Barry Capp, the
Chairman of Directors of Simcoa Operations Pty Ltd. I am happy to table
these documents. I said -

I am pleased to advise that in return for an undertaking from the
Simcoa banking syndicate; the Simcoa Lenders; to extend the interest
moratorium for a further twelve months, -

That is a very important banking syndicate and one not to be underestimated.
It involved Chase AMP - not just an overseas bank but Chase AMP - the
Deutsche Bank, Barclays, Fuji, BBL, Credit Lyonnais, Hong Kong and ANZ.
They agreed to forgo their interest on this issue. So that members may also
know the commitment of the banking syndicate, their debt at May 1990 for
this operation was $102.8 million. Between May 1990 and May 1992 they
had working capital injections of $34 million. In the period May 1990 and
May 1992, they had forgone interest and fees totalling $33.5 million and they
also had a letter of credit outstanding to SECWA of $2.4 million. Therefore,
the total debt owing on this project was $17217 million. They agreed to
extend the interest moratorium for a further 12 months, commencing 1 July
1992. The letter states that, as a result -

The State Government and the State Energy Commission of Western
Australia will provide direct assistance to the project to the value of
$2.5 million. This assistance will be made by way of $1.5 million,
paid in four, quarterly, in arrears amounts of $375,000; the first
payment being due on 30 September 1992; -

That payment has been made, by the way -

- and an additional $1 million by means of a monthly account rebate of
$83,333.33 on each month's normal electricity account during the
1992-93 financial year.
Whilst the need for support is regretted, the difficult circumstances
being experienced by your project are recognised. I look forward to
maintaining discussions with you on the operation in the future.

Mr MacKinnon: Why keep it secret?
Mr TAYLOR: I will come to that. I did not keep it secret, actually. Mr Capp wrote

back to me on 31 August and said -

I am pleased to advise that we have received formal notification from
the Chase Manhattan Bank Australia Limited, as agent, for the Sixncoa
Banking Syndicate, that the interest and fee moratorium has been
approved by all the participants, for the period 1 July 1992 to 30 June
1993.08SS&-12
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The assistance from the State Government and State Energy
Commission of Western Australia, as detailed in your letter of 30 June
1992, is very much appreciated.

We saved 350 jobs, by the way. The letter continues -

We look forward to continuing discussions with both yourself, and
officers of the Department of State Development and SECWA, with a
view to ensuring that a solid foundation for the Project is maintained,
particularly in relation to the establishment of a viable, competitive,
long term electricity tariff, for the smelter.

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition showed a great deal of interest in his
first question about how much was provided to support this project. As I said,
the support totals $2.5 million; that is what Cabinet agreed to. I know why
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and some members of the media leapt
very quickly to the two conclusions about this matter. This Opposition and
some members of the media find it very easy to leap to conclusions. A report
put out by the department on major projects says, in relation to the Simcoa
silicon metal project -

Simcoa has requested an $8,5M support package and Cabinet approval
has been granted.

I understand that the member has that in front of him, and he is wrong and
that is wrong. In a column headed "Media Release (Y or N + Date)" appears
the word "No". There was no media release and I will tell members a couple
of reasons why. Some confidentiality attaches to the power tariff and so it
should.

Mr MacKinnon: Who asked you about the power tariff?
Mr TAYLOR: I am telling the member for Jandakot about the package. He should

not talk to me but should read the report of the Royal Commission and what it
says about him and Bunbury Foods Pty Ltd. He took the pearls, gave them
back, and still gave Bunbury Foods $7 million.

Mr Watt: What was he supposed to do - keep the pearls?
Mr TAYLOR: After having got the pearls, surely there would be a question in his

mind about whether he would continue negotiating with someone who had
done that- He also ignored departmental advice about giving support to the
project. The member for Albany knows that.

Mr Court: You have lost the plot, friend.
Mr TAYLOR: I am happily and with great pleasure answering interjections by the

member for Jandakot. I am pointing out to him that perhaps the Royal
Commission does not have as generous a view of' him as he has of himself.
Because power costs are so important for a silicon smelter, I understand there
is need for some commercial confidentiality. I have looked through the files
for reference to $1.5 million and found nothing in them that indicated that I
told the department not to make it public. I spoke today to Mr Mike Sprati
who runs the Simcoa operation and I said, "Mike, did we ever make any
arrangement for this not to become public to protect your position and the
bank's?" He said, "No, of course not." Nothing like that was done. As far as
I am concerned, the Government has done the right thing with this operation.
That silicon smelter is still operating and 350 people or thereabouts still have
their jobs. I can sit very proudly in this Parliament because this Government
made sure that that was the case. We also made sure that the banks which
have ownership of the project shared the pain.

The SPEAKER: Before I give the call to the member for Maylands, I want to point
out without directly attributing the remark to one member, that certain
members of this House seem to have taken it on themselves to use
unparliamentary and improper language in this place whenever they feel like
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it. To allege that a member of this House has misled the House is a very
serious accusation. It is not possible to make that accusation in this place
unless by way of substantive motion. I do not want to hear those sorts of
accusations again unless they are made by way of substantive motion. Let us
get this place back to the level at which it should operate.

AUDITR GENERAL - AND PARLIAMENT, LEVEL OF COOPERATION
COMPLAINT

417. Dr EDWARDS to the Premier:
Is the Premier aware of any complaint about the level of cooperation between
the Parliament and the Auditor General?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I do not know whether members were paying attention to yesterday's address
by the Leader of the Opposition and will have noticed some comment on this
matter, but certainly in a media release later in the day a statement was made
that rather surprised me. One of the unexpected but welcome by-products of
the Royal Commission has been the sudden interest of some members
opposite in parliamentary and, I hope, electoral reform. After years of
fluctuating between indifference and indeed hostility towards certain key
reforms, such as disclosure of members of Parliament's financial interests and
political donations, we had yesterday for the first time - and I welcome it - an
affirmation of the need for certain changes. The history of conservative
obstruction of some of these, however, will not be forgotten by me or others
in Government. One of the unexplained curiosities in the statement by the
Leader of the Opposition is that it is not clear whether he affirmed it in his
speech, but certainly in the Press release one of the proposals of the
Opposition is that there should be better cooperation between the Parliament
and the Auditor General. That was the first time I had any indication from
anybody - members of Parliament or the Auditor General - that there was
anything other than adequate and good cooperation between the Auditor
General and the Parliament. I hope this is not yet another example of
gratuitous insults being directed at public officials, because some observations
also made about some law officials are far from flattering. The Leader of the
Opposition has a responsibility to clarify what he means to the Auditor
General, if not to members of this Parliament. If there is an inference to be
drawn from the member's statement, it is clearly that he has the view that the
relationship is less than satisfactory. The release clearly states that there
should be better cooperation between the Parliament and the Auditor General
and that an effective committee system to review the work of the Auditor
General. It is not qualified.

Mr Court: Keep going.
Dr LAWRENCE: That is under heading 14. The Leader of the Opposition is

suggesting there is anything other than a good level of cooperation between
the Auditor General and the Parliament. That means either that the
committees to which the Auditor General addresses himself are not
cooperating or that the Auditor General himself is not cooperating. Although
I welcome the new-found interest of members opposite, if not their noisy
interjections, it is important that the Opposition explain itself. If it believes
there is a problem in cooperation, please tell us what it is because that sort of
waffle and gratuitous insult will not help anybody.

SIMCOA SILICON SMELTER, KEMLERTON - STATE ENERGY COMMISSION
OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA

Power Discount, Ministerial Pressure
418. Mrs EDWARDES to the Minister for Fuel and Energy:

With respect to Government assistance for the Simcoa Operations Pry Ltd
silicon smelter, did the Minister give any direction verbally or in writing, or
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place any pressure on the Suite Energy Commission to reduce the power
charges to the project?

Dr GALLOP replied:
No. It is true that the Minister for State Development and I met the State
Energy Commission to discuss this subject and explained the situation that
was presented to us by the banks. SECWA looked at the situation from its
point of view and camne up with a conclusion that is very suitable for the long
term interests of that company. Because it is suitable for the company's long
term interests, it is also suitable for SECWA's market as an electricity
supplier in this Stare.

MOODY'S. INVESTORS SERVICE PITY LTD - WESTERN AUSTRALIA RATING
419. Mrs WATKINS to the Premier:

How does the recent rating of Western Australia by Moody's Investors
Service Pty Ltd compare with claims that the Premier is trying to damage
control the Stare's economy?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
I thank the member for that question which flows from what former members
on this side have said tonight; that is, we are well and truly sick of members
opposite seeking to talk the economy down, and to undermine the State
Energy Commission and a company that is centainly struggling - everyone
recognises that - but which has a very important place in our economy.
Downstrn processing of the kind it represents should be supported by the
Opposition in this State. The economic spokesman, the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, a few days ago claimed in response to art economic statement I
made, or a snapshot of the State's economy, that I and the Government were
refusing to talk about key economic indicators. I had outlined one after
another the areas in which the Western Australian economy was improving
and improving ahead of the rest of the nation -which we all welcome - and
we should all be aware of and promote that. The Deputy Leader of the
Opposition said that we did not want to know that sort of information and that
investors are not interested in knowing the stare of the Western Australian
economy from independent indices. He said they will listen only to bodies
such as Moody's. To his eternal embarrassment, what do we see a few days
later? A headline in The West Australian indicating that Moody's keeps faith
with WA. Even by the measure he would want to use to look at Western
Australia's economy and the financial position of the State's coffers, Moody's
is keeping faith with Western Australia. That is unlike the situation in
Victoria where similar bonds were downgraded by two points on the Moody's
scale, which seems to have surprised their competitors, Standard and Poor's.
The report in the newspaper stares thac Western Australia's high credit rating
of AAlI for the Treasury Corporation's latest release of stocks, in the context
of these shock waves coming from Victoria in a volatile market, has been
maintained. That is a very pleasing comparison with Victoria and other States
and one of which we can all be proud. I hope members opposite will be as
well. Despite those shock waves and the instability of the market, that is the
rating Western Australia is given. That rating represents that Moody's has
faith, I have faith in this economy, and the people of Western Australia who
invest and work hard to improve this economy have faith in it but the
Opposition has no faith.

ROYAL COMMISSION INTO COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES OF GOVERNMENT
AND OTHER MATITERS - SUSPENSION OF MINISTERS' AND FORMER

MINISTERS' ENTIThEMENTS
420. Mr TRENORDEN to the Premier:

Further to my question without notice last night about the suspension of
benefits to Ministers and former Ministers, I ask -
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(1) Will the Premier inform the House precisely what entitlements she has
suspended and from whom?

(2) What is the material referred to last night as having been recovered
from former Premiers, and from which fanner Premiers?

(3) Has she suspended any entitlements to or recovered any material from
any former Deputy Premier or any former Minister?

(4) Can the Premier assure the House chat the Government will not offer
any extraordinary entitlements, trips or jobs to any current members of
this House who are subject to adverse findings by the Royal
Commission?

Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1)-(3)

1 again draw the member's attention to the fact that I answered the first two
parts of that question in some detail.

Mr Trenorden: You have not told me to whom.
Dr LAWRENCE: I can get that information for the member. Does the member think

that I sit there after the instruction has been delivered to officers of my
department and ask what they got today? Do not be ridiculous. I am happy to
find out precisely those benefits and entitlements under my control and what
material has been recovered. I understand that it relates to computers,
typewriters and things of that nature. I will check that for the member.

(4) As to whether trips, jobs and so on will be offered to former members. I do
not quite get the thrust of the question. The trips and jobs I see floating
around this Parliament, the sort of junkets that often are criticised in the
media - I do not want to call them that - and the expenditure on travel that
exercises the minds of the public and the media, are often incurred by
members of Parliament at their own behest. I am not in the business of doing
anything of the kind suggested by the member, and I resent the proposition
that I might.

KENNE17 LIBERAL GOVERNMENT - ELECTORATE OFFICERS, SACKINGS
421. Mr MARLBOROUGH to the Minister for Productivity and Labour Relations:

(1) Will the Minister inform the House of the effects of the Kennett Liberal
Government's decision to halve the number of electorate officers employed
by members of Parliament?

(2) What would be the impact on services to the public should the Opposition
have the opportunity to take similar action in Western Australia?

Mrs HENDERSON replied:
(1)-(2)

I welcome that question because on the very night that the Kennett Liberal
Government introduced measures to slash the 11.5 per cent leave loading for
all employees under State awards in Victoria and to abolish weekend penalty
rates, Liberal members not only voted to grant themselves a pay increase and
to increase the size of the Cabinet, but also decided to sack 62 electorate
officers. Most of us recognise that electorate officers are an invaluable link
between the ordinary grassroots and ourselves. I have no doubt that the
reason that the Liberal Government in Victoria decided to sack 62 electorate
officers was that Liberal members did not want to hear from their electorate
officers the reaction to their slash and burn policies. The did not want to hear
from the nurses in their electorate who would lose up to 30 per cent of their
wages by having their weekend penalty rates abolished. They did not want to
hear from the train drivers, the Fire Brigade attendants or the police officers,
all of whom would have their pay summarily reduced by between 25 per cent
and 30 per cent, It was a most arrogant action by a Government to arbitrarily
slash working conditions for ordinary working people while at the same time
abolishing 62 positions for electorate officers.
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Mr Trenorden: What does this have to do with Western Australia?
Mrs HENDERSON: I think the public are well aware of what this has to do with

Western Australia. As a result of the Victorian Liberal Party's lack of touch
with the grassroots, it reversed its position on weekend penalty rates because
it realised that its so-called plan that people could keep their award conditions
and flow them over to enterprise agreements would not be possible if
weekend penalty races were abolished. The Liberal Party never intended that
award conditions be flowed over into enterprise agreements. That lack of
intention was shown up clearly, and the Liberal Party had to retat rapidly.
The Liberal Party in this State should come out well before the election and
make clear what are its plans for electorate officers and others.

OMBUDSMAN'S ANNUAL REPORT - EXTENSION OF JURISDICTION
RECOMMENDATION

422. Mr MacKINNON to the Premier:
(1) Is the Premier aware that in the annual report of the Parliamentary

Commissioner for Administrative Investigations for 1992, the Ombudsman
indicates in respect of his jurisdiction and the need to amend the legislation to
extend his jurisdiction to all relevant authorities that -

I believe it is most important that this long outstanding issue should be
dealt with satisfactorily as soon as possible, and I hope that the
necessary legislation will be enacted and put into effect before the end
of 1992.

(2) Is the Premier also aware that the first call for the extension of that
jurisdiction was made by the Ombudsman in 1985?

(3) Why has the Government ignored for seven years this call by the
Ombudsman?

(4) Will the Premier now agree to legislate this year in line with the
Ombudsman's request?

(5) If not, why not?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:

(04-5)
Despite what members may think about the passage of these reports, they
seem to be confused about where they lie. They come to the Parliament first
and to members secondarily. I have not had an opportunity of reading the
report at this stage. Nonetheless, I am aware of the Ombudsman's view
because since I have became Premier, he has put it to me. We have in fact
moved to draft the necessary amendments, along with a number of others to
strengthen the Financial Administration and Audit Act. I will be making
public the details of that, and I hope that members opposite will make
constructive suggestions. Depending upon how fairly and reasonably the
Opposition deals with Government business, I hope to be able to oblige the
Ombudsman, but should we see the stone walling that we have seen over
recent weeks, I may not be able to oblige. Nonetheless, a comprehensive Bill,
which will go well beyond what the Ombudsman requires in respect of his
activities, will be made available for members' scrutiny. I hope that any
suggestions from the Opposition, in the light of its apparent change of heart
yesterday, will be constructive, and if the Parliament is able for a few minutes
to get its head around issues other than those that we have been debating, and
apparently will debate again tonight, we may be able to get some business
done.

HOUSING - PUBLIC HOUSE CONSTRUCTION
"Boom-Bust" Situation Report

423. Mr THOMAS to the Minister for Housing:
According to the Master Builders Association of Western Australia, the State
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could face a "boom-bust" situation if the Government reduced spending on
public housing. What are the Government's plans in this area?

Mr McGINTY replied:
I am fortunate to have a copy of the document to which the member referred,
which is entitled, "Building and Construction Review, October 1992", frorn
the Master Builders Association of Western Australia. It is pleasing to see
that that document acknowledges the great contribution made to the Western
Australian economy by the most recent Budget, and in particular its impact
upon the housing industry in this State. The document states -

Public sector house construction has pmovided and will continue to
provide a major stimulus to the housing market during 1992/93.
Builders who have traditionally worked for Homeswest have been
inundated with work. Some commercial builders have diversified
their activity and moved in developing Homes west sites.

It continues -

The level of public sector building commencements was 1745 in
199 1/92. This represents round 10 per cent market share. In 1992193
this market share can be expected to rise even further.

The report states also -
Homeswest has played a major fine tuning role in 1991/92 in keeping
industry activity at a much higher level than would otherwise have
been the case. This role will continue in 1992/93, to maintain the
housing momentum. However, industry is anxious to avoid a
"boom/bust" situation in public housing construction in the next few
years if the funds for this level of new housing construction cannot be
maintained.

That is a direct congratulation by the Master Builders Association of the Stat
Government for its budgetary and housing policies, and is a direct
condemnation of the alternative policies of the Liberal Party. There is great
concern in the housing industry that the Federal Opposition's policy will
impact adversely upon the housing and construction industries in Western,
Australia and, most importantly, on low income people in the State. It is a
recipe for economic and social disaster. I refer in particular to that part of the
coalition's Fightback policy in respect of public housing which states -

The Coalition believes taxpayer support for public housing should be
in the form of meians-tested rental subsidies, with the ownership and
management of housing stock resting with the private sector. The
Coalition will therefore, move towards the elimination of housing
payments for capital purposes. This decision will be phased in,
starting in our first year in office.

Therefore, the very thing which the Master Builders Association was lauding -
namely, the retention of the tool in the armoury of the State Government's
economic powers - will be lost.

Mr C.J. Barnett- It is not for the building industry. It is for the people. That is where
you are misguided.

Mr McGINTY: The Opposition is obviously not concerned about the interests of the
people who are employed in that industry. I make the simple point that the
housing industry in this Stat is appalled at the Opposition's Fightback policy
because it knows what it will do to it- It knows the great assistance which it
has been given in Western Australia by the State Budget, and while questions
like interest rates and optimism for the future are two factors which are great
determinants of the level of economic activity in the housing industry,
obviously -

Mr C.j. Barnett interjected.
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Mr McGINTY: If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition will be quiet and let me make
the point. I will finish. If he wants to interject, he will prolong the answer.
Members opposite do not like to hear what I am saying because it shows up
their policies to be completely fallacious. The greatest threats facing
economic activity in the housing industry in this State are the policies of the
Opposition.

COLLIE COAL FIRED POWER STATION - ASHA BROWN BOVERI PROPOSAL
Special Cabinet Meeting Consideration

424. Dr TURNBULL to the Premier:
Following the meeting tomorrow of the Board of the State Energy
Commission of Western Australia to consider the Asea Brown Boveri
proposal to build a base load power station at Collie -

(1) Will the Premier undertake to call a special Cabinet meeting on Friday
to consider the SECWA recommendations?

(2) Will the Premier undertake to do this as the finalisation of a decision
on the power station, which is of vital importance to the economic
development of the Collie area, the south west region and Western
Australia as a whole?

Mr D.L. Smith: Are you going to tell the Liberal Opposition to stop -

Dr Gallop: Bagging it?
Mr D.L. Smith: - undermining the proposal?
Dr LAWRENCE replied:
(1)-(2)

The Ministers for Fuel and Energy and Lands are entirely accurate. The
member should spend her time convincing her erstwhile colleagues about the
value of this project and the need for a crass-party support for the project.
which is essential if the outcome she and we desire is to be achieved.
It is my understanding that the board will meet tomorrow, but it is not
necessarily clear that it will resolve this mailer at that stage. We will await
the advice from the board regarding the decision reached. It is essential that
any advice from the board be carefully and exhaustively considered by
Cabinet and Government, and that is not done by the type of knee-jerk
reaction which the member suggests we should make.
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